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Abstract

The school-wide positive behavioral support (SWPBS) framework is a behaviorsdigl;ba
systems approach to addressing the problem behaviors of youth in our schools. Vhis stud
examined the relationships among SWPBS implementation, SWPBS effedivertesol

size, and math achievement utilizing a secondary analysis of records amcl@apopinion
survey in 26 elementary schools in one large, diverse, mid-Atlantic schoadtdithile

results are inconclusive and should be interpreted with caution, six key fintdiregs related

to SWPBS implementation and three to SWPBS effectiveness) were iddicate

1. No statistical relationship was found between school size and SWPBS
implementation, although 64% of principals agreed that additional resources and 48%
of principals agreed that additional years might be needed to implement SWPBS.

2. All but one principal (96%) agreed that their schools were implementWRES
with a high degree of fidelity, with 100% of principals agreeing that universal
interventions such as students knowing school rules, rewards and consequences were
in place in their schools. However only 50% of principals agreed that tegiagly |
interventions involving mental health, community collaborations were being
implemented.

3. No statistical relationship was found between SWPBS implementation and math
achievement and only 46% principals agreed that additional math interventiens we
included in their school programs.

4. No statistical relationship was found between school size and SWPB3vefiest
although 100% of principals in large schools and 75% of principals of small schools

agreed that school size influenced SWPBS effectiveness.
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5. All principals agreed that SWPBS has had a positive impact on student behavior, and
students with disabilities, and results in less teacher time spent on stabawior.
Ninety-size percent of principals agreed that SWPBS has had a positive anpact
teachers’ behavior management.

6. A statistically significant relationship was foubdtween SWPBS effectiveness and
improved math achievement in medium size schools, supported by 69% of principals
agreeing that SWPBS resulted in increased student engagement in math asddncrea
time for math instruction.

A thorough description of research design, conceptual framework, studysions, and

recommendations for future research are included in the study.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Introduction
Antisocial behavior and the academic underachievement of students attending our

nation’s public schools remain major concerns for educators, parents, and the general
public (Luiselli, Putnam, Handler, & Feinberg, 2005). The U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services (2002) reported that there has been an increase in student behavior
considered disruptive and insubordinate, despite the fact that major crimegteanty
youth have declined. The National Center of Educational Statistics (2003 }éaldicat
there has been an increase of in- and out-of-school suspensions and schooltefagals
juvenile justice system.

In 2001, the U.S. Surgeon General reported that approximately 21% of youth
9-17 have diagnosable emotional and behavioral disorders, yet only one-third of these
students receive any direct services through schools or other agenciesaskdms ifor
the underdiagnosis of students with problem behaviors are numerous. First, there are
conflicting definitions of problem behavior in mental health services, speltiahgon
laws, and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, making it morgdtdific
identify students eligible for emotional-disturbance services in schooktistsecond,
there is serious fragmentation and limited funding of mental health services aiadl spec
education programs in schools and districts (Bazelon, 2006; Weist et al., 70@1)
reality is that large numbers of students with problem behaviors are undiagnosed and not
receiving needed services in our schools today. This situation results in the growing
necessity for training, resources, and effective programs to addresshtlepbehaviors

of students in our schools (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2002).
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Research in recent years has contributed new information about effeatiseav
address the problem behavior of students in our schools (Lewis & Sugai, 1999; Nelson,
1996; Taylor-Green et al., 1997; Todd, Haugen, Anderson, & Spriggs 2002; Turnbull et
al., 2002). The school-wide positive behavioral support (SWPBS) intervention
framework has been developed and implemented to provide a comprehensive, systems
approach to improving school climate and student behavior, and as an alternative to the
more punitive and ineffective discipline interventions such as student suspensions from
school. Indeed initial studies on the effectiveness of SWPBS indicateficsigthy
reduced office discipline referrals and suspensions for students (Gree?@iesB;

Horner, Sugai, & Todd, 2001; Lewis-Palmer, Sugai, & Larson, 1999; Lohrmann-
O’Rourke, 2000; Luiselli, Polack, & Laweda, 2006; Luiselli, Putman, & Handler, 2001,
McCurdy, Mannella, & Eldridge; Nelson, 1996; Netzel & Eber, 2003; Sadler, 2000;
Scott, 2001; Scott, 2002; Todd et al. 2002), as well as improved staff attitudes and
behaviors (Lewis-Palmer et al. 2002; Nelson, Colvin, & Smith, 1996; Schneider, Walker,
& Sprague, 2000; Todd et al. 2002).

Research studies conducted on the implementation of SWPBS indicate
correlations between the degree of SWPBS implementation, teaching of grosocia
behavior, teacher-training, and district support to the overall effectiven&8§BBS
implementation (Colvin et al., 1997; Florida PBS, 2005; Greenfield, 2004; Horner et al.,
2004; lllinois PBIS Network, 2006; Lewis & Sugai, 1999; Luiselli, Putnam, &
Sunderland, 2002; McCart, 2003; Muscott, Mann, & Gately, 2004: Nakasato, 2000;
Nersesain et al., 2000; New Hampshire EBS, 2005; Sprick, Sprick, & Garrison, 1992;

Stormont, Lewis, & Covington-Smith, 2005; Lewis, Sugai, & Colvin, 1998; Lewis,
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Palmer, & Larson, 1999). Studies indicated significant reductions in of§celine
referrals (ODR) and out-of-school suspensions (OSS) when SWPBS was imptemente
for at least one year (Greenfield, 2004); and research validated the userobsgste
techniques for teaching, precorrection, direct supervision, and support for appropriate
behavior (Colvin, Sugai, Good, & Lee, 1997; Stormant, Lewis, & Covington-Smith,
2005). In addition, research indicates that after SWPBS implementationstla@re i
increased use of comprehensive strategies and individual interventions in scho@, a
as improved attitude, enthusiasm, and staff satisfaction in SWPBS schools (Kp&, Jac
Broyles, 2005; Lewis-Palmer et al., 2002; May Institute, 07; Nelson, Colvin, ghSmi
1996; Safran & Oswald, 2003; Todd et al., 2002)

Early studies on the relationships among SWPBS and demographic variables
reveal positive correlations between SWPBS and low-socioeconomic schools and
students with disabilities. No research studies were located spegifscdditing the
variables of school size and percentage of students in English for Speakers of Other
Languages (ESOL) programs. Nineteen studies indicated positiveationglbetween
school climate, instructional time, academic engagement, and improved academic
achievement as measured by standardized test scores and school clvegte sur
(Brophy, 1988; DiStefano et al., 2007; Fisher et al., 1980; Frederick, 1977; Gottfredson
& Gottfredson, 1989; Horner, Sugai, Todd, & Lewis-Palmer, 2005; Larson, Steele, &
Sailor, in press; Luiselli, Putham, Handler, & Feinberg, 2005; Mcintosh et al., 2006a,b;
Oregon District, 2004; Parr, Kidder, & Barrett, 2007; Putnam, Handler, & O’Leary-
Zonarich, 2002; Putnam, Handler, & O’Leary-Zonarich, 2003; Scott & Barrett, 2004; Wu

et al., 1982) . In addition, there has been recent research on an integrated model
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incorporating both three-tier reading and behavior interventions that has shown positive
effects for both reading achievement and improved behavior (Stewart et al., 2007).

As a result of the need for improved school-based behavior management systems
and the promising results of early studies, the implementation of SWPBS iy ieauuld|
consistently expanding across the country, with the model currently implemented i
4,000 schools in 30 states as of September 2004 (US Department of Education (USDOE)
2005).

Statement of the Problem

The research on SWPBS has focused almost entirely on the general
implementation and effectiveness of SWPBS at the school, district, and ethtzsle
measured by the School-wide Evaluation Tool (Horner et al., 2004) and discipline data
including office discipline referrals (ODR), out of school suspensions (OSS)howl
suspensions (ISS), and school climate surveys. Within the context of an increased
emphasis on academic achievement in schools there is a body of researchidisiessta
the link between school climate and academic achievement (DiStefano et al., 2007,
Pallas, 1988; Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1989; Wu et al., 1982). There also is a body of
research that explores the relationship of academic achievement to iostiuatne,
and academic engagement (Brophy, 1988; Fisher, Berliner, Filby, Marliaven C&a
Dishaw, 1980; Scott & Barrett, 2004). However, few studies to date have investigated
the relationship between SWPBS and academic achievement (Horner, Sugai, Todd, &
Lewis-Palmer, 2005; Larsen, Steele, & Sailer, 2007; Putnam, Handler, & O’Leary
Zonarich, 2003; Lusilli, Putnam, Handler, & Feinberg, 2005; Mcintosh et al., 2006).

Indeed, researchers have indicated the need for additional studieslé#rishat
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additional research on the impact of SWPBS on academic achievement is needed”
(Putnam, Horner, & Algozzine, 2006, p. 4). Additional research questions have surfaced
regarding the types of school demographics that might have the greatestaafor
prediction on SWPBS and academic achievement. This study explorelatioastips
among math achievement, school size, SWPBS implementation, and SWPBS
effectiveness.

The review of the literature on the relationships among school demographics and
SWPBS indicated that only two school demographic variables have been ireedtiga
researchers. The first variable involves studies on the implementation of SWPBS i
urban schools or schools with low socioeconomic status (Arter, 2005; McCart, 2003;
Netzel & Eber, 2003; McCurdy, Mannella, & Eldridge, 2003; Powers, 2003). Two
studies were located that explored the relationship between SWPBS and the second
variable, individuals with disabilities (Doolittle et al., 2004; Greenfield, 2004). N
studies were located that examined the relationships of school size and peroéntag
students with English Language Learners and SWPBS.

This study expands the research base to include information on the relationships
among SWPBS implementation, effectiveness of SWPBS, math achievement, and school
size.

Purpose and Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships among SWPBS
implementation, effectiveness of SWPBS, math achievement, and school sizeidijhe st
was conducted in a large, diverse school district in a mid-Atlantic stateolltweihg

research questions focused the study.
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Is school size an effective predictor of the degree of implementation of SWPBS

Is school size an effective predictor of SWPBS effectivengesseasured by out of

school suspensions (0OSS)?

Is SWPBS implementation an effective predictor of math achienease measured

by standardized test scores in schools overall or when schoaksireuped into

small, medium, large?

Is SWPBS effectiveness an effective predictor of math aement as measured by

standardized math test scores, in schools overall, or when schoisl gipeped into

small, medium, large?

. What are the selected schools’ principals’ perceptions regardingBSWn their

schools as measured by a principal opinion survey?

a. What are school principals’ perceptions regarding the implementatiSiW&BS
in their schools overall?

b. What are school principals’ perceptions regarding SWPBS e#eeiss in their
schools overall?

c. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship betweeRBSW
implementation and the size of their schools?

d. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship betweeRBSW
effectiveness and the size of their schools?

e. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship betweeRBSW
implementation and math achievement in their schools?

f. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship betweeRBSW

effectiveness and math achievement in their schools?
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Statement of Potential Significance

A research study on the relationships among SWPBS implementation, the
effectiveness of SWPBS, students’ math achievement, and school size is important f
several reasons. First, understanding the relationships between school siAéPBfl S
can assist school, district, and state educators and policymakers in theamdecis
regarding the advancement of SWPBS in various settings. This additiorzeithesan
assist school practitioners, administrators, researchers, and policyimakeisng
informed and accurate policy decisions regarding the future implementation and
expansion of the SWPBS framework singularly and in conjunction with expanded school
mental health services, and three-tier academic interventions in sd¢tloaeing which
schools respond more readily to SWPBS implementation can contribute to decisions
regarding the use of resources in both individual schools, and large-scale ahstritate
SWPBS implementation.

Second, while the purpose of education is often debated among educators in our
democratic society, particularly today in our high-stakes environment, the anperf
students’ math achievement is undisputed. The accountability of No Child Left Behind
forces schools to look at all programs in relation to students’ learning and peréeroran
state-mandated testing (Congress, 2002). Response-to-intervention researdher
practitioners have developed a three-tier academic and behavior model to imphove bot
behavior and academics (Stewart, Benner, Martella, & Marchand-Na2en?7).

Additional data on the relationships among SWPBS implementation, effectiveness, and
math achievement can help inform, if not support, future SWPBS implementation and

funding.
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Lastly, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Amendnseoit
1997 and 2004 codified the tepositive behavioral suppoénd raised expectations for
the use of positive behavioral supports (PBS) in schools for individuals with disabilities
Very recent legislation (Bazelon Reporter, 2007a,b; Drasgow & Yell, 2002j &ug
Horner, 2002) has also included recommendations for the use of positive behavioral
supports and SWPBS to address the problem behavior of students in our schools.
Clearly, given the recent legislative recommendations and the limgedroh beyond
general SWPBS implementation and effectiveness, more research is oe¢ded
relationships among SWPBS implementation and effectiveness, and school siz¢rand ma
achievement.

Conceptual Framework Overview

The theoretical framework for school-wide positive behavioral support (SWPBS)
is rooted in the early behavioral analysis model founded by B. F. Skinner (Skinner, 1953,
1968) and integrated with principles from the ecological, sociological, and caan&
theories of human behavior and development. Behavioral theory is based on the
assumption that human behavior is a subject in its own right rather than a mamifestat
of something happening in the mind, brain, psyche (Skinner, 1968). Some of the key
elements and characteristics of the behavioral analysis, applied behavatyalsa and
positive behavioral support approaches evident in SWPBS are: careful definition of
behaviors, functional behavioral assessment, systematic and precisdldatic@nd
analysis, and examination of outcomes associated with interventions such &s positi

reinforcers, direct instruction, and contingency contracting (Bambarar&, R605).
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The ecological theory focuses on the interactions between individuals and their
environments (Rosenberg et al., 2004). Ecological theory is based on the assumptions
that children’s behavior is part of many different social systems and tha¢probl
behavior does not arise from within the child, but rather is a mismatch between behaviors
and expectations—thus any improvement in any part of the systems benefitsréhe enti
system. Brofenbrenner (1979) developed a conceptual framework that includes four
interlocking systems that shape and influence individual development. These
interlocking systems are the following: micro, or how a child experiencesdinate
interactions with other people; meso, the interrelationships among settingthex
quality of interrelationships; and macro, the broad ideological and organizatitieahpa
that affect the other systems. Some of the principles in the ecological mabicad in
the SWPBS model are the importance of addressing behavior in natural environments,
coordinating all systems, and data collection and analysis.

The SWPBS conceptual framework also includes principles from socidlogica
models such as Dreikurs’ social discipline model (1968), which identifies fourfgoals
misbehavior: attention, control and power, revenge, and helplessness. Sociologigal theor
is based on the assumption that all behavior, including misbehavior, is orderly,
purposeful, and directed toward achieving social recognition. Each action is goal-
directed, with the inner goal resulting in the outward behavior. Students are sowal bei
and desire to belong. However, they frequently do not see reality as it is, basahgy
perceive it to be, which may be mistaken or biased. Thus a student’s misbehaveor is oft
the result of faulty reasoning on how to gain social recognition (Dreikurs, 1964)aiSi

to the behavioral and ecological approaches, the sociological model includetsngpllec
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data and determining the goals or motives for misbehavior, which can lead to more
effective interventions. Bandura’s social learning theory (Bandura, Ross, & 1R68
is an expansion of traditional learning theory that incorporates modeling or dlmsealva
learning that can account for behavior change. Lastly, sociological mogleligti the
socially defined nature of disordered behavior, and thus are particularly aftical
labeling theory (Rosenberg et al., 2004).

Organizational behavior management and change have also contributed
conceptually and pragmatically to the systems approach of SWPBS (Sugai & Horn
2002). Organizational behavior management refers, specifically, to the applimat
behavioral principles in schools or business. The underlying assumption of
organizational theory is that organizational structures, leadership, deceskomgm
communication, and thus culture, can positively or negatively impact program
implementation and effectiveness. In organizational behavior managenehi| aad
systematic analysis of the aforementioned organizational areas isangdefsre
developing and implementing plans for improvement and chabge.(2007) identified
six organizational management models that have begun to influence PBS
implementation: (a) effective service delivery models, (b) training lpfly) team
building models, (d) models to build staff motivation, (e) models of accountability, and
(f) data management systems.

The SWPBS logic draws from the theories above and begins with the concept of
developing host environments that provide the processes and supports that increase a
school’s capacity to adopt and sustain the use of evidence-based practiseli @ ui

Diamont, 2002, p. 38). Successful individual student behavior support is linked to host
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environments or school climates that are positive and with a clear and consistent
articulation of expectations for student and staff behavior (Zins & Ponte, 1990).
Underlying the theory are the assumptions that if systems and plans fongeachi
appropriate behavior, with appropriate reinforcement and consequences, arermbnsist
implemented throughout the school community, by all stakeholders (firsttier)

majority (85%) of all students will be actively and positively engaged milegand

other school activities. These students then act as positive role models fatudleats

and allow time for teachers and staff to implement more intensive interverdgrons f
students with more serious behavioral and emotional needs. A second tier of
interventions is then provided for the approximately 10-12% of students who need small
group counseling or strategies. Examples of secondary interventions inaoting,
small-group social skills lessons, anger management/self-controhgyaparent training,
behavior contracts, specialized tutoring, before- and after-school check-iafaitec
systems, and Big Brother/Sister programs (Crone, Horner, & Hawken, 2004s[3avi
McLaughin, 1989; Dougherty & Dougherty, 1977; Hawken & Horen, 2003; Leach &
Byrne, 1986; Lewis, Colvin, & Sugai, 2000; March & Horner, 2002; Nelson, Martella, &
Garland, 1998).

Lastly, for the approximately 3—-5% of students in a school who do not respond to
the primary and secondary interventions and who exhibit severe problem behavior,
tertiary support through collaboration and wraparound services with speciali@ducat
and social service agencies is provided. For students requiring this tarppoyts

teachers and staff are trained in how to conduct functional behavioral assesaimints
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behavioral support plans, modify instruction, and make connections and work with
mental health professionals in the schools.

Several models of school-wide behavior management systems have emerged
since the seminal article by Walker et al. (1996) first describedyaritegrated
approach to preventing and addressing problem behavior analogous to the U.S. Public
Health Services three-tier model. Walker et al. (1996) also presented convincing
arguments as to why schools should take a lead role in addressing the increaisienn pr
behavior. The Effective Behavioral Support model developed by Sugai et al. (2000), and
then renamed School-wide Positive Behavioral Support after the pesiise
behavioral supporandinterventionsandfunctional behavioral analysisere codified in
the 1997 reauthorization of PL. 94-142, has emerged as the most sophisticated and
widely used school-wide behavior management system in schools today.

Summary of Methodology

This cross-sectional, correlational study investigates the relatiorehimsg
SWPBS implementation, SWPBS effectiveness, math achievement, and szbodltes
study was conducted in one large, diverse and well-provisioned district in athiaié
state. The variables for this study are identified as inherent in the pufgmgaio
education as defined by Jackson and Panyan (2002). Jackson and Panyan (2002) argue
that public education has the dual role of offering opportunities for enculturation, and
equitably providing student access to a society’s valued knowledge. For plosgriof
this study, knowledge is defined as math achievement and is measuradtgyeadszed
state assessment. One variable, school size, is not directly related toptise pof

education definition but was included because of the lack of research regarding the
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relationship of school size to SWPBS and the recent research suggesting aMednbet
school size and student outcomes. This study investigates the relationships o$izehool
to the implementation and effectiveness of SWPBS and to math achievement.

The study utilized a purposeful sample of 26 elementary schools that have
implemented SWPBS for two or more years. A purposeful sample was utilized for
several reasons. First, the literature indicates that SWPBS imyhkgioa takes a
minimum of one to two years before effectiveness can be evaluated. And second, the
number of schools meeting the criteria was small enough to include all sahdaist
require a sample.

Two research designs, a secondary analysis of school records and a principal
opinion survey, were conducted. School-wide data measuring SWPBS implementation,
effectiveness, students’ math achievement, and school size was accesdbé fitatnict
databases and the district PBS specialist. The Web-based principalwasvey
distributed using a commercial survey program to the 26 principals in the purposefull
selected sample schools. Names and e-mail addresses of included principals were
provided to the researcher by the district PBS specialist. Simple liegfessrelation
analyses plus qualitative analysis of survey questions was conducted tdrtketbem
significance of the various study variable relationships.

For purposes of this study, SWPBS implementation was measured by school
Team Implementation Checklist scores and principal opinion surveys. SWPBS
effectiveness was measured by the comparison of the number of out-of-school
suspensions (OSS) between baseline and year two of SWPBS implementatierthé&inc

primary goals of SWPBS are to improve school climate and student behavior, angl OSS i
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a consistent means of dealing with problem behavior in the schools, this meas@w@ seem
appropriate for measuring SWPBS effectiveness. Principal opinion surgeys al
provided additional perspective regarding SWPBS effectiveness.
Assumptions

This study rests on five basic assumptions: (1) There are growing numbers of
students experiencing emotional distress, resulting in a greater need forwicieool
positive behavioral supports in schools today (U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, 2002); (2) schools can implement the three-tier SWPBS approaataiwwitigt
and support; (3) although guiding SWPBS principles and features direct the devdlopme
of SWPBS models in schools, schools follow a school-based team approach in
implementing SWPBS, resulting in differences in school-based implementdfiataff
training and central office support are provided to all teachers and admaomsstrat
implementing SWPBS in the selected schools; and (5) the demographic, acaddmic, a
discipline data retrieved from the district technology data bases wastadourall
selected schools in the study.

Delimitations and Limitations

Delimitations

Two variables (school size and math achievement) were chosen for the study
based on their relevance and prominence in education literature, relevancstiolyhe
purpose, and the availability of accurate databases. Additional variablesonsigered
but eliminated for the aforementioned reasons. In addition, while distributing tey sur
only to school principals restricted the SWPBS perceptions to only one actoraghis w

decided for the following three reasons. First, research has indicated the nopaita
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school leadership in any systems change or program implementatior&Betdrsen,
1990). Second, elementary school principals are expected to analyze, monitor, and
interpret the academic, discipline, and demographic data of their schools. Ahnd thir
a requirement of the selected school district that all principals parcin the training
and be active members of their school's SWPBS steering committee.

Limitations

This study was conducted in only one large, diverse, and well-provisioned district
in a Mid-Atlantic state, which reduces the ability to generalize dindings to other
districts. In addition, the purposeful sample was small, only 26 schools overall, with ve
few large (4) and small schools (4) in the sample. Replication studies distois$s are
needed to support study findings.

Kern and Manz (2004) speak to the importance of “partnership driven
methodologies” in the development and evaluation of SWPBS, and to the difficulty of
developing experimental designs that are internally valid (i.e., difficulidentifying
comparison schools, and the random assignment of schools to either condition). While
there is a need for more empirical research on SWPBS implementationyeffess,
and school variables, for the aforementioned reasons an experimental design was not
chosen for this study.

Lastly, criticism by some researchers has been directed at the extessiof
office discipline referrals (ODR) and student suspensions (OSS, ISS) soanadae
effectiveness of SWPBS (Lane, Wehby, Roberson, & Roger, 2007; Putnam, Horner, &
Algozzine, 2006). Critics note the variation among school administrators andrgeache

for the reasons students are sent to the office and subsequently how they are discipline
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for various incidents of misbehavior. Also, critics have observed that ODR and OSS are
typically distributed to students with externalizing behavior, and that studehts wit
internalizing behaviors may be underrepresented in these calculations. Wigle thes
claims could be true, it is important to note that in the selected districdaleetives are
given each year from the central administration to all school admtoisti@nd teachers
regarding students’ rights and responsibilities which results in some aégree
consistency among schools and school years.
Definitions of Key Terms

Problem Behavior

Problem behaviodescribes students with “behavior that is extreme, chronic, and
or unacceptable because of social or cultural expectations” (Hallahani&téa, 2006,
p. 250). This includes students who meet the federal definition of emotional disturbance,
or the definition of conduct disorder, as well as students with less severe problem
behaviors that interrupt classroom instruction and/or school climate, as defingtbby s
administrators or classroom teachers.
School-wide Positive Behavioral Support

School-wide behavioral suppag a behaviorally based systems approach to
enhancing the capacity of schools, families, and communities to desigiveffect
environments that improve the fit or link between research-validated peaatide
environments in which teaching and learning occur (Office of Speciaklidoc

Programs, OSEP, 2002).
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Positive Behavior Support

Positive behavior suppo(PBS) involves the assessment and reengineering of
environments so that individuals with problem behaviors experience reduction in their
problem behaviors and increase the social, personal, and professional quality of their
lives. PBS is the application of behavior analysis and systems-changecpeespe
within the context of person-centered values to the social problems credteddwors
such as self-injury, aggression, property destruction, defiance, and disruptan It
approach that focuses on positivity rather than punishment, and provides a practical
science regarding how learning and behavior change occur. The overridind B&
is to enhance the quality of life for individuals and their supporters in home, school, and
community settings. The interest in positive behavioral support lies in the pibmise
holds for addressing the difficult challenges posed by problem behaviors in our schools
(Horner, 1999).
School Climate

Organizational climate is defined by Deal and Peterson (1990) as the eellecti
personality of the school, based upon an atmosphere distinguished by the personal, social
and professional interactions of those individuals within a school. Factors that impact
climate include leadership, classroom instruction, classroom managemeidalphys
surroundings, and the nature and tone of the relationships therein.
Math Achievement

The academic curriculum in the targeted district is the Standards wiihga
developed by the Commonwealth of Virginia and measured by the Virginia tarada

Learning tests. As defined by the targeted district, “The standardsmhigé&50L) is
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an outline of the basic knowledge and skills that Virginia children will be taught in
grades K-12 in the four essential academic subjects of English, math, sanehsecial
studies.” Extensive information regarding the development and evaluation ofebisse
is included in Chapter.3For the purposes of this study, only the fifth-grade SOL math
test will be utilized (Study School District, 2007).
School Size

According to district-published statistics, as of June 2007, student enrollment in
the 137 district elementary schools ranged from 290 to 1,258 students, including special
education and English for Speakers of Other Language students. For purposes of this
study, schools with fewer than 500 students are labeled small, schools with 500—900
students are labeled medium, and schools with more than 900 students are labeled large

(Study District, Statistics, 2007).
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

Introduction and Literature Review Methods

A vast amount of literature exists regarding the history and development of
various behavior management approaches and programs throughout the generations. Due
to the increasing numbers of youth experiencing emotional distress todayistha
increased sense of urgency to find improved systeraddress the problem behavior of
youth in our schools. The school-wide positive behavioral support (SWPBS) approach is
receiving considerable national attention, by educators, mental health jomdiéssand
legislators who seek to implement proactive, effective, efficient, and indelgggstems
to address the problem behavior of students in our schools and society (Bazelon, 2006).

The literature review is divided into four broad areas: (a) introduction and
literature review methods; (b) societal, historical, and legislative corgeew; (c)
conceptual framework literature review; and (c) summary of prior résearschool-
wide positive behavioral support as related to school demographic and academic
variables

Several systematic searches were conducted using the following dat&iises:
Psych Info, Dissertation Abstracts, Pro Quest Digital Dissertatiodisjdual State
Department of Education Web sites, the U.S. Department of Education Office ailSpec
Education Programs (OSEP) Technical Assistance Center on Positive Bdhaviora
Interventions and Supports Web site, the U.S. Department of Education Web site, and
technical reports by various nonprofit organizations such as the Bazelon Menthl Heal

Law and May Institutes. In certain cases, inquiry e-mails were sermstatgimore
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specific and detailed demographic or academic achievement information irhpdhiis
presented outcome studies and/or evaluation reports.

Over 250 journal articles, studies, technical reports, books, and abstracts were
read on SWPBS implementation, effectiveness, school demographics, and academi
achievement. In addition, the researcher attended three PBS conferences-202806
and participated in numerous conversations with PBS practitioners and rese#nehers
resulted in the identification and subsequent review of relevant, yet unpublished, studies
and reports. Foutissertations completed from 1998 to 2005 that related to SWPBS
research question variables were reviewed. Literature and studies wexe lshssd on
their relevancy to the research questions, quality of research and methodalbgy
availability. In addition, literature and references were included tvaorprevious
searches by the researcher on national, state, and district policies and on school
discipline.

Societal, Historical, and Legislative Contexts
Society’s Need for Improved Systems to Address Challenging Behaviors

There are increasing numbers of students experiencing emotional distvass
schools today. The U.S. Surgeon General (2001) reported that approximately 21% of
youth ages 9-17 have diagnosable emotional disturbance, yet only an estimatedione-thi
of these students receive the services they need. Numerous explanationstwedsed
emotional stress of our youth have been examined by psychologists, social workers
educators, and other professionals. These investigations reveal that children are
increasingly confronted daily with poverty, abuse and neglect, inconsistentipgr

practices, divorce, substance abuse, community disorganization, and high-stakes
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testing—with the increased prevalence of gangs, guns, drugs, and overall violeace i
society in general seeping through the school door (Berliner & Biddle, 1995nColvi
Kameenui, & Sugai, 1993; Lewis, Sugai, & Colvin, 1998; Petit, Baker, & Dodge, 1993).
The relationships between violence exposure, other stressors, family support,-and self
concept on self-reported problem behaviors were examined by Youngstrom, aieist
Albus (2003), who found that all forms of violence exposure (e.g., withessing, being a
victim, knowing victims) were correlated with internalizing and eternadibehavioral
problems for both males and females. The ability of demographic variableskand ris
factors (e.g., parental substance use, number of people in the home, out-of-home
placements, grades repeated, arrest history, and total life stress) ¢b gxpdsure to
community violence were examined by Weist, Acost, and Youngstrom (2001) and it was
found that risk variables were more powerful regression predictors of violence exposur
than demographic characteristics. Even after controlling for demographrexddés in
violence exposure, risk factors as a group accounted for another 10-15% of variance.
Life stress was the most consistent predictor of violence exposure fasdhgte of 342
high school students from inner-city Baltimore.

In addition, educators have noted the increased pressures on teachers and schools
as a result of rising societal expectations to educate a greatertgigéstudents
utilizing a test-based accountability model mandated by the No Child Leifttd@&aw
(Gotbaum, 2003). Increased academic pressures and the increased emotssnall stre
students have led to intense discussions by educators regarding the purpose oheducati
and how best to support students with both academic and behavior problems. Arguments

have been made that public education is charged with the dual roles of offering
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opportunities for enculturation and equitably providing student access to a society’s
valued knowledge; and that, within a democratic society, both of these respoesihikt
optimally realized when all educators can accept and teach a broagkeofdrehavioral
diversity within their classrooms (Jackson & Panyan, 2002). Therefore it becomes
increasingly important that systems and structures are developed in dohesdsst
teachers and administration in providing appropriate school-wide, classroom, and
individual behavioral interventions.

Criticism also is leveled at the way educators have handled deviance in our
schools in the past. Skrtic (1995) noted that for most of the@6tury public education
relied on a “decoupling” process, whenever mandated, to serve students who are
perceived as not fitting traditional modes of service. That is, when faced wssupreo
serve students’ whose needs could not be accommodated with the standard practice;
public education’s prevailing paradigm was to generate separate edudasiokslfor
these students. Skrtic presents the example of the growing use of self-comgagiald s
education classes in the early part of th® @ntury. Gathercoal agrees with Skrtic and
writes, "Educators who want to create a democratic environment must apprescénal
consequences as a way of building community and keeping students in school, rather than
using them as a means for pushing students out” (1998, p. 203). These criticisms again
support the need for schools to implement systems and interventions that address the
problem behavior of youth so that the largest number of students possible can remain in
general education classrooms and schools.

Professionals and parents also must overcome innumerable barriers singcces

the necessary support and resources for youths with problem behaviors. Banrieges c
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divided into two categories: policy and services. Policy barriers include thetogf
definitions for “emotional and behavioral disturbance” among special educatismiaiv
the Department of Health and Human Services, the lack of parity for mental healt
insurance, lack of funding for programs, and bureaucratic paperwork, and othece Servi
barriers include the fragmentation of services, lack of qualified professiondlgck of
training and education for teachers and administrators, and other. All nethdt i

scarcity of quality services, and contribute to the under identification and lack of
resources for students in need. 2

Historical Advances in Addressing Problem Behavior

Significant changes have occurred during the past century in our knowledge
regarding the origins and causes of behavior, and the ethical standardsénatayr
treatment of individuals with problem behaviors both in and out of formal education. “It
IS uncontested, that in early Western society there was a broad intoleranekdwaiors
that fell outside of very narrow standards of social conduct, and the methods ofraliscipl
and treatment utilized within and outside of schools clearly communicated this
intolerance” (Jackson & Panyan, 2002, p. 36).

Coleman (1992) offers a historical chronology of practices and views for youth
and adults with problem behavior that consists of a number of overlapping phases. The
first “segregation” phase extended from the early Middle Ages to the 1600s and
emphasized ridding society of individuals whose behaviors were deviant and not
understood. Mental hospitals and asylums were established to segregate and punish

people with mental disorders.
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In the second “transition” phase, during the 18th and 19th centuries, institutions
were charged with the dual purpose of providing care and treatment to people with
mental illness, mental retardation, and other disabilities. The prevailing viavg dlis
phase was that perhaps mental disorders were curable; however, in redilityanst
were employing neglectful and harsh treatments.

The third “service” phase extended from about 1900 to the early 1990s and
focused on how to help individuals become contributing members of society.
Psychodynamic theories surfaced during this phase and Freud (1949) established the
groundwork for the psychodynamic approach. Freud proposed that there are psychic
inner causes that directly regulate the way a person behaves, appropriatelgrwise,
and that the uncovering of these causes requires an introspective exploration of the
associated conflicting conscious and unconscious forces, motives, and feads (Fr
1949).

These advances in knowledge, however, were not always beneficial to those
afflicted. The eugenics movement, within the scientific community of nl'hyzmih
century, viewed human differences through a lens that is today considered unsound and
unethical. Influenced by Darwin’s theory of evolution, Mendel’s theory ofgand
inherited traits, and Goddard’s perceptions of the hereditability of intedllecapacity,
eugenics theorists viewed human differences within a dichotomy that alloweaonly f
“fitness” and “unfitness” (Smith, 1999). Differences were treated raseca that must be
removed for the greater health of society. Hence, people who were lalsziediynll
were forced into extended isolation or sterilization, with aversive technidues

management or worse. The eugenics movement reached a pinnacle in NaziyGerman
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where the view of the hereditability of “unfitness” was expanded to cover etimipg
religions, and classes of people, and extermination became a tool of the itadaghi
eugenics appears to be a thing of the past, it is argued that its influencesreosiayply
more difficult to trace, and that expulsion, out-of-school placement, and confinaraent
vestiges of the eugenics movement in schools and other institutions toddy, (F288).

Although the term positive behavioral support (PBS) originated in the 20
century, the more humane practices associated with it emerged earlstorg iabeled
moral therapy) and typically represented a departure from preva#indastls and
practices. An early example of the humane treatment of PBS was the boldhrtioee
1880s by Pinel, a French physician who removed the chains from some of the patients a
a mental hospital in Paris to test his theory that the patients would responchesll w
treated with kindness and respect rather than with cruelty and imprisonmerg. Som
individuals showed remarkable improvement. This account of Pinel's activities may be
the first documented case of large-scale treatment practice thasssgvalues similar
to those of positive behavioral support (Jackson & Panyan, 2002).

Erickson (1963) offered a reconceptualization of the origins of psychological
conflict, suggesting that decisive and potentially enduring conflicts could emengg in a
number of significant stages of ego-identity development, and that these stages w
dispersed throughout life. Of special significance for understanding mealih \vas
that if a conflict was unresolved while in the state of origination, it couklgtemnd
affect a person’s essential happiness and well-being.

During the service phase of the™€entury, in addition to the psychodynamic

theories, professionals again advanced their thinking to view challenging dxehswi



SWPBS, School Size, and Math Achieveme@6

more of an environmental systems issue than the indication of individual pathology,
enabling problem behaviors to best be handled by ensuring access to educational
opportunity and developing effective teaching and discipline practices, (B38@0).

During this service phase many of the ecological and sociological theeiedounded.
Theorists such as Bronfenbrenner (1979), Driekurs (1968), and Bandura (1963) focused
on the environmental and social systems influencing human development, identifying
four primary purposes for problem behavior, and validating the importance of social
learning through modeling and imitation. Yet, it is noted that a behaviorist, Bijou (1968)
was one of the earliest thinkers to advocate a shift in focus from blaming théochil
examining the other factors such as environment, the actions of adults and fellow
students, and the contingencies of reinforcement that can promote and maintain
challenging behaviors.

Coleman’s chronology (Coleman, 1992) ends with the third phase, but additional
phases—such as the “legislative” or “litigation” phase, or “model progeardsesearch”
phase—have been coined by experts to reflect the efforts of families\ayzhtes to
secure appropriate educational opportunities for their children in public schdwals. It
been argued that the inclusive education movement, a significant reform movement
among others, originated in the 1990s, and represents the next generatiorby effort
families and advocates to secure social and education inclusion through pditaral a
directed at public and residential school systems (Ryndak, Jackson, & Biljint889,

2000).
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Addressing problem behavior in the schools.
Jackson and Panyon (2002) write that “history clearly illustrates thett had
punitive measures were characteristic of most formal schooling in the Jdstse
practices were grounded in two perspectives on behavior as well as the opinibrsthat i
society’s basic responsibility to control. The first perspective wasthaol discipline
was often seen less specifically in terms of training for society andgeaszally as a
form of character training. Discipline practices in early times weiged by the belief
that consensual morality should control the behavior of citizens and that schools were
responsible for imposing these moral standards in accordance with a pasocigr
class. The second perspective was Kant’s retribution theory, or that pain srdossto
those who have done wrong, and the punishment is not inflicted to achieve another good,
but simply because a person has committed a wrongdoing (Rich, 1982). Moreover,
dispersing punishment to wrongdoers was perceived as the absolute duty of saciety if
system of justice was to be preserved. This historical context may exphlaicovgoral
punishment has long been endorsed as a primary means for reinforcing strict behavior
standards in schools. However, the use of corporal punishment has been also questioned.
Efforts in the United States to limit corporal punishment date back to the 1820s, but to
date only 27 states have enacted statewide legislation to abolish corporal mhishm
(Evans & Richardson, 1995). Society continues to have difficulty in differentiating
between students whose behaviawikful and criminal and those whose behavior is
based in psychiatric disorders, and then providing the appropriate interventions.
Today, despite the introduction of numerous positive behavioral interventions

such as service learning, dialogue journals, peer mediation, and other, many coriventiona
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behavior management strategies are still based on interventions developed in the 1960s
and 1970s, which are characteristically reactive, consequence based, and have a shor
term focus. Such features of outdated methods as ridicule and out-of-school suspension
limit their long-term effectiveness and ability to promote meaningfudtiffe outcomes.
According to Horner et al. (1995) there are two particularly disturbingnsashy the

current popular knowledge base about working with problem behavior is incomplete. The
first reason is that the majority of students in schools are not likely to peegeificant
behavioral problems at all during a particular school year. For these studearts exall

for basic prevention and early intervention measures, but it is difficult to jhdgenpact

of implementing certain discipline practices on these students who pose fewnsoble

The second reason is that the typical response of teachers and administrators t
students who have chronic or acute problem behavior is to try and remove them from
their areas of responsibility. Suspension or exclusion, placement in specialaguwrat
placement in some other alternative program are common responses to probleor behavi
in schools today. Horner and colleagues (1995) reviewed research indicatiig that t
most likely reaction of schools to problem behavior is some combination of punishment
and removal.

In addition, it is important to note that the already limited district and school
resources have traditionally been allocated to the identification, assesantent
consequent development of individualized behavior-support efforts to contain or
remediate the problem behavior of a very limited number of students (Horner et al.,
2004). Clearly, among the more important changes that have occurred over the past 15

years are the shifts in emphasis toward prevention for all students, positivkateoneof
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problem behaviors, and the investment in school-wide practice, in addition to
individualized interventions (Horner et al., 2004).
Recent Legislation and Policies Affecting School Responses to Problem Behavior

Even before the Columbine massacre of 1999 and other school shootings
(Richland H.S., 1995; Frontier H.S., 1996; Pearl H.S., 1997; Thurston, H.S., 1998;
Heritage H.S., 1999; Santana H.S., 2001, etc.), the U.S. Congress passed the Gun-Free
Schools Act in 1994, which required states to develop zero-tolerance initiatives or fac
losing federal money. Zero-tolerance policies most frequently used somefform
exclusion from school, typically suspension and/or expulsion. Since the initiatios of thi
law, additional research has indicated that suspension and expulsion do not lead to
positive outcomes for students and do not result in safe school climates (Casella, 2003;
Essex, 2001; Skiba, 2001). Indeed, researchers have found that the suspension of
students results in decreased access to school curriculum and educational environment
and opportunities, and has shown to be a moderate to strong predictor of whether a
student will, or will not, drop out of school (Townsend, 2000; Skiba, 2002; Skiba &
Peterson, 1999). In addition, Mayer and Sulzer-Azaroff (1990) further explain that
punishing behavior problems often leads to a higher incident of aggression, truancy,
vandalism, and dropouts. The impact of suspension on African-American students is
even more damaging in that exclusionary disciplinary practices have beenddaend t
disproportionately applied to minorities and males (Mendez & Knoff, 2003; Townsend,
2000).

As stated above, schools and districts responded to the Gun-Free Act of 1994 with

the implementation of local zero-tolerance policies and increased useaotlivut-of-
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school detention, suspensions, expulsions, and alternative school placement programs;
but school districts also added other reactive interventions such as hiring security
personnel, adding surveillance camera, metal detectors, and school uniforms (U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, 2001). However, the evaluations and
monitoring of these interventions indicate that by themselves they also @lfeci@st to
meet the challenges of creating safe schools, positive school climates, aasedcre
teaching time and learning opportunities. Numerous sources, including the fGetiter
Study and Prevention and School Violence, the Institute on Violence and Destructi
Behavior, the American Psychological Association, the Center on izée&collaboration
and Practice, the Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools, the Offfgecial Education
Programs, and the Center for Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, have
advocated for the adoption of more proactive, positive, and preventive approaches to
individual and school-wide discipline (Sugai & Horner, 2002).

In 1998, at the request of President Clinton, the U.S. Department of Education
and the Department of Justice produEedly Warning, Timely Response: A Guide to
Safe School@wyer et al., 1998) as an official mandate to create schools free from
violence. In April 2000, the Department of Education and the Department of Justice
published a follow-up publicatioigafeguarding Our Children: An Action Gui@wyer
& Osher, 2000), which provided practical steps schools can take to design and implement
school safety plans to reduce violence in our schools and help children gain adeess to t
services they need. The guide was sent to every district and school and stresse
importance of a three-tier, integrated, and comprehensive model that inclucegipre

early intervention, and intensive services to address schools safety issues.
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Congress recognized the impact that students with problem behavior have on a
child’s academic, social, and family functions. With the 1997 reauthorizatioDEA, |
Congress expanded the authority of school officials to protect the safety lufdribic by
maintaining orderly, drug-free, and disciplined school environments, while ensuring tha
the essential rights of students with disabilities were protected. Congrehs lselpgor
school officials and Individualized Education Plan (IEP) teams by requiring ehat
student with disabilities exhibits problem behaviors that impede his or her leanthg
learning of other students, that the IEP team must consider other stratedising
positive behavioral interventions. While neither the bill nor final regulatiorzs| die¢
components of a functional behavioral assessment (FBA) and/or subsequerdrbehavi
intervention plan (BIP), leaving wide discretion to states, school district$E8ngams,
the 1997 amendments “codified” positive behavioral interventions and supports,
functional behavior assessment, and positive behavior supports into policy and practice,
and thereby into the discipline and behavior management in every school in America
(Drasgow & Yell, 2002; Sugai & Horner, 2002).

Due to the increased attention to problem behaviors in the schools, states have
taken a more active role in addressing behavior through the development oftgtatewi
behavior initiatives (SBIs) (Muller, 2002). An SBI is defined as any formalyoliplan
describing the specific components and strategies of a long-term eféodeak to build
the capacity of a state or jurisdiction to provide behavioral support to schools. The
National Association of State Directors of Special Education, Incorpofide8DSE)
conducted a survey in 2000 as part of its Cooperative Agreement with the Office of

Special Education Programs (OSEP). Of the 43 state education agenciest{BEAS)



SWPBS, School Size, and Math AchievemeB2

responded to the survey, 26 reported having a statewide initiative in place. In 2002, the
Center of Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS Center) atitrergity

of Oregon conducted a more in-depth, follow-up study and literature review examining
the extent to which SBIs have been developed and implemented, and obtained additional
survey data from 19 of the 26 states with SBIs currently in place (Muller, 2002).

Key points in that literature review stated that SBI has emerged as a ¢gholiey-
strategy intended to expand schools’ roles in the delivery of student support services
Interest in developing SBI originated from three independent trends withintieduaad
social science reform. First, the magnitude of students’ emotional and behavioral
challenges has made it clear that schools can no longer ignore the personal and
interpersonal domain of students’ lives. Second, the development of SBIs is supported by
a growing literature base demonstrating the effectiveness of schoolysidens of
positive behavior supports (PBS). Third, there is increasing awarenesaditadrtal
social service delivery models are no longer able to meet the needs of youtmiied.fa

Major findings from the follow-up state survey indicated that of the 19 states
responding, 16 have SBIs that address all students, not just students with disabikties. O
third reported that SBIs have been implemented on a state-wide basis, while the
remaining two thirds are currently testing behavioral initiativeslgcssd regions,
districts, or particular schools. Planning for and the development of SBIs usually
involved representatives from a wide range of stakeholder groups but most conmaonly t
state department of education, special educators, general educators,coumsidi@nt
and building principals. Fewer than 10 states reported that they also included school

psychologists or counselors, behavior specialists, college or university staift dis
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superintendents, agency representatives, parents, mental health practaiojueenile
justice personnel and law enforcement officials. Allocation of human resources fo
implementation of SBIs varies significantly from state to state. Fanost the full-time
equivalent of personnel assigned to work directly with behavioral initiative sdraa
eight or nine full time employees (FTE) to less that one FTE.

Several of the policy recommendations from the NASDSE Project Forum report
include direct references to SWPBS. “Base SBls on the tenets of PB®éd&acthing
and reinforcing of pro-social behavior), as well other recognized obstadhesfield”;
“Encourage schools and agencies to adopt consistent eligibility critesarfoce and
comparable diagnostic and disability terminology”; “Implement policies tiatkgies
that reduce or eliminate categorical intervention models” (Muller, 2002, p. 6).

The 2004 reauthorization of IDEA again resulted in conscientious debate on how
best to address school discipline for students with disabilities. The final 2004 IDEA bi
maintains the rights of individuals with disabilities, clarifies disoglprocedures, and
increases funding for improving positive behavioral support systems and staffgriai
schools. IDEA 2004 established a new grant program dedicating $50 million for state
and local grants aimed at improving behavioral support programs, alternatiati@uiic
settings, and professional development.

In addition, legislation and reports have been prolific in recent years reg#rding
need for increased services in schools for students with mild to severe problenodsghavi
not just students with identified disabilities. Recognizing the important role¢habls
play in the delivery of mental health services, bipartisan Senators Teddgiiné1A),

Pete Domenici (D-NM), and Mike Enzi (R-WY) recently introduced the MengalltH in
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Schools Act, 2007 (S. 1332). This bill would increase funding for the Safe Schools—
Healthy Students program to enable states to expand school-based mental ezt ser
for children in K-12. It allows for a flexible, state-based approach to creating
comprehensive mental health school program and promotes formal collaboration between
families, schools, welfare agencies, and substance abuse and mental btsattk.sy
Significantly, this bipartisan legislation takes an important step beyondsaddy®nly
students with, or at risk for, a mental illness by seeking to promote a school-witileepos
environment for all students. The Mental Health in Schools Act encourages schools to
implement positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) into their school
curriculum (Bazelon Reporter, 2007b).

Also, another recently introduced bill, the Child Adolescent Mental Health
Resiliency Act of 2007, which states that “only one in five adolescents who faffer
severe mental illnesses receive needed specialty mental health seavittesrizes $205
million in grant opportunities and encourages the integration of early interverdng a
prevention services for adolescents with, or at risk for, psychiatric disordbns the
states school systems, educational institutions, juvenile justice systgmstance abuse
programs, child welfare systems, and other support organizations (Bazelon Reporter
2007a).

On a wider scale, and in response to the growing national concerns surrounding
the mental health needs of both youth and adults, President George Bush announced the
New Freedom Initiativeof which thePresident’'s New Freedom Commission on Mental
Health (2003) was a key component. A commission of mental health exieatifed

three major obstacles to effective mental health practices in Americankaott out of
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schools: (1) the stigma that still surrounds mental ilinesses; (2) un&imget

limitations and financial requirements placed on mental health benefits itepnralth
insurance; and (3) the fragmented mental health service delivery ff&tesident’s New
Freedom Commission on Mental Health, 2003). The final report lists six goaisubkat
be met to transform our current mental health system: (1) Americans musttander
that mental health is essential to overall health; (2) mental health careismer and
family driven; (3) disparities in mental health services must be eliednét) early
mental health screening, assessment, and referral to services must beconun
practice; (5) excellent mental health care needs to be delivered, andheszamlerated;
and (6) technology should be used to access mental health care and information. This
report lends recognition and support to the need for integrated, comprehensive, and
efficient discipline and mental health models in our schools.

In the context of the above legislation and reports, Doolittle et al. (2006)
examined state department of education mission statements to determirterihtoex
which the mission statements included (a) goals for students’ social belfayio
evidence of criteria for student, classroom, and school-wide behavior-suppornskills i
certification standards for general education teachers, specialiedueatchers, and
principals; and (c) initiatives focused on improving students’ social behavior. Result
indicated that only 16 of the 50 states and the District of Columbia included a focus
statement on student social behavior in their mission statements. Individual student
behavior support practices were identified in the curriculum for generahtedsiin 30
states, and for special educators in 39 states. Classroom behavior-suppoesonaarie

required for general education teachers in 39 states, and for special edecatiens in
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40 states. School-wide behavior-support practices were most likely to be required f
principal certification, and were formally identified in only 20 states s@weyCharacter
education was the most common state initiative cited for improving behavior in schools
Summary of Societal, Historical, Legislative Contexts

It is important to understand the societal, historical, and legislative cotitekts
have contributed to and influenced the advancement of the SWPBS framework. There
are increasing numbers of underserved students with problem behaviors in our schools.
Schools are experiencing increased pressures as a result of high-stakgsitel the
increased violence of society in general. While U.S. discipline pratizsesremained
stagnant for several decades, recent research on the ineffectivenessmdisaspual
programming, and exclusion are resulting in a movement toward proactive prevention,
early intervention, and positive behavioral supports. Recent government reports have
documented the crisis in our country regarding problem behavior in our schools and
society, and the recent legislation described above calls for increased meatfita
services in schools and implementation of school-wide positive behavioral support
systems.

Conceptual Framework Literature Review

Overview

While the roots of SWPBS are primarily grounded in the evolution of the
behavioral analysis model, major concepts from the ecological, social, and atigaaiz
management theories also are strongly evident in the SWPBS concepteavdram
The literature review for the conceptual framework of this study is dividtedwo broad

sections. The first section describes the various theories and their comisiiotihe
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SWPBS approach. The second section includes a detailed description of the guiding
principles and features of SWPBS.

Behavioral, Ecological, Sociological, and Organizational Concepts in School-wide
Positive Behavioral Support

Evolution of the behavioral-analysis model.

B. F. Skinner (1953, 1968) coined the tdyahavioral analysiso distinguish the
focus on behavior as a subject it its own right, rather than as a manifesta@nething
happening in the mind or psyche. A central principle of Skinner's experimentasianaly
of behavior was the inductive, data-driven examination of functional relations, as
opposed to the kinds of hypothetic-deductive learning theory that had grown up in the
comparative psychology of the 1920s through 1950s. Skinner’'s approach was
characterized by empirical observation of measurable behavior that could lotepredi
and controlled.

Applied behavior analysis (ABA) is the applied side of the experimental @&alys
of behavior and probably the most widely used process for addressing a variety of
learning and behavioral problems (Baer, Wolf, & Risley, 1968). Its origirbearaced
to Teordor Ayllon and Jack Michaels’ 1959 article “The Psychiatric Nugse a
Behavioral Engineer” as well as initial efforts to implement teaghiachines. The
basic assumption of ABA is that behavior is a function of its consequences and that
behaviors that are followed by reinforcers tend to occur more often in the future, and
behaviors that are followed by punishment will occur less often in the future. Within

ABA, problem behaviors are viewed as learned behaviors, and because they have been
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learned they can be unlearned, with new responses learned in their place\/{BHie
Risley, 1968).

An innovation in ABA and cornerstone of SWPBS is functional behavior
assessment (FBA). Functional or motivational assessment seeks to idengitypose
that a behavior serves for the individuals engaged in it. Through observations,
interviews, and other data-gathering processes, educators and other prdéegs®na
FBA to generate hypotheses about the underlying reasons for a behavior. “Once the
function of a behavior has been established, the appropriate behaviors that lead to the
same function can be taught, thus reducing the student’s need for the unaccepthle patt
of behavior” (Jackson & Panyan, 2002, p. 32).

Miller, Tansey, and Hughes (1998) report in their review of functional behavioral
assessment as a link between problem behavior and effective intervention in $@tools t
“while currently there is no legislated definition of functional behavicsaéasment
(FBA), consensus is emerging towards a school-based assessmetibddfynsome
researchers” (p. 3). Quinn and her colleagues (1998) define functional behavioral
assessment as “a variety of technigues and strategies to diagnose thawduee
identify likely interventions intended to address problem behaviors” (p. 3). They go on t
say FBA includes consideration of biological, social, affective, and envimtahfactors
as potential functions of problem behavior (Quinn et al., 1998). Skiba and his colleagues
(1998) do not directly define functional behavioral assessment, but argue that "functiona
assessment moves...toward gathering information that increases our understanding of
student behavior in the classroom, and identifying and teaching needed replacement

behaviors" (p. 24). Skiba (1998) cites seminal research by Carr (1977) and Iwata and
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colleagues (1982) on functional analysis as providing the foundation for functional
behavioral assessment.

ABA is credited for making at least three major contributions to positive
behavioral support (PBS). First, ABA provided PBS a conceptual framework for
understanding human behavior and learning. Second, numerous effective teaching and
behavior management interventions, such as direct instruction and systematitonstruc
curriculum modification, contingency contracting, social problem-solvingselid
management strategies utilized in PBS, evolved from ABA. And third, ABA introduced
the principles and methods of functional analysis and the concept of behavior function
into the framework of PBS (Carr et al., 2002).

A pivotal point in ABA, which contributed to PBS, was the discovery that
problem behavior can be socially motivated (Carr, 1977). That is, problem behaviors are
shaped by people’s social responses to them, and thus they serve a communicative
function in their intent to change or influence the action of others (Carr & Durand, 1985)
Beginning in the mid-1980s this understanding led to an expansion of functional
assessment procedures designed to identify the communicative function of bahdvior
to indicate effective interventions not aimed at punishment, but at teaching new
communicative alternatives. Furthermore, functional assessment expanugdde an
analysis of antecedent events, not just consequences of behavior. This ultirdately le
broader, more comprehensive interventions focused on changing the problem
environment that provokes problem behaviors in individuals. Functional assessment,
teaching alternative skills, and changing the problem environment ardaow t

cornerstones of PBS (Carr & Durand, 1985).
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A critical goal for PBS is not just to reduce problem behaviors in the short term
but also to create long-lasting change that will have an impact on the individua&d ove
quality of life. PBS has two interrelated assumptions about problem behaviorsstthe fi
is that the way a person behaves in a given situation is a function of the interaction
between the person and the conditions of the environment; the second assumption is that
the problem behavior serves a useful purpose or function for a person (Bambara & Kern,
2005).

Unlike conventional approaches, PBS involves no expectation that the same
intervention will work or be appropriate for other students, unless their needs and
preferences are similar (Bambara & Kern, 2005). Once problem behaviors are
understood in terms of their purposes and the environmental conditions that support
them, the primary goals of PBS are not to punish, but to prevent and teach. Prevention is
achieved by changing the environmental conditions that contribute to challenging
behaviors. The purpose for teaching is to give students alternative ways wofrerhie
desired outcomes during problem situations, and the skills needed to change problem
situations in the future.

With emphasis on prevention, teaching alternative skills, and improving lifestyle
PBS plans are characteristically comprehensive. PBS interventions ragei@nd
effort involving parents, teachers, school administrators, behavior supportispeoial
school psychologists, and the student with disabilities, plus other interesied. pagam
members collaborate or work together to conduct assessments, design thenBB&hdla

carry out and evaluate the interventions (Bambara & Kern, 2005).
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Ecological theory related to SWPBS.

Ecological theory focuses on the interactions between individuals and their
environments (Rosenberg et al., 2004). There are five major assumptions of the
ecological view (Apter, 197'8videnced in the SWPBS approach: (1) children are part of
many different social systems; (2) disturbed behavior does not arise sotelgtildren,
but rather (also) from a mismatch between behaviors and expectations;r{@nnoms
are designed to make systems work; (4) improvement in any part of the systéits bene
the entire system; and (5) intervention must involve the child, the environment, and the
attitudes and expectations of all those in the ecosystem. Of particulaicsigeef to the
SWPBS conceptual framework is the ecological emphasis on solving problem behaviors
in their normal environmental contexts versus more restrictive settings.cdlogieal
perspective prefers not to separate the individual in need of treatment fronhérs or
natural surrounding ecosystems and encourages community-based intervention, whic
according to the SWPBS perspective greatly facilitates maintenanceaeadlization of
behavior changes. The ecological model also emphasizes the use of antecégnt ana
and data collection. Indeed, one limitation noted by researchers of the ecolagiehisn
the effort and time required to gather data from all parties in all relewingsgOliva &
Brown, 1994). Also importantly, the ecological model emphasizes the coordination of
efforts among all professionals involved in the various systems surrounding thesstudent
(Hobbs, 1966; Harding, Bellew, & Penwell, 1980).

Ecological theorisBronfenbrenner (1979) saw the individual’'s experience “as a
set of nested structures, each inside the next, like a set of Russian dolls” ( p. 22).

Bronfenbrenner’s conceptual framework includes four interlocking sydteahshape
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individual development. The microsystem is how a child experiences immediate
interactions with other people. The mesosystem is the interrelationships arttimgg se

such as home, daycare center, and school. The stronger the links are among kettings, t
more powerful an influence the resulting systems will be on the child’s devalibpme

The exosystem is the quality of interrelationships among settings, afidenaed by

forces in which the child does not participate but which impact parents and other adults
who interact with the child, such as parental workplace and school boards. The
macrosystems provide the broad ideological and organizational patterngetbtitef

other systems, such as war or technological advancements.

Sociological models related to SWPBS.

Dreikurs’ (1968) social discipline model was based on the work of Adler, a social
psychologist who believed that the central motivation of all people is to belong and to be
accepted by others. Dreikurs (1968) identified four goals that motivate students who
misbehave: (1) attention, (2) power and control, (3) revenge, and (4) helplessness or
inadequacy. Similar to function in behaviorism, in Dreikurs’ theory the determination of
the students’ goals or motives for misbehavior through data collection and gemerati
hypothesis can lead to effective interventions. However, regarding interveittisns
important to note that Dreikurs focused more on logical or natural consequences
(Dreikurs, 1968), and SWPBS on positive reinforcement and rewards.

Bandura’s social learning theory is an expansion of traditional learningy tinebr
incorporated modeling or observational learning as an operating principle to acrount f
behavior change (Rosenberg et al., 2004). Learning theorists before Bandusd focus

primarily on behavioral principles, which theorized that obvious contiguous
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environmental events affect behavior according to well-defined rules. Besmdur
research demonstrated that children who merely observed aggressive acittezbbym
live or filmed persons would later be more likely to exhibit aggressive behaers
peers who had not observed aggressive behavior (Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1963).
Because there were no contiguous environmental events either immedi&dstydne
after the children’s aggression to account for the behavior change, satisidea
theorists maintained that the children had learned to act aggressively througiatoloser
imitation, and modeling of another’s behavior.

Sociological models also highlight the socially defined nature of problem
behavior by proposing that problem behaviors are deviations from arbitragiyrde¢d
social rules. The sociological model has been particularly critical o&dkidithg theory,
sensitizing participants in the referral and placement process to the dainigbeding
and classification systems (Rosenberg et al., 2004). In identifying inajgteopri
behaviors and teaching prosocial behaviors, educators often overlook the distinction
between appropriate and inappropriate behavior as rooted in an ever-changing social
context. This model has contributed to the urgency in finding general educatioods
and systems, such as SWPBS, to address problem behavior in our schools rather than
labeling and placing students in special education or alternative education.

Organizational behavior management and change.

Sugai and Horner (2002) write that “the school-wide PBS approach has combined
its behavior-analytic roots with the adoption of practices and principles of caganed

behavior management to improve a school’s capacity to respond. Through organizational
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and staff development efforts, schools provide the processes and supports thatancrease
school’s capacity to adopt and sustain the use of evidence based practices” (p. 38).

Although behaviorists have contributed to addressing management issues in the
workplace through thdournal of Organizational Behavior Managemethie broader
literature on organization management deals with multiple venues that aretmcteces
only to the workplace (Carr, 2007). According to Carr (2007) the organizational
management literature has generated six models that have begun to infigenag in
which PBS is implemented. These models are (1) effective service dehwedsg}ls to
address the needs of students with emotional and behavioral disabilities through
interagency collaboration, wraparound services, and flexible funding init{&ber &
Nelson, 1997; Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001); (2) effective training models in the disabilities
field that now emphasize the use of trainers of trainer approach (Anderson, Russo,
Dunlap, & Albin, 1996); (3) team-building models (Sailor & Roger, 2005); (4) models of
how to build staff motivation, to produce sustainability of best practices over periods of
time sufficient to impact behavior change (Crone & Horner, 2003); (5) moflels
accountability (Crone & Horner, 2003); and (6) data management systemditatéaci
and promote the process of decision making based on evidence, rather than opinion or
emotion (Horner, Todd, Lewis-Palmer, Irvin, Sugai, & Boland, 2004). “Principles of
organizational management have demonstrated great potential to creates slyateare
conducive to supporting PBS best practices” (Carr, 2007, p. 9).

Sugai and Horner (2002) identify five basic steps that characterize the
establishment of “host” environments and implementation of a school-wide PBS

approach: (1) establish a leadership team, (2) secure school-wide ageeantk
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supports, (3) develop data-based action plan, (4) arrange for high fidelity of
implementation, (5) conduct formative data-based monitoring.

McLaughlin et al. (1997) found that modifying characteristics of the organization
can be important steps for a successful innovation. Systematically chapeifgcs
features of a school’s organizational structure is one way that schools cart make i
possible to adopt and sustain a positive behavioral support initiative. Some examples of
organizational changes include hiring specially trained personnel, diftidhgatiocating
resources to maintain the initiative or launching a new professional development
approach, student behavior policies, and other. Carr, Horner, and colleagues (1999)
found that a broad environmental reorganization or restructuring of resources was
associated with a success rate of 65% as compared with a rate of 50.9% when no such
reorganization occurred.
School-wide Positive Behavioral Support Features and Principles

SWPBS is the application of positive behavioral support (PBS) principles and
features, plus ecological, sociological, and organizational theories, tttte school
context in an effort to prevent, as well as change, patterns of student misheHasior
concept of SWPBS first appeared in the literature when Walker and his colleagues
(Walker et al., 1996; Walker & Shinn, 2002) utilized the U.S. Public Health Services
conceptual model of prevention (involving primary, secondary, and tertiary-level
interventions) as an organizing framework to illustrate how schools can deliver
interventions more effectively and improve outcomes. Walker et al. (1996) proposed this
fully integrated approach to preventing and addressing student misbehaviorand als

presented convincing arguments asvhty schools have a key role in addressing the
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rising number of at-risk students who bring antisocial, aggressive behavernpatith
them to the schooling experience which has been reinforced by many educatoliagncl
Muller and Jackson (2004). Walker et al. (1996) argued that schools have the yelativel
unique ability to access the vast majority of at-risk children early in ttiearos careers
and also to marshal the resources and expertise necessary to address probliers beha
a coordinated fashion. Schools, however, the authors note, can only play this role
effectively if they are supported by our society and act as partrigr$amilies and
community agencies in implementing community-wide initiatives. Schoalshem
appropriately serve as the lead agency within an interagency approachessdtdse
problems (Dryfoos, 1990).

To date, the effective role of schools in developing solutions to the problem of
antisocial behavior, interpersonal conflict, and violence has been largelyizaaeait
the NASDSE Project Forum (2004), Dr. Tim Lewis of the University of Missouri
discussed the challenges that schools/educators face today and the typical school
responses to student behavior such as increasing surveillance, introducing guatds, me
detectors, and other. Dr. Lewis emphasized the important role that schoots play i
providing a consistent environment that can address students’ problem behaviors, and
believes that the answer is not to invent new solutions, but to enhance our schools’
capacity to accurately adopt and efficiently sustain their use of redeasel practice,
provide a full continuum of behavior support for all students, and be included in a
district-wide and comprehensive system of behavior support.

The overall design of the model that Walker and colleagues (1996) proposed

involves a three-tiered approach. In Walker’s (1996) conceptual model théneegre
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types of students in any school: (a) typical students not at risk for problentsidgmts

with an elevated risk status for developing antisocial behavior, and (c) studhenshow
signs of “life-course persistent” antisocial behavioral patterns and inveham

delinquent acts (Larson, 1994; Moffitt, 1994; Walker, 1994). These three student types
are ordered along a severity-of-risk continuum upon which members of each student
group are candidates for differing levels, or types, of interventionsdhaispond

according to complexity, comprehensiveness, expense, and intensity (Reid, 1993). The
aim is to actively teach appropriate behavior, and through this preventive istracti

build a coherent social culture that is predictable and reinforcing yet yjuedponsive

to problem behavior.

The primary prevention effort assumes that all children need behavior support
(Evertson & Emmer, 1982; Sprick, Sprick, & Garrison, 1992; Weissberg, Caplan, &
Sivo, 1989). Historically, behavior support in schools has been reserved for only those
students who demonstrate problem behaviors (Sugai & Horner, 2002). But if schools are
to meet current challenges, an expanded focus on preventive as well as bedaiier
support is needed. Every child entering school should receive clear instruction as what
acceptable and unacceptable, and ongoing recognition when he or she engages in
appropriate behavior. The technology of preventive, school-wide behavior support
emerged from early work by Roy Mayer and his colleagues (Mayer, 199%rMay
Butterworth, Nafpaktitis, & Sulzar-Azaroff, 1983) and has emphasized thengauhi
prosocial behavior to all children entering elementary and middle (junior high) school
(Lewis & Sugai, 1999: Luselli et al., 2002; Nelson, 1996; Nelson et al., 1996; Sprick,

Sprick, & Garrison, 1992). Primary prevention strategies focus on enhancing peotecti
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factors on a school-wide basis by teaching all students and staff the iles an
expectations and other disciplinary policies and procedures that are designedte enha
the smooth operation of a school environment. Additional examples of primary
intervention strategies include school-wide discipline plans, instruction inatonfl
resolution, peer mediation, parent education, and character education.

Effective classroom management is a critical component of the univerdadfleve
SWPBS. Emmer and Stough (2001) write that while sound behavior management does
not guarantee effective instruction, it does establish the environmental dhatexiakes
good instruction possible; and likewise, highly effective instruction reduces, but does not
eliminate, classroom behavior problems. In reviewing the importance afodass
management and the need for improved inclusion and focus of classroom and behavior
management in teacher preparation programs, the National Comprehensargd@ent
Teacher Quality (Oliver & Reschly, NCCTQ, 2007) make three primary
recommendations for changes to teacher preparation programs. Recommendation one
includes providing teacher candidates with instructional approaches fooolassr
management though coursework and guided practice and feedback. Teachers must focus
on effective instructional strategies to prevent academic and behavioultddgand
thereby facilitate increased student achievement. Instruction tHsgagve in
encouraging high rates of academic engagement and on-task behavior ieahadoy
several key features: 1) instructional material that students find edudigtretevant; 2)

a planned, sequential order that is logically related to skill developmentiahss’

instructional level; 3) frequent opportunities for students to respond to academic tasks
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such as response cards, choral responding, and peer tutoring; 4) guided practice; and 5)
immediate feedback and error correction (Carnine, 1976).

The second recommendation entails addressing the challenges facing teacher
candidates and new teachers in creating a positive classroom contextribtue
classroom so that it supports positive student behavior requires forethought and planning
(Pain, Radicci, Rosellin, Deutchman, & Darch, 1983). Effective classroom simngctur
requires attention to the following features: 1) creating a physicalgamasnt that eases
traffic flow, minimizes distractions, and provides teachers and with goodsattce
students in order to respond to their questions and better control behavior; 2) making
efficient use of classroom time, including transitions between various @tes
activities; 3) ensuring that the nature and quality of student interactiposits/e; and 4)
clearly communicating appropriate behaviors for particular classroowtias. The use
of rules is a powerful, preventive component of classroom organization and management
plans. Rules establish the behavior context of the classroom by specifyingelbsiors
are expected of students, what behaviors will be reinforced, and the consequences fo
inappropriate behavior (e.g., reteaching the behavioral expectations).

The third recommendation is that of providing professional development on
classroom management linked to schoolwide behavioral support. Without the resources
and support linked with schoolwide systems, professional development will probably fail
(Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions ad Supports, 2004; Sugai & Horner, 2006).
School-wide behavior support provides the framework for prevention and the foundation

for effective classroom organization and management.
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Oliver and Reschly (NCCTQ, 2007) write, “School systems can no longer operate
with a reactive paradigm of school discipline if the mandates of NCLB and ID&#d a
be realized. Prevention requires schools to plan actively to meet the eaxliplksha
needs of students before more intensive kinds of intervention and support are required
and to avoid negative outcomes such as suspension. Proactive planning to address the
emotional-behavioral needs of at-risk students or students with disabilitiebagirst
with a schoolwide effort that systematically addresses the behaviorpetamae of all
students” (p. 10).

The secondary prevention tier in the prevention model focuses on children who
are at risk for problem behavior, but for whom intensive, individualized intervention is
not necessary. Children with high-risk factors, such as poverty and divortessare
likely to respond to primary prevention efforts and remain at risk for develostiggda
patterns of problem behavior unless they receive additional assistance. Exaimple
secondary interventions include mentoring, small-group social skills lessges, a
management/self-control training, parent training, behavior contractsalspesti
tutoring, check-in/check-out, and Big Brother/Sister programs (CronegH &

Hawken, 2004; Davies & McLaughin, 1989; Dougherty & Dougherty, 1977; Hawken &
Horner, 2003; Leach & Byrne, 1986; Lewis, Colvin, & Sugai, 2000; March & Horner,
2002; Nelson, Martella, & Garland, 1998).

The tertiary prevention tier is reserved for children with the most intense
behavior-support needs. Collaborative, wraparound interagency cooperatidreis at t
core of tertiary interventions. Interventions at this level are comprefeendsihat a team

of individuals is typically involved, including parents, community agency personnel,
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educators, administrators, and support staff, school psychologist, counselors, and othe
and interventions are based on a comprehensive assessment of the problem and the
organization of strategies that incorporate information obtained from thessasnts.
Research results are encouraging and suggest that when individualized pkanning
blended with functional assessment, comprehensive support plan design, adequate
personnel and resources, and active use of data for decision making, impresges chan
can be observed in the behavior of children with significant problem behaviors {Carr e
al., 1999; Didden, Duker, & Korzilius, 1997; Eber et al., 2002; Ingram, 2002; O’Neill et
al., 1997; Todd, Horner, Sugai, & Spargue, 1999).

The commonly used pyramid in Figure 1 illustrates the SWPBS three-tier
approach and the percentages of students that research has demonstratedatgpically

impacted at each level.
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Figure 1: SWPBS Three-Tier Approach
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The goal of SWPBS is to develop host environments that provide the processes
and supports and that increase a school’s capacity to adopt and sustain the use of
evidence-based practices (Luiselli & Diamont, 2002, p. 38). SWPBS logic is that
successful individual student behavior support is linked to host environments or school
climates that are effective and efficient (Zins & Ponte, 1990). Undgrtitetheory are
the assumptions that if systems and plans for teaching appropriate behatiior, wit
appropriate reinforcement and consequences, are consistently implememigtabt
the school community by all stakeholders, the majority (85%) of all studentsewill
actively and positively engaged in learning and other school activities. Thdsatst
then act as positive role models for other students and allow time for teacheiaffatod s
implement more intensive interventions for students with more serious behavioral and

emotional needs. Teachers and staff are trained in small group interventionstingnduc
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functional behavioral assessments, and writing behavioral plans for more sesiergss
Collaboration with other social service agencies is also fostered fonttudquiring
tertiary-level support. The results are improved school classroom clinchtualent

behavior. Twdkey messages from this model are: (a) Schools need multiple behavior-
support systems to create safe and encouraging environments, and (b) theicreodt eff
approach to decreasing problem behaviors in schools is though investment in prevention.
The need for high-intensity, individualized interventions will remain, but schoals als

need primary and secondary-level sets of procedures.

A number of models and programs operationalizing the three-tiered approach
have appeared in the literature (Rosenberg et al., 2004). Project PREPAREV@roa
Responsive, Empirical, and Proactive Alternatives in Regular Education) fColvi
Kameenui, & Sugai, 1993) was an early school-wide behavior management model that
employed an empirically derived model of staff development that focused on the
prevention of behavior management problems. As part of training, the staffwiced g
to develop a consistent, consensual approach to managing problem behaviors. The
system was viewed as an instrument for assisting students to achie\sssande
problem behaviors were approached with positive prevention strategies rather tha
punitive responses.

Building on the success of Project PREPARE, Sugai and colleagues created
Effective Behavioral Support (EBS) a systems approach to enhancingtuitgaf
schools to adopt and sustain the use of effective behavioral practices for allsstudent
(Lewis & Sugai, 1999; Sugai et al., 2000). School-based teams were provided training in

systems change and management principles. The focus of EBS is to enhanceés school
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capability to initiate and maintain the system through team-based problemysand
planning, administrator and staff support, systematic assessment of disgiplaetices
and process, ongoing staff development, and database action planning and decision
making. EBS was gradually renamed SWPBS to align with and reflel@E#e 1997
positive behavioral and interventions and support (PBIS) language and newly created
OSEP PBIS Technical Assistance Center.

The program Prevention, Action, and Resolution (PAR) is another example of a
school-wide behavior management process customized to the unique needs of a school
(Rosenberg & Jackman, 2000). Applying the three-tiered conceptual framework, PAR
employs a process-based approach in which collaborative teams of $eacheol
administrators, parents, and related service personnel work in a prescriptg@epoto
build consensus on plans and strategies to prevent the occurrence of problem behaviors in
their schools (Rosenberg et al. 2004).

Earlier in 1995, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJJIDP) recommended the three-tier approach for addressing the probiemth
offenders. A list of risk and correlated protective factors across the domains of
community, family, school, and individual/peer group was developed. Researchers
emphasized that in the context of interventions, addressing risk and protective facto
simultaneously will produce better positive outcomes than addressing eithdormme a
(Hawkins, 1996; Hawkins & Catalano, 1992; OJJDP, 1995).

As stated earlier, in April 2000, the Department of Education and Department of
Justice publishe8afeguarding Our Children: An Action Guidehich recommended the

three-tier model of prevention, early intervention, and intensive servicesasta
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provide a safe learning environment and address the challenging behaviors of ylouth wi
emotional and behavioral difficulties (Dwyer & Osher, 2000).

According to Bambara and Kern (2005), SWPBS blends four key elements:
outcomes, practices, systems, and data use. The first feature and the foundation of
SWPBS is a focus on student outcomes. Schools are expected to be safe environments
where students learn the academic and social skills needed for life in aiy.sddie
basic goals of any system for SWPBS must be to provide the behaviorahassista
needed to achieve these outcomes. Schools should be able to define measurable
standards for student achievement, social behavior, and safety. In schools that ar
behaviorally successful, the environment is predictable, positive, and consistent.
Children know the behavioral expectations of the school, receive instruction on how to be
behaviorally successful, and are acknowledged and supported in their efforts/tthappl
instruction.

The second feature of SWPBS is the use of research-validated practices. Thes
include the curriculum, classroom management, instructional procedures, remards,
contingencies that are used on a daily basis to build and sustain student competencies.
Practices are what teachers use to build and influence student behavior, hedassst
of classroom and behavior management efforts. According to Bambara an@6&sh (
there are five specific practices used to achieve primary preventioin Wie SWPBS
model: define expectations, teach expectations, monitor and encourage expected
behavioral, prevent and discourage problem behaviors, and collect and use data for

decision making.
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The third feature of SWPBS is an emphasis on the systems needed to support
implementation and sustained use of effective practices. Too often, effectitiegsrac
are introduced without the systems-level support needed to carry them forwaldhrBam
and Kern (2005) identify the school-wide systems needed for effective SWPB
implementation and sustainability as the following: team-based impletoenta
administrative leadership, documented commitment, adequate personnel and time,
budgeted support, information systems, policies, staffing patterns, ataifig, and
action plans. The fourth and final defining feature of SWPBS is the activetmsilead
use of data for decision making.

According to the recently prepared documEalking Points on School-wide
Positive Behavior Support & School-Based Mental Heéltthe Office of Special
Education Programs Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavionairitens
and Supports (2006), the following principles or tenets are needed to guide the adoption
and implementation of SWPBS:

(a) Prevention must be a priority in all intervention effdids
emotional and behavioral problems, that is, preventing their development,
future occurrences, and worsening; (b) priority must be direciedrd
research-based interventions and practices; (c) a full continuum of
effective, efficient, and relevant academic and behavior interverdioths
supports is needed to support all students and their families; (d) a
comprehensive system of school-based mental health must unify and
integrate education, public health, child and family welfare, jugeni

justice, and mental health; (e) research-to-practice must dewnghe
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adaptation of research-based interventions and practices to viegl li
teaching, and learning environments; (f) self-assessment, continuous
progress monitoring, and systematic data-based decisions must guide
selection, adoption, adaptation, implementation, and evaluation of
intervention decisions; and (g) research-based practices must be sdpport
directly and formally by establishing local behavioral capadiy
leadership, coordination, training, evaluation, and political support (p. 2).
The following features are typically ascribed to SWPBS (OSEP, 2006):

(&) SWPBS is not an intervention, curriculum, or program, but
instead a systems approach for the efficient adoption and impldémenta
of effective and relevant behavioral interventions in schools; (bPBSV
is not just for students in special education or with disabilities,fdyut
ALL students for whom academic achievement, social behavior sycces
and self-management are important; (c) SWPBS involves a formal
investment in the establishment of local behavioral competencagitgp
and priority; and (d) SWPBS emphasizes the achievement of valued
outcomes that are defined by systematic self-assessmeet/ettiihrough
the use of effective and individualized interventions, and supported
through systems of continuous regeneration for implementation fidelity,
durability, and controlled expansion (p. 3).
While SWPBS implementation plans and procedures are determined by individual

school-based teams, and therefore vary among schools, most schools implementing

SWPBS have the following common components: (a) an agreed upon and common
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approach to discipline, developed by school staff members, families, students, and
community representatives, that is proactive, positive, efficient, and apphstsiently
across all school settings; (b) school-wide disciplinary policies withoparstatement,
code of conduct, specific rules, procedures for teaching expectations to staddnts
consequences that can accommodate student differences; (c) a continuum of @ocedure
for supporting positive behavior and addressing negative behavior, including Functional
Behavioral Assessments (FBA) and Behavioral Intervention Plans; @ig)d) a
behavior-support team consisting of at least some members with expertisaviobe
management, school teams made up of general and special education teachats, clinic
staff, and administrators who meet regularly throughout the year to regeipliie data
and intervention resources (Heineman et al., 1999; OSEP, 2002; Nelson et al., 2002).
In recent years there has been increasing advocacy for the tiotegfeschool
mental health services within the SWPBS framework. National Associatidatef S
Directors of Special Education (NASDSE) convened a policy forum in 2004 for the
purposes of clarifying the intersection between school mental health and positive
behavioral support initiatives and what their intersection means to the fieldpdegcr
collaborative state and local initiatives in the area of school mental hed|tPBS,
including those that emphasize interdisciplinary approaches; and examutmg that
facilitate the development of these collaborations and support their succekes @ul
Jackson, 2004). The Executive Director of NASDSE, Bill East, stated at this foatim t
“NASDSE has an interest in promoting both positive behavioral support and mental
health initiatives...When school-wide behavioral support and mental health services

work together, students and families benefit and learning can occur in a positive
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environment. Sometimes, when working with students and families, the roles and
services of education and mental health professionals will overlap. The chafi¢ag
provide a system of services that is not confusing for students and familiedér(Klul
Jackson, 2004, pp. 2-3). One conclusion from the policy forum was that it is very likely
that mental health services will be needed for the top 3-5% of students in the SWPBS
framework. Mental health workers need to be aware of the schoolwide sysigms a
whatever they develop needs to link to that system. Mental health should not be treated
as a separate set of services, but rather as a part of the PBS continuum&Muller
Jackson, 2004).

Dr. Mark Weist who works at the University of Maryland’s Center for School
Mental Health Assistance (CSMHA) states, “that the purpose of expanded swhual
health is to develop a full array of effective programs and services thaivienihre
school environment, reduce barriers to learning, and provide prevention, early
intervention and treatment for all children and youth, not just children and youth
receiving special education services. A truly shared agenda between scitboiental
health reduces the burden on the education system, acknowledges that togethsr system
will function better through their connection to the schools, and moves a community
toward a system of care perspective for all children, not just those diagndised wi
emotional disturbance” Dr. Weist goes on to say, “there is a complemebttitgen
PBS and expanded school mental health. Each emphasizes a different partaidhes tri
but combined can mutually reinforce one another. PBS schools are doing wonders, but

often do not attend adequately to students with mental health issues. PBS can help mental
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health folks be more environmentally focused, as PBS creates a readireessofer
intensive focus on mental health in the schools” (Muller & Jackson, 2004, pp. 12-14).

Another example of SWPBS and more intensive behavioral interventions includes
the advocacy by some researchers for the inclusion of the wraparound process. The
wraparound process is a family-centered, strength-based philosophy ofezhte gaide
service planning for students with emotional and behavioral disabilities (&@Dtheir
families that can serve as a tool for building constructive relationships and support
networks among youth with EBD and their families, teachers, and other esegiv
Careful and systematic application of the wraparound process can intreékelthood
that appropriate supports and intervention are adopted, implemented, and sustained.
Together, the wraparound process and the SWPBS approach can offer a potentially
important and efficient means of improving the educational and behavioral progrgmmi
of students with, or at risk of, developing severe problem behaviors (Eber, Sughij, Smit
& Scott, 2002).

There also is increasing collaboration and comparison by researchers on the
commonalities of SWPBS and Response to Intervention (RTI) models. RTl is defined a
“the practice of providing high-quality instruction and interventions matchedderst
need, monitoring progress frequently to make decisions about changes in orstucti
goals, and applying child response data to important educational decisionshéBattsc
al., 2005, p. 5). RTlI and SWPBS share many common characteristics including: a three
tier continuum of evidence based interventions, screening to identify studerks at ris
progress monitoring, problem solving and effective team decision making, and a need for

implementation fidelity (Sugai & Horner, 2007). However, like SWPBS, the
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implementation of RTI can be difficult and has various implications: (a) how d@abkpec
and general education teachers function in this new framework; (b) what @uraodl
instructional decisions are necessary for full implementation; and (c) feostualents
fairly and accurately screened and identified for interventions (Sugai & H@O0@7).
Summary of Conceptual Framework

School-wide positive behavioral support (SWPBS) has advanced from the early
behavioral analysis model founded by B. F. Skinner and important principles of the
ecological, sociological, and organizational theories of human behavior andpieeet.
Some of the key elements and characteristics of the behavioral analysis] applie
behavioral analysis, and positive behavioral support approaches evident in SWPBS are
these: careful definition of behaviors, functional behavioral assessmeatnatistand
precise data collection and analysis, examination of outcomes assoctated wi
interventions, use of positive reinforcers, direct instruction, and contingency tiomtrac

Brofenbrenner developed a conceptual framework that includes four interlocking
systems that shape and influence individual development. Some of the principles in the
ecological model are addressing behavior in natural environment, coordinating all
systems, data collection, and analysis.

The SWPBS conceptual framework also includes sociological models such as
Dreikurs’ social discipline model, which identifies four goals for misbehasitention,
control and power, revenge, and helplessness. Similar to the behavioral and alcologic
approaches, this model includes collecting data and determining the goedswas for
misbehavior, which can lead to more effective interventions. Bandura’s soomhipa

theory is an expansion of traditional learning theory that incorporates mpaeli
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observational learning that can account for behavior change. And, sociological models
highlight the socially defined nature of disordered behavior and are pattiairitical of
labeling theory.

Organizational behavior management and change also have contributed to the
systems approach of SWPBS (Sugai & Horner, 2002). Carr (2007) identified six
organizational management models that have begun to influence PBS implementation:
(1) effective service delivery models; (2) training models; (3) teantgibgilmodels; (4)
models to build staff motivation; (5) models of accountability; and (6) data manageme
systems. All of the above models have contributed to the urgency in finding general
education systems, such as SWPBS, that can address problem behaviors within our
schools rather than label and or push students into special education or alternative
education.

Several models of school-wide behavior management systems have emerged
since the seminal article by Walker et al. in 1996 first describedyairitéigrated
approach to preventing and addressing student misbehavior utilizing the threededr-
used by the U.S. Public Health Services. Walker et al. (1996) and Muller and Jackson
(2004) have presented convincing arguments as to why schools should take a lead role in
addressing the rising degree of at-risk behavior of students. The Effdehewioral
Support model was developed by Sugai et al. (2000), and then renamed School-wide
Positive Behavioral Support (SWPBS) when the tguosstive behavioral support and
interventionsandfunctional behavioral analysiwere codified in the 1997
reauthorization of PL. 94-142. SWPBS has emerged as the most sophisticated and widely

used school-wide behavior management system in schools today. SWPBS is described as
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follows: a systems approach for the efficient adoption and implementatidiecthe

and relevant behavioral interventions in schools; not just for students in specati@tuc
or with disabilities, but for ALL students; involves a formal investment in the
establishment of local behavioral competence, capacity, and priority; singdhthe
achievement of valued outcomes that are defined by systematic sefrasag achieved
through the use of effective and individualized interventions, and supported through
systems of continuous regeneration for implementation fidelity, durabititycantrolled
expansion (OSEP Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behaviora¢iniens and
Supports, 2006).

In recent years there has been an increased emphasis and advocacy for the
integration of school mental health services within the SWPBS framework tsadtie
needs of Tier Il students. In addition, there has been increased collabaradio
communication by researchers on the commonalities of the SWPBS and Response to
Intervention (RTI) models and the advantages of integrated models to meet both the
behavioral and academic needs of all students.

Summary of Research on School-wide Positive Behavior Support
Overview and Prevalence of SWPBS

The need for efficient, effective, and comprehensive systems to address the
growing number of students with problem behavior, and the results of early research on
the effectiveness of SWPBS in reducing office discipline referrals (DR
suspensions, has resulted in the rapid expansion of SWPBS across the United States. The
SWPBS approach is currently being implemented in more than 4,000 schools in 30 states

and that number is expected to double in the next few years (U.S. Department of
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Education, 2005). At present, 22 states (Alabama, Colorado, Delaware, Georgja, lowa
Kentucky, Maryland, lllinois, Florida, Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, South
Carolina, West Virginia) and 12 districts have PBIS-implementation netwogdace
(Doolittle, Sugai, & Horner, 2004; Sugai & Horner, 2007).

In addition, a five-year grant from the Department of Education, Office of $pecia
Education Programs, established a Positive Behavioral Support Technical Assistanc
Web site; and the Association for Positive Behavioral Support now conducts annually
both regional and international conferences. Numerous materials and guidesdmve be
developed by universities, research institutes, and the Office of SpecialiBducat
Programs Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, to assiss distt
schools in the strategic and system-wide implementation of SWPBS (Eber, 2003;
Freeman et al., 2005; Heineman & Nolan, 1999; Knoff, 2002; Lewis, 2001; Sawka,
2002).

School-wide Positive Behavioral Support Implementation

Degree of SWPBS implementation.

A number of studies have shown a positive relationship between degree of
SWPBS implementation (full or partial) and the rate of success in redsicidgnt
misbehavior and improving student achievement (Florida PBS Project, 2005; Horner et
al., 2004; McCart, 2003; Nakasato, 2000; Nersesain et al., 2000). Nersesain et al. (2000)
examined data from 20 schools in one district and found that schools which were
implementing more features of SWPBS indeed had higher scores on the on the

Schoolwide Evaluation Tool (SET), (Horner et al., 2004). The average SET scores for
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schools were: post-Year One, 65%; post-Year Two, 79%; and post-Year Three, 88%.
These results demonstrated that schools beginning SWPBS implementation had lower
SET scores that schools implementing for a year or more. Researshdi@uald that
schools which had participated in the district training produced more substantiveshang
in their behavior support systems, and that as school teams completed trainingréhey
successful in maintaining changes.
The lllinois PBIS Evaluation Center, assisted by Loyola Universijects data
and conducts statewide program evaluation every year for schools and districts
implementing SWPBS. The state School-wide Information System (SWiSskdawed
that in fiscal year 2005, PBIS schools that had reached full implementation (e.g., SET
scores of at least 80/80) had significantly fewer discipline problemshbae that had
not yet reached 80/80 as measured by the SET (Bazelon, 2006). Fully implementing
elementary schools experienced a 46% lower rate of ODR than schools that had only
partially implemented. Middle schools fully implemented recorded a 38% loteeofra
ODR than partially implementing ones (Horner, Sugai, Eber, & Lewandowsi, 2004).
The lllinois PBIS Fiscal Year 2006 End of the Year Report states that 91 schools
in one lllinois district that were fully implementing SWPBS, as measuredebQET,
were compared to 61 schools for which the SET indicated had obtained partial
implementation of SWPBS, and they found the difference in improved student behavior
between fully and partially implementing schools was statisticajlyifitant. And in
another lllinois district, 112 Schools, with full SWPBS implementation as mebkure

SET, were compared to 84 partially implementing schools. Results indicghest hiean



SWPBS, School Size, and Math Achievemeft

scores on reading (mean=64) for fully implementing schools, than for partially
implementing schools (mean=58) (t=-2.476, Df=194, p<.014).

The Florida PBS Project at the University of South Florida (2005) utilized the
PBS Benchmarks of Qualiyith 91 schools in 2004—2005 and 184 schools in 2005-2006
that demonstrated that ODR rates were consistently 25-30% lower in schbdbsgiver
SWPBS implementation. Eighteen schools with higher level of implementatbred
a nearly 25% greater reduction of ODR than the 14 schools that did not implement as
highly. In addition, overall, schools of all types that were trained in the PBS
demonstrated a 60% reduction in number of ODR rates after their firsbfyear
implementation. Middle schools in this evaluation demonstrated no reductions in ODRs
until the second year of implementation.

Lastly, McCart (2003) found that schools with a high fidelity of SWPBS
implementation as measured by SET resulted in decreased student mishettlvior
more students recognized and rewarded more often, less exclusionary disciplina
practices, increased instructional hours, and increased academic enrichment

Teaching and supporting prosocial behaviors.

Another body of literature validates the use of systematic techniquesbirng,
precorrection, direct supervision, and supporting appropriate behavior in childrers Lewi
and Sugai (1999); Luiselli, Putnam, and Sunderland, (2002); and Sprick, Sprick, and
Garrison (1992) demonstrated the benefits of teaching prosocial skills and apgropriat
behaviors at the universal level of SWPBS implementation. The results of a study by
Colvin, Sugai, Good, and Lee (1997) indicated a significant reduction in student

misbehavior during transitions after the implementation of precorrection anel act
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supervision; and a study by Stormont, Lewis, and Covington-Smith (2005) revealed the
advantages of direct teaching of behaviors to students in Headstart ¢dlasgsssand
Garrison-Harrell (1999) found decreases in problem behavior after implementatten of
whole school system, and found that there was no improvement in student behaviors
when social skills training was implemented alone without the support of the SWPBS.

Staff training and district support.

Several implementation studies discuss the importance of staff traininigeand t
correlation of staff training and district support to program success. The NepsHae
Center for Effective Behavioral Interventions and Supports investigatetievtietining
and technical assistance led to increased fidelity of SWPBS implementatitime of
publication, New Hampshire was implementing SWPBS in three cohorts of 105 public
and private PreK-12 schools and had results for the first two cohorts. Eighty-oaetperc
of Cohort | schools and 73% of Cohort 1l schools had reached the 80% criteria on the
SET which demonstrates full implementation. New Hampshire researcherfsahd
that 70% of Cohort | schools were successful in creating a universal level tber
percentage of students receiving zero or one ODR was above the national arerage f
each respective instructional level. An earlier New Hampshire evaluaportr
(Muscaott et al., 2004, p. 455) states that “PBIS can be implemented with fidelity within
one to two years and result in durable deceases in problem behaviors and imcreases
prosocial skills and ultimately academic achievement in individual schools.”

Greenfield’s (2004) study of three urban elementary schools indicated a strong
correlation of SWPBS implementation to training and emphasized the importance of

training for all staff in the SWPBS framework. At Columbus Elementaryemfon,
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New Jersey, Luiselli et al. (2006) found that after teacher training ggrolam PBS

practices and implementation of both school-wide and classroom PBS, classroom
observations revealed higher student on-task behaviors that improved from a baseline of
71% to 80%, and the 1:1 ratio of teacher praise statements to behavior corrections
improved from a baseline of 6%-17% to 11%-10% after implementation.

Studies on School-wide Positive Behavioral Support Effectiveness

Out-of-school suspensions and increased instructional time.

The vast majority of evaluation studies have measured the effectiveness of
SWPBS by the reductions in the number of office discipline referrals (QDdR)
numbers or days of in-school (ISS) and out-of-school suspensions (OSS), with the
consequent increased amount of instructional time. Studies have consistentgdrepor
reductions of ODR from 80% to 22% in the first year of SWPBS implementation and
76% to 22% during the second year. In addition, researchers report reductions betwee
62% and 19% OSS and, in general, significant decreases in the use of exclusionary and
punitive discipline practices. SWPBS effectiveness studies are surathariaAppendix
A.

Greenfield (2004) conducted a case study on the impact of SWPBS in three
elementary schools and found consistent reductions in student behavioral indioators fr
the baseline year to year three of PBS implementation. All threeejitedad reductions
in ODR and OSS between the baseline (1999-2000) and Year 3 (2002—-2003): office
discipline referrals, School A reported a 80.3% reduction; School B, 32.3%; and School
C, 59.3%; OSS reductions: School A, 19.0%; School B, 29.7%; and School C, 34.3%;

and expulsion reductions: School A, 100%; School B, 100%; and School C, 0%.
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The first cohort of New Hampshire SWPBS schools, in 2004-2005, saw a 28%
drop in ODR. There also were 568 fewer in-school-suspension (ISS) days and/@52 fe
OSS days. The hours regained totaled 15,647—10,496 hours for student learning and
2,958 hours for administrative leadership. At the elementary school level in 2003—-2004,
physical aggression was reduced by 46% and defiance, disrespect, and noncemplianc
were reduced by 73% (New Hampshire Center for EBIS, 2005).

In 2001, the Center for the Prevention of Youth Violence at Johns Hopkins
University joined the Maryland State PBIS collaboration, agreeing to serix@on t
leadership team and conduct a systematic evaluation of the initiativel dN&RBIS,

2007). Twenty-one PBIS schools and 16 comparison schools across five counties were
randomly selected for theroject Targetstudy (Maryland Project Target, 2006—2007).

The purpose of the study was to determine (@) if schools that implement the &85 m
have fewer discipline referrals than schools that domplement the model; (b) if

students in schools implementing PBIS have higher academic achievementdesutss

in other schools; (c) if students in PBIS schools are less likely to exhibit proble
behaviors; and (d) if teachers in PBIS schools have higher rates of atteaddrgreater
retention than teachers in non-PBIS schools (Maryland Project Target, 2006—2007).
Academic data results from Baltimore County are described in a latemsec

In addition, the Maryland PBIS leadership team reviews SWPBS data submitted
by schools (Maryland PBIS, 2007) to determine SWPBS effectiveness at the sekbol |
For the 2003-2004 school year, the team found, when comparing mean scores of ODRs
per day per 100 students to the national average, that the elementary and middle schools

scored better than their national counterparts, with .38 ODR per day per 100 students for
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pre-K and K-5 versus a national average of .043; and .89 ODR for grades 6—8 versus a
national average of .95. Twelve Maryland schools took their annual reductions in lost
administrative and instructional time and calculated the savings usinglzecesit

analysis worksheet provided by the State Leadership team. When these nuenbers
combined, they found that together these schools had recovered 233 days of
administrators’ time and 700 days of instruction for students (Maryland PBIS, 2007).

A chart illustrating the results or pending results of 30 SWPBS program
evaluations and/or research studies is located in Appendix A.

SWPBS and teacher behaviors and attitudes.

Additional studies utilized teacher attitude and school safety surveys in addition
to discipline data to determine changes in teacher behaviors and attitudesalFox et
(2005) and Safran and Oswald (2003) reported that in schools implementing SWPBS
with high levels of fidelity, data indicated that school staff made reduced nsiwibe
referrals to outside experts, increased their use of comprehensivgies;atecluding
greater changes in individual interventions, and decreased timeout practasditibn,

Fox et al. (2005) reported a 50% reduction in staff turnover and improved staff
satisfaction. Luiselli, Polack, and Laweda (2006), and Nelson, Colvin, and Smith (1996)
reported that study results found improvement in staff attitudes, enthusiasm, and
satisfaction, which resulted in both a reduction in staff turnover and higher @txpest

for all students. Regarding school safety, Bradshaw et al. (2007) and Schnelder et
(2000) reported improved staff attitudes toward school safety, while the Spradue et

study (2001) found no measurable change in school safety.
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Secondary and tertiary interventions outcomes.

Numerous studies also have been conducted on the implementation and
effectiveness of specific secondary and/or tertiary interventicthérvthe SWPBS
framework. Studies conducted on the secondary interventions of check-in/check-out
(Anderson et al., 2004; Cheney et al., in progress; Filter et al., 2007; Lyst et al., 2005;
Todd et al., in press), the Behavior Education Program (Hawken, 2006; Hawken,
MacLeod, & Rawlings, 2007; McCurdy, Kunsch, & Reibstein, 2007), and the daily
behavior report cards (Chafouleas et al., in press; Chafouleas et al., 2007) have
consistently indicated improved academic engagement and behavior. Studies on the
effectiveness of social skills training (Gresham et al., 2001; Lane, 2088; Moote,

Smyth, & Wodarski, 1999) have had mixed results. Lewis and Garrison-Harrell (1999)
found that social skill training alone did not reduce problem behavior within schools,
finding that when the intervention was provided in schools implementing SWPBSs result
were seen in the reduction of problem behavior as measured by ODR and OSS. Lewis,
Sugai, and Colvin (1998) studied two targeted interventions, social skills training and
points systems for group motivation, and found significant decreases in ODR, OSS and
in-school suspensions (ISS).

Studies on tertiary interventions such as behavior support teams (Benazzi et al,
2006), and use of functional behavioral assessments (Brooks et al., 2003; Ingvén, Le
Palmer, & Sugai, 2005; Scott et al., 2005) also have demonstrated positive results in
increasing the academic engagement and reducing the problem behawidentsstvith

severe problem behavior in schools.
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A new assessment tool, the Checklist for Individual Student Systems (CISS)
(Anderson, Lewis-Palmer, Todd, Horner, Sugai, & Sampson, 2008), has been recently
developed for school teams to self-assess the implementation status of seanddar
tertiary behavior support systems within their schools. The CISS is basettars fa
drawn from the Individual Student Systems Evaluation Tool (I-SSET), and is disigne
answer three basic questions: 1) Are the foundational (organizational) elemaatse
for implementing secondary and tertiary behavior support practices? Brigea
behavior support system in place? and 3) Is a function-based, intensive, individual
behavior support system in place? School teams can use the CISS solely for bailding a
action plan or to delineate next steps in the implementation process, or schools can use
the CISS to assess progress over time. Since the measure is scored arfidrsEachs
area and the overall measure can be tracked on a year-to-year basig;uimemswill
most likely also be used for future research.

SWPBS evidence-based practice studies in progress.

Recently, SWPBS advocates responded to questions regarding whether SWPBS is
an “evidence-based practice” as mandated in No Child Left Behind. Fourssivete
located which have been either proposed, conducted, or are under review that are
utilizing randomized control trials for assessing SWPBS. Two studies, iBragteaf,
and Debnam, (2007) and Horner et al. (under review), are conducting research in
elementary schools either Maryland, lllinois, or Hawaii. Preliminary findings in
Maryland (Bradshaw et al., 2007) indicate the following: (a) a significant chare i
Schoolwide Evaluation Tool and the Effective Behavior Survey by year four of SWPB

implementation; (b) a significant effect of PBIS on organization health asuneebby
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the Organizational Health Survey; (c) significant reductions in ODR and tesagad)
nonsignificant reductions in suspensions; and (e) academics as measured by dredMary
Standardized Achievement showed improvement over time or a positive trend.

The Horner study in lllinois and Hawaii had three general findings: daifisiant
improvement in SET scores after staff training; (b) significant impnavg in the
perception of school as a safe place; and (c) preliminary data showing impzadet)
achievement. Sprague and Biglan (in progress) have initiated a middle sthdgls
with 36 schools, 16 treatment and 16 receiving information only, utilizing direct
observation (e.g., increased time on task, improved behavior) data. Bradshasafnd L
(in progress) also have recently initiated a randomized control trial ofdzagosnd
tertiary interventions added to schools already using primary preventiors gfiodt it is
scheduled for completion in 2011.
SWPBS Implementation and Effectiveness Studies Summary

Recent research on SWPBS suggests that when SWPBS is implemented with a
high degree of fidelity, and staff are trained, outcomes are positive fadbetion of
problem behaviors at all levels (universal, secondary, individual) in all elerynamtzr
middle school settings (Lewis-Palmer & Larson, 1999; Lewis, Sugai, &iGdl998;
Lohrmann-O’Rourke et al., 2000; Luiselli, Putman, & Sunderland, 2002; Metzler, Biglan,
& Rubsy, 2001; Nakasato, 2000; Nelson, 1996; Sadler, 2000; Scott, 2001; Todd, Haugen,
Anderson, & Springgs, 2002).

SWPBS implementation studies reviewed indicated the correlation betweeen t
degree of SWPBS implementation, the teaching of prosocial behaviorstastaffg, and

district support to the success of SWPBS implementation and overall effecsiaérties
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program. SWPBS effectiveness studies reviewed indicated that when SWPBS was
implemented with a high level of fidelity for at least one year, there signéicant
reductions in student ODRs and student suspensions. Research also validated the use of
systematic techniques for teaching, precorrection, direct supervision, and sapport
appropriate behavior. Data from SWPBS schools indicated the increased use of
comprehension strategies and individual interventions in schools, and improved attitude,
enthusiasm, and staff satisfaction in SWPBS schools. These initial studief&8SW
have primarily focused on implementation and overall outcomes, and not on the
relationship among SWPBS and various school demographic variables including
students’ academic achievement. However, studies are emerging omtioaskip
between SWPBS and academic achievement and on the effectiveness of specific
secondary and tertiary interventions such as check-in/check-out, dailydraleport
cards, and functional behavioral assessments. A chart summarizing 30 SVéB&snpr
evaluation and research studies on SWPBS effectiveness is located in Appendix A.
SWPBS and School Demographic Characteristics Studies

SWPBS5ocioeconomic Status

The literature on school demographic variables and SWPBS indicated that the
greatest amount of research to date is on SWPBS and school socioeconomic stsgus. The
studies indicated significant reductions in ODR and overall suspensions, and improved
teacher attitudes and skills in working with students with problem behavior (Arter, 2005;
McCart, 2003; McCurdy, Mannella, & Eldridge, 2003; Nelson, 1996; Netzel & Eber,

2003; Powers, 2003).
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SWPBS and Students with Disabilities

Two research studies (Doolittle et al., 2004; Greenfield, 2004) were found on the
relationship between SWPBS and students with disabilities that also indicatédant
reductions in ODR and suspensions for students with disabilities in SWPBS schools. In
addition, in one study teachers reported that students with emotional disturbance were
more successful in the general education classroom in SWPBS schools, and that when
schools were fully implementing SWPBS at the universal level more secarthry
tertiary interventions were utilized for students with more severe emoéndal
behavioral problems (Greenfield, 2004).

SWPBS and School Size

No research was located that studied the relationship between SWPBS and school
size. However, school size has been studied extensively by educators antie¢eséarc
determine whether positive outcomes for students and teachers can be a@ttoilscteool
size, particularly small schools, or to other variables, such as rural or uttiag ce
socio- economic status.

In reviewing the literature for her study, Overbay (2003) found a lack of
consensus in recent research. Overbay reports that some research suggesiidhat s
schools are linked to improved attendance, participation in school activities, and highe
achievement, while other studies indicate that school size does not have aasignific
impact on student performance, and cite other variables such as district and school
affluence as more reliable predictors of achievement. In fact, somesssudgest that
students in more-affluent districts may benefit from larger schools edindee three

studies that Overbay (2003) specifically reviewed involving elementary scalbébund
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that small schools had little positive impact on student performance. Thess studie
included (a) Andrews et al. (2002), a meta-analysis of cost and production function
studies, which found that moderately sized elementary schools (300-500) may gptimall
balance costs and benefits; (b) Eberts, Kehoe, and Stone (1984), who studied 286
elementary schools and found school size in small (under 200) and medium (400—-600)
elementary schools had little impact on student performance, although performance
declined significantly as enrollment topped 800; and (c) Wendling and Cohen (1981),
studied 1,021 New York State elementary schools, and found that high-achieving schools
had a mean size of 447 students and low-achieving schools had a mean size of 776
students and when controlling for SES, school size had a negative effect on achievement.
A body of research however does exist on the benefits to students and teachers with
smaller numbers of students than in larger schools.
Roeder (2002) also analyzed the effects of school size on four measures of school
performance in the two largest school districts in Kentucky. This resedocimel that
size and size interacting with poverty has no effect on school performathes; that
poverty is the major determinant of performance, and that smaller school sizeetioes
reduce the negative effects of poverty on performance. Roeder (2002) concludgs that (a
poverty remains the substantial determinant of performance,(b) perforrveares
significantly by school type (elementary, middle, or high school), and (c) thiaatita
of poverty with elementary schools is significant for several measures ofrparfce.
However, three studies were located whose results reported the positite affec
small school size on school variables such as rural/urban schools, low socioeconomic

schools, and academic achievement. La Sage and Ye (2000) designed research to
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determine whether positive effects are a result of the rural environmeatitoml size,

since many rural schools tend to be small. Data collected on 251,049 students in grades
K-12 in 291 elementary, middle, and high schools in an urban Texas district indicated
that favorable results can be attributed to school size. Howley and Bickel (20040) f

that smaller schools helped to mitigate the negative effects of poverty intstude
performance. These effects were consistent in school systems as ds/ghese in

Georgia, Ohio, and Texas. When controls for race were introduced, results did not change
significantly. In Montana, which has primarily smaller schools, small sckealts were
stronger for all socioeconomic levels (AASA Leadership News, 2000). And the
relationship between elementary school enrollment and fifth-grade acteavevas

explored using data from a large urban Missouri school district (Alspaugh & Gag, 2003
The district’'s 39 elementary schools received uniform allocations of resdrocethe

district and used the same instructional materials but varied considerably in K-5
enrollment, socioeconomic status, and student achievement. Stanford 9 NCE reading,
math, language, science, and social science achievement scoreemeaect for

schools of less 200, 200-299, 300-399, 400-499, and 500 or more. Controlling for socio-
economic status, as indicated by percentage of students receiving free orqmdieced

lunch, statistically significant differences were found among the meas lefve

achievement of students in the five school enroliment groups. Smaller schools tended to
be in the older inner-city part of the district, while larger schools were fouhe imetwer
suburban parts of the district. There was a general decline in achievensrias s

enrollments increased, for both the inner-city and suburban schools.
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SWPBS and English Language Learners

No research was located regarding the relationships among SWPBS &sl-Eng
language learners.

SWPBS and Academic Achievement Studies

Overview

Research is rapidly emerging on the relationship between SWPBS and students’
academic achievement at the school, district, and state levels. Thisaslpdytievident
as SWPBS has “gone to scale” and is increasingly being implemented attiot aind
state levels. Studies examining the relationships among SWPBS and schatd,clim
instructional time, standardized academic test scores, and academic irdes/ard
reviewed below.
Importance of School Climate to Academic Achievement in Schools

According to Pallas (1988), “School climate has long been thought to be linked to
educational outcomes, especially achievement.”(p. 541). Early studies Irg@aih
and Gottfredson (1989), and Wu et al. (1982) found that although students’ attitudes and
behavior were related to suspension rates, school climate variables were mor
significantly related to student suspension, and that a relationship between sotatel cl
and student achievement can be demonstrated.

DiStefano et al. (2007) conducted a study at the South Carolina Educational
Policy Center to examine the factors underlying school climate surveysisigmed to
students and teachers across the state of South Carolina. The purpose was to identify a
factor structure that could be used to cluster schools within the state on identifie

dimensions of school climate. School achievement on state-mandated assefsesments
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the school clusters was then correlated to school climate factors. Data inlB80 S
Carolina schools was analyzed and aggregated and four clusters were dlbatiéd on
teacher-and-student-factor scores from questionnaires: Cluster 1eddiedter than

average school climate; Cluster 2, average climate; Cluster 3, below avkragge, and
Cluster 4, poor climate. A significant correlation was found regarding ticergage of
schools meeting 2005 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and school clustensstier Q|

84% of the schools made AYP; in Cluster 2, 71%; in Cluster 3, 53%; and in Cluster 4,
31%. Researchers concluded that school climate is important, and provides thetoontext
improving student achievement.

A recent study conducted at the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public
Health and the Johns Hopkins Center for the Prevention of Youth Violence (Koth,
Bradshaw, & Leaf, 2008) examined the variation in perceptions of climate based on
individual, classroom, and school-level factors to determine the influence oftpredit
multiple levels. Data came from 2,468 fifth-grade students in 37 public elementary
schools. Two aspects of students’ perception of school climate, order and discipline, and
achievement motivation were examined. Multilevel analyses indicated thatuneali
level factors such as race and sex accounted for the largest proportion ofeviaxianc
perceptions of schools climate. School-level factors such as school sizeudtyd fac
turnover, and several classroom-level factors including characteristios t#acher,
class size, and the concentration of students with behavior problems also wéicastgni

predictors of students’ perceptions of school climate.
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Importance of Instructional Time and Student Engagement to Academic Achievement
Putnam, Horner, and Algozzine (2006, p. 2) wrote in their literature review that
“research has consistently shown that the amount of time that instruction chejol /i
highly correlated with student achievement (p. 2). Putnam, Horner, and Algozzine
describe Scott and Barrett’s (2004) study which implemented SWPBS in an urban
elementary school, where the annual rate of ODR decreased by 562 referrals and 55
suspensions over a two-year time period. Scott and Barrett (2004) estimateloethat w
student receives an ODR, he/she loses 20 minutes of instructional time, and when a
student is given an OSS, he/she loses one day of instructional time. The average
instructional days gained per year through the reduction in ODRs were 29.;days a
through the reduction in OSS were 50 days, for a total of 79.5 days. Putnam, Handler,
and O’Leary-Zonarich (2003) and Larsen, Steele, and Sailor, (2007) also repoitad si
results with gains of 169 instructional days in a low-performing elemestanol, and
238.75 hours saved or 40 days of administrator time in a middle school. In addition,
Putnam, Horner, and Algozzine (2006), Putnam, Handler, and O’Leary-Zonarich (2003),
and Putnam, Handler, Rey, and O’Leary-Zonarich (2002) found in their study that
teachers who were implementing that class-wide behavior support increasetkethe t
students received in academic instruction by 57% increase over pre-irtantenels.
Putnam and colleagues (2006) reported that student academic engagement has
been found to be correlated with improved academic achievement. For example
Frederick (1977) found that high-achieving students in high schools were acaltiemic
engaged 75% of the time, compared to 51% for low-achieving students. In another study

of six classrooms that implemented behavior support plans, on task behavior increased by
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24% over the baseline levels” (p. 2). Also, in their literature review, Putnam, Hanaker
Algozzine (2006) state that, in general, “Recent research indicates tivat-wide
positive behavior is associated with decreased exclusionary, reactive angepuniti
discipline practices (Horner, Sugai, Todd, & Lewis-Palmer, 2005; Luiselinagm, &
Sunderland, 2002), increased student satisfaction (Lewis-Palmer, Horner,Ehayai&
Phillips, 2002), and improved perceptions of school safety (Schneider, Walker, &
Sprague, 2000)” (Putnam, Horner, & Algozzine, p. 1).
SWPBS and Math Achievement as Measured by Standardized Tests

Eight SWPBS program evaluations or research studies were located that
specifically investigated the relationship of SWPBS and math and/or reading
achievement. Putnam, Handler, and O’Leary-Zonarich (2003) found that math and
reading scores improved on standardized testing following behavior-support intervent
in an urban elementary school. Luiselli, Putnam, Handler, and Feinberg (2005) studied
the effects of a whole-school positive behavior support on discipline problems and
academic outcomes of students enrolled in an elementary school. The latter study
spanned three consecutive school years and included improving instructional methods,
formulating behavior expectations, increasing classroom active engageangotcing
positive performance, and monitoring efficacy through data-based evaluatiomtStude
academic performance as measured by a standardized test improved ig Btath b
percentage points, and in reading 18 percentage points.

Putnam, Horner, and Alzozzine (2006) report that “an Oregon comparative
district-wide study (www.4j.lane.edu/ess/data/ districtdata.html) of faddlsnand

thirteen elementary schools that implemented SWPBS demonstratededcreas
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achievement on the Oregon State Achievement tests as compared with four middle and
six elementary schools that did not implement SWPBS. The schools that impl@mente
SWPBS tended to be schools that began with lower scores meaning the degree of
improvement was even much higher” (p. 3). The above researchers also reported that
Horner, Sugai, Todd, and Lewis-Palmer (2005) demonstrated similar finditigs wi
another school district of 19 elementary schools. Between the 1997-1998 and 2001—
2002 academic years, 13 of the schools implemented SWPBS and 6 schools did not. They
compared the percentage of third-graders who met statewide readingdgandae
1998-1998 academic year with the percentage in the 2001-2002 academic year.
Seventy-seven percent of the schools that adopted SWPBS support practices had
improved outcomes. The change in percentage of students meeting standards ranged
from 2% to over 15% in these schools. Only one of the six schools (16%) that not did
implement SWPBS showed improvement (Putnam, Horner, & Algozzine, 2006).

Larsen, Steele, and Sailer (APBS Conference presentation, 2007) completed a
three-year study in an inner-city school, finding reductions in ODRs and suspemsglons a
corresponding increases in mathematics test scores from the basalitteyyg=a three.

While reading scores did not increase from baseline, positive changes imt stude
performance were documented from year one to year three.

The lllinois PBIS Evaluation Center’s analysis of academic perforenahc
schools implementing school-wide positive behavior support compared with schools not
implementing programs during the 2002—-2003 school year showed that the schools (n =
52) in which SWPBS were implemented had 62% of their third-grade studenisgneet

the lllinois State Achievement Test Reading Standard. By contrast, onlp#thto
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students met the lllinois State Achievement Reading Test Standard in Sgched@9)
that had not fully implemented positive behavior support (Horner, Sugai, Eber, &
Lewandowski, 2004). In fiscal years 2002 through 2006, the lllinois PBIS Network
participated in a multistate, national PBIS study that assessed the imp&iSafaining
on the percentage of students’ grade-level performance on standardized reading
assessment at the third-grade level. Grade-level performance onditseatiagading
assessments was 12% higher than the control group in year two, and 10% highrer at yea
three. The authors noted that the results provide only a preliminary indication that
schools implementing PBIS were associated with increased thirdgadiag
performance, and that the finding needs “elaboration and replication” (Horner et al
2004).

Baltimore County Public Schools, in Maryland, has combined a three-tier model
for both behavioral and academic interventions. In general, academic intangenti
include consistent implementation of core curriculum, ongoing curriculum-based
assessment, differentiated instruction, and intensive special educatiaeservi
behavioral interventions included universal, targeted, and individual student systems. The
Maryland State Assessments (MSA) 2003—-2006 results indicated that third-gpesete s
increased 27% in math and 37% in reading; fifth-grade scores increased 41% anchat
17% in reading (Parr, Kidder, & Barrett, 2007).

Mcintosh et al. (2006) have completed two studies investigating the relationship
between reading achievement and behavior. The Pathway to Behavior Studyp$Ncint
et al., 2006) was a six-year (1998-2004) longitudinal study conducted in one small

district exploring the relationship between reading and behavior through the prediction of
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problem behavior in fifth grade. The primary research question was, “To what @xtent

the ODR and Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DUB&cores in
kindergarten predict multiple discipline referrals in fifth grade?” Resudticated that
DIBELS was a significant predictor, and that deficits in either behaviaraateamics

were independent risk factors, providing support for both pathways. The study supported
the conclusions that problems in academics precede problems in behavior and that
durable-skill deficits accounted for more variance than skills at school entry.

A second study, Reading and Function Study (Mcintosh et al., 2006), included 47
students in grades 4—6, with two or more ODRs, from two different school districts.
Results showed evidence of quantitative differences in student reading skilldesed
on function of primary problem behavior with escape/avoidance behaviors resulting in a
greater misbehavior than peer-seeking behaviors. Implications includé@tleont
support for integrating reading and behavior support systems, and consideration of
academic skills in determining function of problem behavior.

SWPBS and Academic Interventions

Recently the three-tier reading model has been developed to improve the reading
skills of students who are poor readers (Vaughn & Linan-Thompson, 2003). While there
is no universal definition of the model, the conceptual framework is designed to be
implemented in a school-wide setting using research-based programso#mmated in
SWPBS and response to intervention (RTI) models, three progressively morevetensi
tiers of intervention are matched to students reading needs. Tier | is tytheatiore
reading program and is designed for all students in the school. According tteKame

and Simmons (1998), the core program should result in approximately 70-80% of the
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student meeting the benchmarks of the Dynamic Indicators of Basicliarlycy Skills
(DIBELS). In Tier Il, supplemental reading instruction is provided to studembsane

not making progress in the core reading program. These students account for 20% to 30%
of the school population (Coyne, Kame’enui, & Simmons, 2004; University of Texas at
Austin, 2005). Tier Ill consists of focused intervention programs and is for those

students (5-10%) who did not make progress during the Tier Il instruction.

Stewatrt et al. (2007) analyzed current research on three-tier modeldingraad
behavior. The researchers conducted an in-depth review of five three-tilgresndels,
seven three-tier behavior models, and five combined reading and behaviorahree-ti
models. Three primary findings of the meta-analysis are interesting &iutis First,
the magnitude of the effect size for the integrated model on reading outcomiesgea
yet by comparison, the magnitude of the effect sizes of the reading and behaoets m
on reading outcomes were moderate and small, respectively. Although thendiéfe
between models on reading outcomes was not statistically significant, thaiate
model appeared to produce larger improvement in reading skills than the reading only or
behavior only approaches. A possible explanation for the effectiveness of anaategra
approach on reading may be that reducing problem behavior makes responding to reading
instruction and developing reading skills more likely (Bower, 1995; Nelson, Befaner,
Gonzalex, 2002). Indeed, a moderate to strong inverse relationship has been
demonstrated between problem behaviors and responsiveness to reading intervention
(Nelson et al., 2003).

In addition, a moderate effect size was found for the integrated model on

behavioral outcomes, whereas the magnitude of the behavior-only model on behavior was
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slightly lower. It appears that the integrated model produces not onlyglairggeon

reading outcomes but moderate effects on behavior outcomes. Yet the impact of
integrated models on behavioral outcomes appears to be not much greater than that of
behavior-only models. Although researchers were unable to determine impacliod rea

only approaches on behavior outcomes, they found that improving reading skills using
scientifically based reading interventions improves social adjustiBennér, Kinder,
Beaudoin, Stein, & Hirschmann, 2005: National Reading Panel, 2000; Simons &
Kameeenui, 1998). Researchers recommend that reading and behavior experts combine
their expertise to form an integrated three-tier model to reach studemi@rerhaving
significant difficulties in both areas.

One of the integrated studies Stewart et al. (2007) analyzed was a studyt@dnduc
by Lane and Menzies (2003) that implemented and evaluated a multilevel intervent
with primary and secondary levels of support with 210 students in an “at risk” esgnent
school in Southern California. Student outcomes were assessed with curricuégn-bas
measures, state achievement tests, behavior-rating scales and sotiabteviews.

Results indicated that all risk groups (high, medium, low) showed improvement on the
Curriculum Based Measurement (CBM) and Stanford Achievement test.
Summary of Studies on SWPBS and Academic Achievement

Nineteen studies, located in Appendix B, indicated positive correlations lbetwee
school climate, instructional time, academic engagement, and improvedécade
achievement as measured by standardized test scores and school climgse Bivere

studies specifically addressed the relationship between SWPBS and mathraehteve
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Several studies—Larson, Steele & Sailor, In press; Putnam, Handler &i@-Le
Zonarich (2003; 2007) and Scott & Barrett (2004)—calculated the instructional days
gained per year through the reduction of student ODR and student suspensions. Research
also documents the effectiveness of systematic techniques for teachinggutemmgrand
of secondary and tertiary interventions. The Pathway to Behavior Study atiddraad
Function conducted by Mcintosh et al. (2006) results indicated that problems in
academics precede problems in behavior, that durable-skill deficits accoamteoké
variance than skills at school entry, and quantitative differences were found intstude
reading-skill levels based on function of primary problem behavior. Implications
included continued support for integrating reading and behavior support systems and the
consideration of academic skills in determining function of problem behavior.

Also, in recent years there have been studies attempted on the effectinehess a
outcomes of integrated (reading and behavior) three-tier models. StealafPe07)
conducted an in-depth review of five reading models, seven behavior models, and five
integrated reading and behavior models and found that the integrated model had the
greatest effect size than either the reading-only model or behavior- only omodel
reading. Also, the integrated model had a slightly better effect size on bethavidhe
behavior-only model.

Critique of SWPBS Early Research and Instruments
Limitations of Early SWPBS Studies and Instruments

In a recent article, Lane, Wehby, Robertson, and Rogers (2007) discussfsome

the difficulties they observed when reviewing early studies of SWPBS. Angdalihe

authors, the descriptions of the school populations were often not precise enough in early



SWPBS, School Size, and Math AchievemeB8

studies to allow for replication or accurate conclusions regarding geaérby of
outcome; and in other studies the descriptions of intervention and comparison conditions
lacked sufficient detail. In addition, outcome measures used in SWPBS prevention
studies have been criticized for being too “narrow in scope,” with too great a oifie®f
referral and suspension data. And criticism also is leveled at thelkypieacriptive

versus empirical nature of the studies: “A number of initial studies haveatied that
school-wide behavior supports decrease problem behavior, increase time spent in
academic instruction, and are associated with improved academic outcomes. Thes
studies are encouraging but remain descriptive in nature and do not have theestpérim
control needed to confirm a relationship between school-wide PBS and improved
academic performance” (Putnam, Horner, & Algozzine, 2006, p. 3).

Kern and Manz (2004) also discussed the common use of ODR in SWPBS
research and outcome studies. These researchers state that whiletiveredtes of
school-wide behavior programs can be easily monitored and evaluated with QIdR, is
of construct and social validity exist with this instrument, and the use of ODlbehkas
based on an untested assumption that a connection exists between student behavior and
the use of this disciplinary intervention, whereas, in reality, ODR mosy likéécts the
varying conditions under which school systems and individual staff members conduct
formal disciplinary procedure. The unique climates of individual schools are likely t
result in differing criteria, procedures, and use of ODR across individual schidwy
encourage additional research focusing on various student and school charadieaistic

could provide important information about the generalizability of ODR.
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In addition, several other researchers have raised concerns that while ODRs
identify students with high rates of externalizing behaviors, they do not suffycientl
identify all students in need of secondary or tertiary supports. Students who have
internalizing behaviors, and students with less severe externalizing beheraaften
not reflected in school-wide ODR information (Clonin, McDougal, Clark, & Davison,
2007; Nelson, Bennen, Reid, & Epstien, 2002; Sandomierski, Kincaid, & Algozzine,
2007; Severson, Walker, Hope-Doolittle, Kratochwill, & Gresham, 2007).

Kern and Manz (2004) also discussed the applied, “partnership-driven
methodologies” that are central to the development and evaluation of school-wide
support programs and the advantages of the partnership process such as culturally
responsive interventions that can be implemented with integrity; but theytsthte
conducting experimental research in collaborative and applied contests pdieegeba
Key elements of internally valid experimental research, such as coorpgraups,
randomization, and replication are frequently difficult to attain in partnedinected
research. The authors write that advancing the empirical evidence for SWIPBS w
require well-controlled experimental replication of specific prograhigwever, in
contrast, the fundamental SWPBS research emphasizes the collaboratigprdentlof
programs that are suitable to meet the unique needs of each school.

Summary of the Chapter and Implications of Literature Review Findings

Chapter 2 was divided into four broad areas: (1) introduction and literature review
methods; (2) societal, historical, and legislative context review; (3) SS\d8Bceptual
framework literature review; and (4) a summary of prior research on scid®pasitive

behavioral support as related to school demographic and academic variables.
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Literature indicates that responding to concerns about school violence, problem
behavior, and ineffective discipline has a long and troubled history. As schools have
moved beyond simply excluding children with problem behaviors to policies of
proactive development of social behavior and programming, the manner in which
educators address the problem behaviors of students has changed (Sugai & Horner,
2002). Experts are now advocating for integrated and comprehensive thrgstéerss
to addressing the behavior of all students in each school.

SWPBS advanced from the early behavioral model founded by B. F. Skinner as
well as from various ecological, sociological, and organizational theories. Sdhee of
key elements and characteristics of the behavioral analysis approdehteniSWPBS
are the following: careful definition of behaviors, functional behavioral assessm
systematic and precise data collection and analysis, examination of outtssuesited
with interventions, use of positive reinforcers, direct instruction, and contingency
contracting. Ecological concepts include Brofenbrenner’s four interlocking
environmental systems that influence human development, the importance ofeffecti
coordination and communication among actors within, the emphasis on addressing
behavior in natural environments, and data collection. Sociological concepts include the
Dreikurs social discipline model, Bandura’s social learning theory, theeaess that
appropriate and inappropriate behavior are socially defined, and the dangbsingla

The organizational management literature has generated (Carr, 20010dgls
that have begun to influence the way in which PBS is implemented: (1) effectiveeservi
delivery models to address the needs of students with emotional disturbance through

interagency collaboration, wraparound services, and flexible funding init{&ber &
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Nelson, 1997; Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001); (2) effective training models in the disabilities
field that now emphasize the use of trainer of trainers approach (Anderson, Russo,
Dunlap, & Albin, 1996); (3) team-building models (Sailor & Roger, 2005); (4) models of
how to build staff motivation to produce sustainability of best practices over pefiods
time sufficient to impact behavior change (Crone & Horner, 2003); (5) models of
accountability (Crone & Horner, 2003); and (6) data management systemditaiéaci
and promote the process of decision making based on evidence rather than opinion or
emotion (Horner, Todd, Lewis-Palmer, Irvin, Sugai, & Boland, 2004). Carr (2007, p. 9)
writes, “Principles of organizational management have demonstrated gredighode
create systems that are conducive to supporting PBS best practices.”

Several models of school-wide behavior management systems have emerged
since the seminal article by Walker et al. (1996) first describedyaritegrated
approach to preventing and addressing student misbehavior utilizing the threededr
used by the U.S. Public Health Services. Walker et al. (1996) also presented convincing
arguments as to why schools should take a lead role in addressing the risiegpflatie
risk behavior of students. The Effective Behavioral Support model developed byeSugai
al. (2000), and then renamed School-wide Positive Behavioral Support after the terms
positive behavioral support and interventicarsdfunctional behavioral analysiwere
codified in the 1997 reauthorization of PL. 94-142, has emerged as the most sophisticated
and widely used school-wide behavior management system in schools today.

Research is just emerging on the relationships among school demographic
variables, academic achievement, and SWPBS. Early studies indicate rinair¢he

positive results for urban schools (Arter, 2005; McCart, 2003; McCurdy, Mannella, &
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Eldridge, 2003; Nelson, 1996; Netzel & Eber, 2003; Powers, 2003) and for students with
disabilities (Doolittle et al., 2004; Greenfield, 2004) in schools that implemenBSWP
No research was located regarding SWPBS and students identified g Eorgl
Speakers of Other Languages and school size. Research on the relationshgps am
school climate, instructional time, academic engagement, and improved academic
achievement, as measured by state test score results and school clivegte sur
consistently showed positive correlations.

The implications from this literature review for the current study aatgFirst,
there is a well-documented need for more proactive, effective, and compvehens
behavior management systems in our schools, and a growing awareness of the important
role schools have in addressing the escalating problem behaviors of youth in ory. count
Second, it can be anticipated that SWPBS will continue to spread rapidlgsadtaf PL
94-142 amendments 1997 and 2004, and recently introduced legislation that recommends
SWPBS implementation (Bazelon Reporter, 2007). Third, research is just ggnergin
regarding the relationships among SWPBS implementation, effectiveches)
demographic variables, and academic achievement. While early resepromising
regarding the relationship between SWPBS and academic achievement, much more
research is needed. Also more research is needed on the influence and interfactions
school demographics on SWPBS implementation and effectiveness. No resesarch
located regarding the relationship between school size and SWPBS. As the model
expands into a larger number of districts, schools and states, more information on how

schools of different sizes relate to SWPBS implementation and effects/and how
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this relates to students’ academic achievement can greatly benefit erdewking of

practitioners, researchers, mental health professionals, and policymakers.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Overview of Study Goals
This correlational study investigates the relationships among schoopositere
behavioral support (SWPBS) implementation, effectiveness, math achievement, and
school size in elementary schools implementing SWPBS for more than twaryaars
large diverse district in a mid-Atlantic state. The research questioms autrent study
were addressed by analyzing two sources of data: data from school recordsaand dat
collected via a survey.
Research Questions

The following research questions focused the study.

1. Is school size an effective predictor of the degree of implementation of
SWPBS?

2. Is school size an effective predictor of SWPBS effectiver@ssmeasured by
out of school suspensions (OSS)?

3. Is SWPBS implementation an effective predictor of math achiemeras
measured by standardized test scores in schools overall or vlihevissare
grouped by size- small, medium, large?

4. Is SWPBS effectiveness an effective predictor of math aement as
measured by standardized math test scores in schools overatieorsahool
size is grouped into small, medium, large?

5. What are the selected schools’ principals’ perceptions regaBiMgBS in

their schools as measured by a principal opinion survey?
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a. What are school principals’ perceptions regarding the implementafi
SWPBS in their schools overall?
b. What are school principals’ perceptions regarding SWPBS effectiveness in
their schools overall?
c. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship between
SWPBS implementation and the size of their schools?
d. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship between
SWPBS effectiveness and the size of their schools?
e. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship between
SWPBS implementation and math achievement in their schools?
f. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship between
SWPBS effectiveness and math achievement in their schools?
Epistemology
The postpositivism paradigm was the epistemology that influenced the dedign a
strategy of inquiry for this study. Postpositivism utilizes multiple methodapture as
much of reality as possible, while at the same time, placing emphasis on thedisc
and verification of existing theories. The main tenets of postpositivism, and where i
differs from positivism, are that the knower and known cannot be separated, and that
there is an absence of a shared, single reality. Where the positivist bétiathe goal
of science is to uncover the truth, the postpositivist believeshithafoal of science is to
hold steadfastly to the goal of “getting it right” about reality, elugh that goal can

never be achieve@ecause all measurement is fallible, the postpositivist emphasizes the
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importance of multiple measures and observations, each of which may possesstdiffe
types of error (Zammito, 2004).

Positivists believe that scientists must be responsible for putting asideidises
and beliefs and seeing the world as it “really” is. Postpositiviststrigje idea that any
individual can see the world perfectly as it really is. All persons arecbzaskall
observations are theory-laden. The best way to achieve objectivity is to takengcioss
multiple fallible perspectives. Obijectivity is never achieved perfeotlyycan be
approached. The best way to improve the objectivity of what is done is to do it within the
context of a broader contentious community of truth-seekers, including oinretisss,
who criticize each other's work (Trochim, 2006).

The current study begins with a quantitative analysis of school record data
measuring the study variables and their relationships for the purpose of obtaining a
objective analysis, as possible, of study variable relationships based on corterete da
Next, in the attempt to gain a broader observation and interpretation of study gariable
and relationships, principal survey responses are analyzed both quantitatively and
gualitatively to learn principal perceptions and observations of study variabldseand t
relationships. This study design reflects a postpositivist epistemologysesimultiple
methods, rejects total certainty, and seeks a deeper understanding of truth rmgnswe

research questions.

Research Designs

This correlational study of the relationships among SWPBS, school size, and
math achievement utilized two data sources: data from school records, and datadoll

via a survey of principals. A correlation study is classified as a hone>qeam
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descriptive method and is used when variables are not directly manipulated, as they a
the experimental method.
Sampling Designs and Procedures

Selection of District and SWPBS Initiative within the Study Setting

The identified school district was chosen for this study because it met greacrit
necessary for a school district for this study: (a) large number of elemeakeanols; (b)
sophisticated technology systems for school demographic data colleutictoaage; (c)
a funded PBS specialist position to monitor SWPBS implementation and data collection,
and provide training and support to schools; and (d) proximity to George Washington
University.

The positive behavioral support initiative began in the selected districtdars y
ago (2002—-2003) with two elementary schools who self-selected to implement the
Prevent Act Respond (PAR) model developed by Dr. Michael Rosenberg at Johns
Hopkins University. In 2003—2004 the PAR model was advanced to four district schools
and program evaluation was conducted that indicated decreased office diseijgliras
and improved scores on school climate surveys. In 2004-2005, the district proceeded
with the initiative by adopting the more comprehensive SW2PBS model from the
University of Oregon and initiated information sessions for schools andrelaster
which principals could survey their staffs and request school participation irsthetdi
training. It is important to note that 80% of the staff must agree by vote to support the
initiative at their school for the district to approve a school’s participation. In-200%
the model was advanced to 19 more schools; in 2005-2006, to 16 more schools; and in

2006—2007, to 20 more schools.
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The district currently funds a full-time district-wide PBS spedialiso is
responsible for school and coach training, as well as program monitoring.stitne di
school board has fully supported the program and, in addition to funding a PBIS
specialist, also has included additional monies in the fiscal year 2008tdisttget to
support the expansion of the program to additional schools (School Board Advertised
Budget, FY2008, 2007).

The district PBS specialist acted as the required district sponsor forsirésaie
study and provided access to the SWPBS implementation and effectiveness eata for
school. The PBS specialist also provided the identified school names and principlal e-ma
addresses, and introduced the research study and survey to selected school principals
through an initial letter and e-mail.

Selection of Schools

The following criteria were established for the purposeful sample of schools for
this study. Firstpnly elementary schools are included to narrow the confounding
variable of the differences between organizational structures in elemanthsgcondary
schools. Also, the majority of schools that have implemented SWBPS in the target
school district are elementary schools. Second, schools were identified thaéhad be
implementing SWPBS for two or more years. Literature on SWPBS impletinanta
indicates that it takes a minimum of one to two years for school teams and comsnuniti

to implement core elements of the SWPBS model (Muscott et al., 2004).
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Measurements of Research Variables

School-wide Positive Behavioral Support Implementation

Team Implementation Checklist (TIC).

The Team Implementation Checklist (TIC) (Sugai, Horner, & LewisAeagl|
2001) covers the features of both the school-wide and individual student systems and is
designed for use by school PBS teams as a formative evaluation activity.i€HEck a
“Start-Up activity” that facilitates action plans and establishesgbential elements of
PBS. Checklist #2 is an “Ongoing Activity Monitoring” activity that guidesl measures
school sustainability efforts. At the school-wide level, the TIC is sirtoladhe more
commonly used School-wide Evaluation Tool. At the individual level it is less detailed
than the other tools for assessing capacity to provide individualized PBS sysadiynati
but does enable school leaders to track key processes. The individual system (Todd,
Horner, Sugai, & Colvin, 1999) within SWPBS is essential for secondary andytertia
level prevention and can be used within a response to intervention framework after
school- wide PBS is in place (Walker & Shinn 2002).

For this study the percentage of items marked as Completed on Checklist #1 was
used to measure the degree of SWPBS implementation. Checklist #1 contains 21 items
which are grouped into nine categories: (a) administrator, faculty corentitiip)
establish, maintain school teams; (c) self-assess school implementdtam,discipline
data; (d) establish school-wide expectations, (e) establish ongoing systems f
recognizing behavioral expectations; (f) establish systems for resgatodbehavioral
violations; (g) building capacity for function-based support, (h) district lewaport.

School PBS teams rate each
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item as either Not Yet Started, In Progress, or Completed. The schdokdte is the
percentage of items that the school team rates as Completed—i.e., if the sahmoEtes
themselves as having completed 15 of 21 items, their school TIC score is 71%. A copy of
the TIC is found in Appendix C.

No extensive research has been done on the use of the TIC as a measure for
research; however, one study (Tobin, 2007) looked at whether SWPBS implementation in
high schools is facilitated by using Team Implementation Checklists sitdy
concluded that the TIC appears to be a valuable tool for studying ongoing SWPBS
implementation effortsThe study used data from the 2003—2004 school years for 42 high
schools that provided ODR information electronically, over the Internet, using\ft& S
About half of the schools also reported their use of the TIC. Descriptive statinti
correlations were used to study patterns within and across the TIC and ODRREs Res
indicated that (a) high schools are using the tools and technology related teveicieool
PBS, (b) alternative high schools are serving students with very higlofaesous
problem behaviors yet are striving to implement PBS, and (c) the TIC appears:t
valuable tool for studying ongoing implementation efforts. Researchers fouridgha
features of the TIC correlated positively, with one exception (Commitmenglly
the moderate-to-high range, and that these generally moderate to hidggtiomse@among
the items indicate that the TIC is a coherent measure. In addition, compared to othe
SWPBS measures, the TIC’s user-friendly Web-based format appearsexy Ipeactical
for repeated use in applied settings and for going to scale. The fact thaschanis
were using the TIC also often appears to indicate that high school eduratdheftool

helpful. In addition, when looking at relationships among TIC features and OSS/ODR
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patterns, researchers in this study found that it appears that havidgrautmger of
OSS/ODRs may be a motivating factor in deciding to form a PBS team andrio beg
using the TIC. Researchers state that future efforts to study the impsat@the TIC
would benefit from observing changes over several years and combining a study of the
current database with interviews or questionnaires to obtain information about
implementation factors and school climate issues that are not recordeonatadt.
School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET).
The School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) (Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, Todd & Horner,
1999) is the most commonly used measure of SWPBS implementation in program
evaluation and research, but was not consistently available for all schoolssitutlyis
The SET is conducted by a trained external evaluator every year in whidihto s
participates in the program. The SET includes administrator, staff, atehstu
interviews; school observations; and review of permanent school products such as the
school improvement plan, student referral forms, etc. The SET consists of 28 items
organized into seven subscales that represent the seven key features of SWPBS: (a
school-wide behavioral expectations are defined, (b) expectations arettaatjh
children in the school, (c) rewards are provided for following the expectations, (d) a
consistently implemented continuum of consequences for problem behavior is put in
place, (e) problem behavior patterns are monitored and information is used for ongoing
decision making, (f) an administrator actively supports and is involved in thg afidr
(9) the school district provides support to the school in the form of functional policies,
staff training opportunities, and data collection options. The percentage poirdstiasfe

the seven subscales is computed first, added, and then divided by seven to get the overall
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mean score for the SET (Horner et al., 2004). Research has indicated that ammaarall
percentage score of 80 indicates full implementation of SWPBS at the ptewaly

(Horner et al., 2004). This score will be used as a continuous variable measuriB& SWP
implementation for each selected school.

The reliability of the SET was assessed through a variety of caorelbanalyses
involving test-retest and internal consistency of items, subscales, and ti8Efbtscore,
and calculations of interobserver agreement percentages. The resasmeldtearson
product-moment correlations to analyze all item/subscale score coms|all item/SET
total score correlations, and all subscale/SET total score correlatiossaré&teers also
calculated Cronbach’s coefficient alpha internal consistency indeX f8E#& subscales
and the SET total score. Results documented an overall alpha level of .96, and
demonstrated that the correlational structure of the SET meets and exaaddsds
psychometric criteria for discriminability, internal consistency, asthtetest reliability
in instrumentation used primarily for research purposes. Additional psychometric
information and statistics on test-retest reliability field testing atetabserver
agreement can be found in Horner et al. (2004).

The validity of the SET was evaluated within the Messick’s unified construct
validity framework. To assess the construct validity or extent to which SE&sscan
be interpreted as indices of implementation of SWPBS, researchers edr&iak total
scores with scores from the Effective Behavior Support Self-AssasSue/ey
(EBSSAS) in 31 schools using a Pearson’s r =.75 (p. 01). Researchers alsoakaenine
intercorrelations across SET subscales in order to obtain indices of cohesofeness

internal structure of the content domain sampled by the SET. SET subscale
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intercorrelations were moderate to moderately high, ranging from r = .44 to r Stl81, w
the median r = .65, indicating that the SET subscales demonstrate sufficiemtampir
association to be interpreted as components of the SET total score (Ha@ine2@Q3).

A major limitation noted by the authors (Horner et al., 2004) is that the SET is
intended only for assessing the primary prevention features of SWPBS and does not offe
information about secondary and tertiary prevention efforts in school.

School-wide Positive Behavioral Support Effectiveness

School discipline data.

In this study SWPBS effectiveness, or improved student behavior, was measured
by the change in number of out-of-school suspensions (OSS) from the baselitte year
after two years of SWPBS implementation. School principals are rddoireport
OSS data to the district central office for district and state reports on saietl.

Out-of-school suspensions (OSS) and office discipline referrals (ODRyade
throughout the nation as a method for monitoring disruptive behavior in schools (Sugai
et al., 2000). Each school district provides guidelines and requirements for OSS while
ensuring students’ rights. An ODR or OSS represents an event in which (a) a student i
engaged in a behavior that violated a rule or social norm in the school, (b) the problem
behavior was observed or identified by a member of the school staff, and (c) the event
resulted in a consequence delivered by administrative staff, who produced agrarma
product defining the whole event (Sugai et al., 2000). ODR and OSS can be utilized
both as an index of student behavior and as an index of the discipline systems within a

school.
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The major advantage of utilizing OSS for research is that schools are dequire
record and document the number of and reasons for OSS in their schools, whereas
schools may differ in how they do this for ODR. However, while school distriats gi
very clear guidelines to schools for delivering OSS, differences in how dambl sc
defines and applies OSS procedures can still exist, i.e., the same student bedyavior m
evoke different responses from teachers in different schools, or differenhes in t
relationship between teachers and the school’s administration may altee tfeQSS
across schools. Because of this, the value of OSS and ODR as measures ofigdehool-w
discipline is often questioned and frequently embraced with caution (Wright & Dusek,
1998).

Existing research, however, suggests that OSS and ODR may prove useful
metrics when used as a within school systems metric (Skiba, Peterson, &n\Villi
1997; Tobin & Sugai 1999a; Tobin, Sugai, & Colvin, 1996). And other researchers have
reported that OSS and ODR data have been useful in identifying improvement in
school-wide systems (Biglan, Metzler, Rusby, & Sprague, 1998; Taylon&etal.,

1997). For example, Sugai et al. (2000) monitored OSSs and ODRs in elementary and
middle schools for five years and found that blending information from ODR,

suspension and expulsion was useful. Also, authors encourage researchers to triangulate
school-wide indicators of behavioral climate with additional measures sutdffas s
perception surveys or school safety measures. Authors do state that althouglgtihe wei

of the evidence clearly supports using OSS and ODR measures in assessingisiehool-
behavior climate, the effectiveness of school wide behavior interventions psygnazn

the different needs across schools result is some issues remaining. Nals¢20€3)
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identified a number of variables and factors that influence the reliadildyvalidity of
administrative discipline contacts. One relevant finding from theiatiiee review was
that secondary and larger schools were more likely to use administratiyinksci
contacts than elementary and smaller schools.

The U.S. Department of Education National Center for Statistics (USDOE,
2002) recommends the use of OSS and ODR, and provides clear directions on how
schools can ensure accuracy and improve reliability and validity, in their maatety
in Numbers: Collecting and Using Crime, Violence, and Discipline Incident Data to
Make a Difference in School§he manual states that by designing database systems,
providing staff training, and clearly articulating definitions, schools can enisat the
reporting of OSS and ODR is consistent and that variables measure whaethey a
intended to.

The selected district for this study annually updates a regulitexh“Student
Rights and Responsibilities” which clearly states guidelines for expdcigeins
behaviors and responsibilities. Schools are required to report specific catefjories
misconduct incidents and all out-of-school suspensions (OSS) to the central office.
School Size

Data on school size were obtained from the district’'s central office databas
cross-checked with published information on each school’'s Web site, and then entered on
the data collection protocol. School size was measured by the number of studerits in eac
of the selected schools in each as of June 2007. The National Center for Education

Statistics (2003) identified the average student enroliment in elementagisa the
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United States to be 441 students. This report also indicated that the averageaejement
school size in Virginia is slightly larger, with 484 students.

A review of the 137 elementary schools in the selected district indicatetba wi
range of school size. Public information on the district Web site stated that two
elementary schools had between 1200 and 1300 students and two schools have between
200 and 299 students, with the largest number of schools, 24, having 700-799 students.
Consequently, schools were identified in the following three groups: (a) srealthkn
500 students; (b) medium, between 500 and 900 students; and (c) large, over 900
students. Lee and Loeb (2000) utilized this procedure after determining thatitiae ty
school size in the Chicago elementary schools had a positively skewed distribution, wi
very few large elementary schools (over 1,500) and several very shabls¢less than
350 students), with the medium school size around 500 students.

Math Achievement

Virginia Standards of Learning fifth-grade math achievement test.

Math achievement for this study was measured by the percentage of students, a
each selected school, who passed (proficient and advanced) the fifth-ggid&Vir
Standards of Learning (SOL). The SOL math test is administered anmugdby spring
to every student attending public school in the Commonwealth of Virginia. The SOL
math test was developed by the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) in
collaboration with educators across the Commonwealth, and Harcourt Assessment. The
test consists of 50 multiple-choice operational items: 8 items on number and number
sense, 12 items utilizing computation and estimation, 12 items on measurement and

geometry, 8 items on probability and statistics, and 10 items on patternsyrisnend
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algebra. All items included on the test address the knowledge and skills spectfied in t
2001 Virginia Standards of Learning for grade 5. The test is untimed with noypkemalt
guessing. Students are permitted to use a protractor, angle ruler, scratchmépe
standard metric rulers during the entire test, and four-function calcuthtong the
second section of the test. Items are grade-appropriate for fifte-ghadients in terms

of difficulty, interest, and reading level (Virginia Department of Edioca(VDOE,

2005).

Technical characteristics of SOL tests.

Reliabilities and scale score descriptive statistics for the SQi.itedtide the
following: number of items, numbers of students, means and standard deviations of the
students’ scale scores, Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 (KR20) internal consistenc
reliability estimate, standard error of measurement, mean raw sca@@gsortion of
the maximum obtainable score, and conditional standard errors of measurement
(VDOE, 2005).

Validity for the Virginia Math SOL concerns the extent to which thesesscor
are useful for their intended purpose. There is ample evidence in the Technical Manua
that the procedures used to investigate the content validity of the SOL amssssere
adequate. Also, evidence is available in the Technical Manual suggestingethads
for identifying potentially biased items are in place. One assumption tinaidis when
linking forms of the assessments across years and in score reportirigeecth&OL
assessment is mainly measuring a dominant trait or main factor. Eviderice f
validity of the “unifactor” or “unidimensionality” assumption is determined by

reviewing the “eigenvalue plot” that is obtained from the analysis of thelabon
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matrix formed from the correlations of all pairs of items in each assessnihe
evidence for test unidimensionality among the Virginia SOL assessnstring
(VDOE, 2005).

Reliability for the Virginia Math SOL concerns the internal consistericy
scores and the consistency and accuracy of assigning students to performance
categories. The Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 (KR-20) was used to estimate the
internal consistency reliability of each grade and form of the multiplesel®0OL
assessments. Standard errors of measurements were also reportdd doacgsaand
form of the assessments. The KR-20 coefficients have changed little oyeateeand
reveal a reasonably high reliability of the SOL multiple-choice formscisig
accuracy and consistency indices were reviewed for 1998, 1999, and 2000 assessments
(statistics ranged from .00 to 1.00), with very positive results as they areydietated
to the stability of student performance category classification#tiresfrom the
assessment scores. Coefficients were sufficiently high to justifysthef assessment
scores in performance category classifications .87 to .93, and the index of the
consistency of the decision made between Passing and Not Passing at eaatdgrade a
form was also acceptable (.80 to .90) and was sufficiently high to justify the ume of t
assessment scores in performance category classification. Talesti\ally, the
reliability evidence for the SOL assessments is solid and typical lofthuglity
assessments (VDOE, 2005).

Each year the Virginia Department of Education publishes a Virginred &tds
of Learning Assessment Technical Report (2005) to inform users and othestieder

parties about the development, contents, and technical characteristics wfthia Vv



SWPBS, School Size, and Math Achievemé&gd

SOL Assessments. Detailed information for all the above analyses can be fdwend in t
appendices of the 2003-2004 technical report, as can additional information on item
bank construction, scale score derivation for content areas, and reporting categorie

Math instructional program.

The district math program reflects the national goals and incorporates the
Virginia Standards of Learning. “These standards and goals provide studintsewi
opportunity to develop the mathematical understandings needed to pursue higher
education and to compete in a global, technology intensive society. Thesmgoals:
becoming mathematical problem solvers, communicating mathematrealbgning
mathematically, and making mathematical connections” (District weelisi/08). Fifth
grade students extend their understanding of number to billions, including the use of
exponential notation; relate number theory concepts to operations on rational numbers;
compare, contrast, and define the intent and characteristics of the fourargerati
including properties; and become proficient in using multiplication and division
procedures. They estimate and measure length, volume, and capacity; sisengea
tools; investigate circle measures; continue transformational georaethyglentify
attributes of solids. Fifth graders also collect, display, and analyzeamdtaake
predictions. They organize, record, and interpret results of simple probability
experiments; identify and extend growth patterns; and solve equations with one
variable.

The instructional materials utilized include school board approved cominercia
textbook series (Houghton Mifflin Math, Everyday Math) and district approved

supplementary materials such as additional manipulatives, trade books, practice
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workbooks, and various commercial math software programs. The distrioe Offi
Instructional Services provides information and guidance regarding thenglacand
heterogeneous grouping in mathematics classes. Regulation 3250.2 (2004hatates
“teachers may employ flexible grouping for specific math topics; howstigients
within a class will not be permanently assigned to ability level groupsI{®g Also,
every school has either an identified math lead teacher or math coach wheetslisa
the central instructional service department to provide follow-up traamadgsupport to
teachers at the school level. In addition to the district approved instructiatealals
and student grouping regulations, these lead math teachers provide monitoring and
consistency in school math programs across the district.

Principals’ Perceptions

Principal opinion survey.

The principal opinion survey measured school principal perceptions regarding
SWPBS implementation, SWPBS effectiveness, school size, and math achesate
their relationships in each of the selected schools. The principal survey<ohdidt
items on a linear, numeric scale, with interval levels of measurement lory(gtr
disagree to strongly agree), five multiple choice items, and one oped-gnel&ion at
the conclusion of the surveylhe survey is divided into three sections, each measuring
one of three constructs: SWPBS implementation, SWPBS effectiveness, aBSSWP
demographics.

This type of scale was chosen for the survey because of the scale’s ‘iymplic
clarity, and economy...the format is clean and straightforward; respondentsttieoe |

no difficulty understanding the task they're to perform” (Alreck & Seg()4, p. 132).
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A review of existing surveys found several customer satisfaction sumdyatlzer

typically short surveys related to SWPBS effectiveness, butthaheere specifically

related to the research questions of school demographics and student achievement, and
none specifically intended for the elementary school principal population. Conseguently
survey items were created by the researcher following three sbtbkurvey design
guidelines (Alreck & Settle, 2004): (a) survey questions are directigdetla the

identified research questions; (b) a minimum number of items were devetpsth
research question to reduce responder fatigue; and (c) items we@peevedt to be too
wordy, loaded, double-barrel, vague, or threatening.

Pretesting and piloting of survey.

Two content experts reviewed and critiqued the survey by responding to the
content review questions located in Appendix D. After changes were made to the
survey based on the feedback from the content experts, a small pilot of five algment
school principals and assistant principals from the targeted district, who had either
retired or were not working in study schools, took the survey and responded to the
survey content and format questions found in Appendix E and the final Principal
Opinion Survey is in Appendix F.

Data Collection Protocol

A school records data collection spreadsheet was used to collect contin@ous dat
from each school recording: (a) the number of students in school, (b) the percentage of
students passing the grade 5 SOL math test in both baseline and year two of SWPBS
implementation, (c) school TIC scores, and (d) the number of OSS in bassmand

year two of implementation. The data collection protocol is in Appendix G.
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Data Analysis
Preliminary Data Handling

Secondary analysis of school records.

The continuous demographic, achievement, discipline, and TIC data were
collected on the data collection protocol spreadsheet and imported directly into the
statistical program Statistical Package for the Social Scienc&S|SBefore entry, the
data were cross-checked by a second person to ensure accuracy. The retdsoil ltBa
differential data, (baseline and year two) were used rather than theéif8#dntial data
was that SET data were not available for some sample schools. Thisam#heeason
why the OSS differential data were used rather than ODR differelatial

Principal opinion survey.

A commercial survey program was utilized to collect participant survey
responses. The program automatically controlled for duplication of respondestssur
and comuted percentages for each item. The researcher pretested the Web sievey sy
before distribution to the pretest pilot of school administrators to ensure thahnicééc
problems existed and responses corresponded with commercial program responses
(Dannels, 2007).

The survey program automatically reviewed completed surveys for @syngor
invalid responses immediately upon receipt. Only one survey of the 25 had omg missi
item. It was determined prior to administration that one missing item glerwil be
permitted without follow-up.

Nine principals responded to the one open-ended question on the survey. These

responses were copied with school code by question, onto a separate Microsoft Word
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program document. After responses were copied, a second person cross-checked survey
and Word documents for accuracy of the copied respondent comments. Although
statistics documented the number of principals who responded to the writtepmuesti

these responses were not included in any quantitative analysis and theregoo¢ we

minimum consequence to the data analysis.

Data Analysis Techniques

Research questions 1-4: simple regression.

Regression analysis was conducted for research questions 1-4 of thig study t
examine the predictive utility of each predictor variable (school size, SWPBS
implementation, SWPBS effectiveness) for each of the three outcome v&riable
respectively (SWPBS implementation, SWPBS effectiveness, math acteat).

Simple regression is a statistical tool designed to determine the dadrdeextion of

the relationship between an outcome variable and a single predictor vaGalbien,

Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003) write, “Basic regression may be used whenever a
guantitative variable, the outcome variable (Y), is to be studied as a functionrof, or i
relationship to, any factors of interest, the predictor variables (¥s)X)( Prediction

does not equal explanation or causality, Cohen et al. (2003) continue, “Correlation does
not prove causation: however, the absence of correlation implies the absence of the
existence of @ausal relationship” (p. 7).

For research questions 1-4 of this study, the simple regression technique is
appropriate because these research questions are associational andrtieeréasgoal
was to examine the relationships between the only predictor and the outcome variable

The predictive utility of each regression model was determined through theoF RS
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change. The F test is based upon the ratio of improvement (the reduction in prediction
errors) resulting from the model, and the difference between the model and thedbserve
data. If the model is good then the improvement prediction due to the model will be
large; or a good model with strong prediction of the outcome variable should have a large
F ratio. The exact magnitude of the F ratio can be assessed using thkevaiiies of the
corresponding degrees of freedom (Field, 2005).

Checking regression assumptions.

The assumptions linearity, homoscedasticity, and normality in regressien w
evaluated in the current study as defined in Cohen et al. (2003) and Field (2005) and
described below.

The linearity assumption is that the relationship between the predictor variable
and the outcome variable is linear. In this assumption, the predicted change in the
outcome variable, Y, associated with per unit change in the predictor varialde, X, i
assumed to be constant. The slope (regression coefficient) is constasdgteosnt X
values. In nonlinear relationships, the slope, which indexes the relationship between X
and Y, will change across different X values. The effects of the violation ohédzeity
assumption include a bias in the estimations of the intercept and slope, and this reduces
the R2 due to the failure in the regression model to reflect the nonlinear relationship
between X and Y. In this study, the assumption of linearity was checkedtbggl
standardized residual scores against X. When this assumption is violatets ¢heueve
in the plot.

The homoscedasticity assumption implies that at each level of the predictor

variables, the variance of the residual terms should be constant, i.e., the resigacts at
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level of the predictor should have the same variance. When the variances are very
unequal there is said to be heteroscedasticty. In the current study, the hostastyeda
assumption was checked by plotting standardized residual scores agairibtsX
assumption is met, the residual scores are randomly scattered aroundziethidime
through zero; if not, a funnel shape of data points is seen. A violation of the
homoscedasticity assumption results in a larger standard of error of edtimidte
regression coefficient.

The normality assumption is that the residuals in the model are random normally
distributed variables with a mean of 0—i.e., the differences between the moda¢and t
observed data are most frequently zero or very close to zero—and that difererate
greater than zero occur only occasionally. Once residual scores anginete a
histogram of these residual scores is created and roughly checkeldennibrtality of
the distribution. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests were also conducted.
When the normality assumption is violated, the estimation of the intercept, slope& and R
is less precise. When the nonnormality results from a couple of extremesotitker
whole regression line is pulled toward the outliers and does not represetatjoniéyrof
the data adequately.

The software program Statistical Package for the Social Sciere8S)Svas
used to compute statistics for these analyses. In this study atcresaaables are

continuous, thus eliminating the need for dummy coding.
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Research questions 5a—f: descriptive and qualitative analysis.

Both quantitative and qualitative analyses were conducted on data obtained from
the principal survey items and scales. Initially, descriptive statistctuding
percentages at each numeric value for each survey item were computedhelhen t
percentage of Strongly Agree, Agree, Somewhat Agree were addedddimmgand
interpretation of results. Second, item scores were added and the mean determined for
each construct scale to ascertain principal perceptions of the degrgqe#eshentation of
SWPBS (scale one), the effectiveness of SWPBS (scale two), and demog(apale
three) at each school.

Qualitative analysis of the responses to the one open-ended question was
conducted in four phases. First, key terms were identified in the researtbrtgiasd
participants’ written responses were read to locate frequency of termsndSevritten
responses were read to identify any other noteworthy perceptions and ternds. Thir
responses were reread and checked for the accuracy of coded identifiedrtemesv or
unusual perceptions. And last, coded data was summarized into major themes and
conclusions, including significant respondent quotations, for each research question.

Below is a brief description of the data analysis for research questions 5 a—f
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Table 3-1

Principal Survey Data Analysis

Research Question — Data Analysis
Principal perceptions Survey Questions
regarding...

5a: Implementation of Scale One Items 1A throughl O...Item frequencies and
SWPBS in their schools? scale mean

5b: Effectiveness of Scale Two Items 2A through 2M...ltem frequencies and
SWPBS in their schools? scale mean

5c: Relationship between Scale One Items 3A and 3B...ltem frequencies
SWPBS implementation

and the size of their

schools?

5d: Relationship between Scale Two Items 3C...Iltem frequencies
SWPBS effectiveness and

the size of their schools?

5e: Relationship between Scale One Items 3G...Item frequencies
SWPBS implementation

and math achievement in

their schools?

5 f: Relationship between Scale Two Items 3l and 3K...ltem frequencies
SWPBS effectiveness and

math achievement in their

schools?

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions

The risks to the adult human subjects was minimized in both the design and
execution of this study by making survey participation voluntary, ensuringdeoititlity
of the participants’ responses, and clearly stating the potential benefitsresearch to
the field. Confidentiality means that the responses will never be shared with others
Because of the need to track returning surveys, and to link school survey datting exis

demographic data, it was not possible to provide participant anonymity.
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Confidentiality was guaranteed to all survey participants in a cover s¢dtang
that the surveys would be coded and that the researcher was the only one receiving and
analyzing coded surveys. The commercial survey software progisures
confidentiality of principal survey responses and analysis. School codes wedarsa
locked cabinet and will be discarded once the dissertation is approved. The final repor
required by the school district after the study is complete will not inclugle an
identifiable characteristics of the schools, with all results will be tegan an
aggregated manner.

Summary of the Chapter

The methodology for this study was cross-sectional and correlationaingtiliz
two data sources: data from school records and data collected via a principal surve
This methodology was chosen to answer the five descriptive and associatieaathres
guestions.
The district selected for the study is a large diverse school districtiid-Attantic state.
A purposeful sample of 26 elementary schools that have implemented SWPB®&st at |
two years were selected for the study

Data collection and procedures followed a careful timeline beginning in winter
2008 and conducted in two phases. The first phase consisted of gaining district approval
for access to school data needed to complete the secondary analysis of schidsfaecor
the selected schools. Concurrent with this phase, pretesting was conducted on the
principal opinion survey. The principal opinion survey was distributed in June 2008.
SWPBS, demographic, academic, and discipline data were collected and stored on a data

collection protocol. Data collected for each school included: Team Impletoanta
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Checklist scores, number of OSS, school enrollment, and fifth grade math SOL scores.
Psychometric data are available and positive for the math SOL,; aradalesrs support
the use of OSS and TIC for the evaluation of SWPBS implementation and effectiveness
Input from content experts and a small pretest pilot was conducted on the
principal opinion survey to ensure the content validity and reliability of the survey
instrument. The Web-based commercial program distributed the survey astedolle
survey responses. One letter and one e-mail were sent by the PBS spadidiste
follow-up e-mail requests sent by the researcher to obtain the high sespeynse rate of
96%.
After all data were collected, simple regression analysis was cexqldioct
research questions 1-4, and descriptive and qualitative analysis for reseationgjues
5 a—f. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was us@gudbecthe
statistics. The risks to the adult human subjects were minimized both in the aedio

the execution of this study.
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Chapter 4
Results

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships among school-wide
positive behavior (SWPBS) implementation, SWPBS effectiveness, school sizeadnd m
achievement. The research design described in Chapter 3 used two data sources: a
secondary analysis of school records and a principal opinion survey. The survey
instrument, a three-part Web-based questionnaire, was distributed to the studiigropula
of elementary school principals (N = 26) in the selected district. The caseaollected
baseline and year-two data for each school on SWPBS implementation, SWPBS
effectiveness and math achievement with assistance from the SWPB3stpailaother
central office personnel; and accessed school data on school size from theliptriat
database.

This chapter reports the results of the data collection and then presents the data
analysis in the context of the research questions and subquestions posed by the study.
The chapter ends with a summary of the findings and provides the fundamental support
for the interpretations, conclusions, and recommendations presented in Chapter 5.

Demographic Characteristics

The purposeful sample for this study included 26 elementary schools which have
implemented SWPBS for two or more years. Table 4-1 displays the number and
percentage of schools in the sample for four different school demographic varifieles. T
demographic profile of the sample schools shown in Table 4-1 indicates vamanicg a
schools in all categories, with the majority of the schools being in the middiasge

(500-900), with less than 24% students on free and reduced lunch, and with moderate
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percentages of students in English as Second Language classes (11-20 %) dnd specia

education (13-18%).

Table 4-1

Demographic Profile of Sample Schools (N = 26)

No. of Schools

% of Sample

School Size

300-500 students 4 15%
500-900 students 18 70%
900-1300 students 4 15%
Total 26 100%
English Second Language

Less than 10 % 5 19%
11-20 % 13 50%
21-40 % 6 23%
41-50% 2 7%
Total 26 100%
Free and Reduced

Less than 24% 13 50%
25-49% 5 19%
50-74% 6 23%
75-99% 2 7%
Total 26 100%
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Table 4-1 (continued)

Demographic Profile of Sample Schools (N = 26)

No. of Schools % of Sample

Special Education

Less than 12% 8 30%
13-18% 12 46%
19-24% 5 19%
25-30% 1 3%
Total 26 100%

Table 4-2 displays descriptive statistics, including the mean, standardateviati
and range for nine school variables, and again indicates the wide variance ahumtg s
in all categories. For example, the student population in study schools includes a range
of 2% to 78% of students on free and reduced lunch 1-46% of students in ESOL

programs, and 7-28% of students in special education.
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Table 4-2

Descriptive Statistics for Selected School Variables (N = 22, 26)

School Variables Number Mean Standard Low High
Deviation

Total Number of Students 26 670.2 218.2 343 1,248

Percentage Free, Reduced Lunch 26 33.4% 22.7% 2% 78%

Percentage English Second 26 19.6% 12% 1% 46%

Language

Percentage Special Education 26 14.5% 4.3% 7% 28%

Team Implementation Checklist 22 78.14 18.52 32% 100%

Out-ofsschool suspensior 26 A1 16.95 -44 55
Differential between Base & Year 2
Fifth-Grade SOL Math Scores

Differential between Base &Year 2 26 3.65 9.15 -12 +19

Review of Data Collection Strategy

After obtaining formal approval from the district Research Screening Cioeemi

data for the study were collected simultaneously. First, the Web-hasey svas

distributed to the 26 principals of the elementary schools in the purposeful sample. The

district PBS specialist wrote and sent a notification letter via both emeitlistrict mail

containing the survey link and requesting principal participation (Appendix H). Four

workdays later, the researcher, utilizing a commercial software progesrna second
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email requesting principal participation. Two additional reminder emails sestt by
the researcher, each four days apart. All letters and emails statgrincipal
participation was voluntary and that responses would be kept confidential. The
commercial software program had the capacity to track the status opariresponses
while ensuring confidentiality of participant names and schools.

At the same time that the survey was distributed the researcher begamgworki
with the district PBS specialist and other appropriate district personnekio tit
school record data on SWPBS implementation (Team Implementation Chedist (T
scores), SWPBS effectiveness (out-of-school suspension (OSS)), andddthrgath
SOL scores for each school in the study. Data on school size were retgeted b
researcher from the official district Web site. A data collection protgrebsisheet was
utilized to store data for later data analysis. A copy of the data collesgireadsheet is
located in Appendix G.

Survey Response Rate

The survey protocol involved one advance letter and email notification from the
district PBS specialist that included the initial distribution of the surwvdy This was
followed by three reminder emails sent by the researcher apprekmfair days apart.
All emails were sent early in the morning, as research reports thaeshilts in a greater
response rate then (Sheehan 2001). Twenty-five of the 26 principals responded to the
survey, yielding a 96% response rate. All responding principals completed! ttheced
part guestionnaire and nine principals also completed the last open-ended question.

The overall response rate of 96% achieved in this study greatly surpasses the

typically expected rate of 30% to 50% for Web-based surveys and the requirediminim



SWPBS, School Size, and Math Achievemé&@b

response of 70% for the analysis and release of survey data by the Natiealf@e
Education Statistics (NCES) (McMillan et al., 2001). Gainen (2008) and Sheehan (2001)
write that a good response rate often depends on the relationship betweeratcbeese

and the group and that employees in tight-knit organizations typically respgniigier

(80%) unless confidentiality is a concern. Salience of the issue to the dgapldation

also has been found to have a strong positive correlation with response rate for postal
email, and Web-based surveys (Sheehan & McMillan, 1999; Watt, 1999)

In addition, for both mail and email surveys, prenaotification has been seen to
increase response speed (Murphy, Daley, & Dalenber, 1991; Sheehan & McMillan, 1999;
Taylor & Lynn, 1998). Mehta and Sivadas (1995) suggested that prenatification for
email surveys is imperative, and the practice of sending unsolicited emajsigve
unacceptable. Researchers also have assessed how many follow-up aontautisnal
and what content should be provided in the follow-up. Multiple follow-ups have been
seen to yield higher response rates than one-time reminders (Héb&aumgartner,

1978). It is clear that this study benefited from the notificatioer@id email sent to
school principals by the district PBS specialist.

Since the number of principals who responded to the one open ended question
was small, their responses may not be representative of the population of 26 principals
and therefore should be interpreted with caution.

Reliability of Data

As was described in Chapter 3, the TIC and OSS have limited psychometric data

supporting their use in research. However, due to the inconsistency in school reporting

procedures and consequent varied and sometimes unavailable school data for the School-
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wide Evaluation Tool and office discipline referral, it was decided thategreat
consistency and accuracy for this study would be gained by using the TIC and OSS data.
Since the district did not begin assessing degree of implementation untirthgethi of
district implementation, implementation data (TIC scores) were not awftaithe three
early schools, and also one later school, that chose not to follow district requgement
Therefore, implementation data (TIC scores) was obtained for 22 of the 2@&sampl
schools. A fuller explanation regarding this is provided in Chapter 3. Table 4-3
illustrates the psychometric characteristics of the data colleatedi$ study utilizing the
instruments mentioned above. School data for all of the 26 sample schools weldeavaila
and collected for school size, number of student out-of-school suspensions, and math
achievement (math SOL scores).

Table 4-3

Psychometric Characteristics of TIC, Math SOL, OSS (N = 22, 26)

Instrument No. Mean SD Range

TIC 22 78.14% 8.52 32-100 %
Math SOL Diff 26 3.65 9.15 -12-19
OSS Diff 26 A1 16.95 -44-55

Also as described in Chapter 3, the SWPBS survey instrument consisted of 40
scale items divided into three scales: SWPBS implementation, SWPB&veffiess, and
SWPBS demographics. For each of the 40 items, respondents were asked to rafe SWPB
in their school using a 6-point scale (Strongly Disagree to Strongly AJre@ssess the

internal consistency of the three SWPBS survey scales, Cronbach’s\afrkas
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calculated on each scale. The alphas for the three scales in the stugyare/these:
Implementation Scale, .943; Effectiveness Scale, .715; and Demographes &a
Research literature indicates that a value of .7—-.8 is an acceptable valuentoach’'s

alpha and that values substantially lower indicate an unreliable scate @deb). Kline
(1999) notes that while .8 is generally accepted for cognitive tests, whemgdedh
psychological constructs, values below even .7 can be expected because of thg diversi
of the constructs being measured. The alphas attained for all scales aichpalpr

survey indicated excellent internal consistency. Table 4-4 states the aedard
deviation, range, and Cronbach alphas for each scale and total survey. The densographic
scale resulted in the lowest mean score, 3.38, and largest standard deviatiomgndicat
the greatest variance among survey items, although the alpha at .835 indicatgs str
reliability. The SWPBS effectiveness scale resulted in the highest sneee, and

lowest standard deviation, indicating strong consensus among items; yet thg &fpha
was lower, although adequate for scale reliability.

Table 4-4

Psychometric Characteristics of Survey Scales (N= 25)

Scale No. of Mean SD Range  Alpha
ltems

SWPBS Implementation 15 4.74 1.17 1-6 .943

SWPBS Effectiveness 13 4.80 0.90 1-6 715

SWPBS Demographics 12 3.38 1.49 1-6 .835

Total SWPBS Survey Scale Items 40 4.36 0.92 1-6 .948
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To further examine principal responses to individual items, Table 4-5 shows the
mean, standard deviation, and range for each survey item in all three statgey
items 1-a through 1-o include the 15 items in the first scale on SWPBS implaorentat
This scale had three items with a narrow .5-.6 standard deviation, and only one item with
a wide 1.5 standard deviation, indicating little variance among principal respénses.
addition, only three of the 15 items had lower than a 4.0 mean rating, 1-1 (3.8), 1-n (3.9),
and 1-0 (3.2), indicating that all other 12 items had at least minimal principahagme

The second survey scale on SWPBS effectiveness included items 2-a through 2-
m. The highest standard deviation was 1.2 for only one item. All remaining itéms fel
between the .7 to 1.0 standard deviation range, indicating a less extremerange i
principal responses. In addition, on the SWPBS effectiveness scale, ati¢ans fell
between 4.3 and 5.1, indicating that all principals agreed, but not as strongly inhather
Agree or Disagree categories as in the implementation scale.

The last survey scale on demographics, including items 3-a though 3-I had by fa
the highest and greatest number of standard deviation (SD) scores, the SD fosall ite
being over 1.0 and ranging from 1.0 to 1.6. The mean scores also were much lower for
the demographics scale, ranging from 3.0 to 4.1, with three items at 2.6—-2.8, indicating
much lower agreement with demographic survey item questions and greatemange a

principal responses. All survey items can be found in Appendix F.
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Table 4-5

Psychometric Characteristics of Survey Scale Items (N = 25)

Survey Q Mean (1-6) SD Low High
Qla 5.0 0.8 3 6
Q1b 5.2 0.8 4 6
Qlc 5.6 0.5 5 6
Q1d 4.5 11 2 6
Qle 4.4 1.2 2 6
Qif 5.6 0.5 5 6
Qlg 5.2 0.6 4 6
Q1lh 4.9 0.8 3 6
Qli 5.1 0.9 3 6
Qlj 4.9 1.0 3 6
Q1k 5.2 0.9 3 6
Q1l 3.8 1.3 1 6
Qlm 4.6 0.8 3 6
Q1n 3.9 1.2 1 6
Qlo 3.2 1.5 1 5
Scale Mean 4.74

Q2a 4.9 1.0 3 6
Q2b 51 0.8 3 6
Q2c 4.6 1.0 3 6

Q2d 4.7 0.9 3 6
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Table 4-5 (continued)

Psychometric Characteristics of Survey Scale Items (N = 25)

Survey Q Mean (1-6) SD Low High
Q2e 5.0 07 4 6
Q2f 4.8 0.7 3 6
Q2g 4.9 1.0 2 6
Q2h 5.0 0.6 4 6
Q2i 5.0 0.8 3 6
Q2j 4.8 0.7 4 6
Q2k 4.3 1.0 2 6
Q2 4.7 0.8 3 6
Q2m 4.5 1.2 1 6
Scale Mean 5.19

Q3a 3.7 15 1 6
Q3b 34 1.6 1 6
Q3c 34 15 1 6
Q3d 2.8 15 1 6
Q3e 2.6 1.4 1 6
Q3f 2.6 1.3 1 6
Q3g 3.0 1.5 1 6
Q3h 3.2 1.5 1 6
Q3i 4.0 1.0 2 6

Q3] 4.0 1.1 1 6
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Table 4-5 (continued)

Psychometric Characteristics of Survey Scale Items (N = 25)

Survey Q Mean (1-6) SD Low High
Q3k 4.0 1.2 1 6
Qa3l 4.1 1.2 1 6

The principal survey also contained five demographic principal opinion questions
in a multiple-choice format, and one open-ended question asking principals to share any
school population and/or school program changes that might have influenced the
implementation and effectiveness of SWPBS in their schools. Results from tigenul
choice questions indicate almost equal distribution among schools which have been
implementing SWPBS for three years and schools which have been implementing f
four or more years. Only one school indicated that it had been implementing SWPBS for
two years or less. Principal responses corre2lated with district degabedicating that
the majority of schools (72%) were in the middle size range for this district,voedret
500 and 900 students. Two questions regarding principal opinions of math and reading
improvement in their schools indicated that the great majority of principals @6% f
math, 92% for reading) believed that their school had either improved or stayechéhe sa
on standardized math and reading test scores since implementing SWPBSt The las
survey multiple-choice question on principal longevity indicated that over half (52%) of
the SWPBS survey principals had worked in their present school for five or mase year

36 % for two to four years, and only 12% for one to two years.
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As stated earlier, only nine of the 26 principals responded to the one open-ended
guestion on school changes that might have influenced SWPBS implementation and
effectiveness. Responses to the questions are summarized in three categories:
demographic changes, program changes, and other are shown below in Table 4-6. Five
themes emerged regarding school demographic changes that principals believed
influenced SWPBS implementation and effectiveness: (1) increase in numbédlof ES
students, (2) increase in students on free and reduced lunch and homeless students, (3)
increase in special programs, (4) turnover in staff resulting in increased neéafffor
training, and (5) high student mobility.

Regarding changes in school programs, three principals believed thay alread
existing character education and behavior management programs such agddkite,
Goodbye (HUG) and Responsive Classroom in their schools before SWPBS was
implemented, both complemented and facilitated the implementation and effetioénes
SWPBS in their schools. Lastly, one principal indicated a lack of perspemtitresf
survey questions by noting that the program was already in the school when he/she

arrived.
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Principal Statements on Demographic or Program Changes (N = 9)

Category

Principal Statements

Demographic

Programmatic

Other

>Increasing ESOL and free/reduced lunch.
> Turnover of staff; special program increase.
> High student mobility has a tremendous impact on the PBS program.
Training of new staff is critical and does not receive the same level of focus
it did when the program was officially started three years ago. As &, resul
the program does not maintain the consistency that it should.
>Our population has increased by 90 students. We also have more families
that are homeless.
>There has been a rise in free/reduced lunch and ESOL students.

>We had a strong character education program in plaa befor
implementing SWPBS. PBS has provided another level of support and has
given us strategies for our yellow and red zone children.
> HUG (Hello, Update and Goodbye), a yellow one intervention, has
helped. Kagan Cooperative learning strategies have helped increase explicit
teaching of social behaviors and expected outcomes.
> Implementation of Responsive Classroom to complement PBS has had a
significant impact on school environment and student learning.

> |t is difficult to compare the behaviors of the school at this point to twhat i

was prior to PBS, as when | came on board here, PBS was already in place.
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Research Questions

Research Question 1

Research question 1 aské&dschool size an effective predictor of the degree of
implementation of SWPBSPable 4-7 displays the overall model of the prediction of
SWPBS implementation, as measured by Team Implementation Checkiisss;heol
size, as measured by the actual enrollment of students in the school. In Modedr$um
table 4-7, given amis equal to .05, the results of the F test for thetRange due to
school size are not statistically significant, F (1, 20) =.293, p =.594, and do not lend
support to a statistically significant relationship between school size aRBBSW
implementation.
Table 4-7

Predicting SWPBS Implementation from School Size

Change Statistics

R R Adjusted Std Error R F dfl df2 SigF
Square R of the  Square Change Change

Square Estimate Change

120 .014 -0.35 18.84483 0.14 .293 1 20 .594

Research Question 2

Research question 2 askdd, school size an effective predictor of SWPBS
effectiveness as measured by out-of-school suspensions (OzB)@ 4-8 displays a
Model Summary table for the prediction of SWPBS effectiverassmeasured by out-of-
school suspensions, and by school size, as measured by the adilmlesnof students

in the school. In Model Summary table 4-8, giveraanequal to .05, the results of the F
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test for the R change are not statistically significant, F (1, 24) = .494, 489, and do
not lend support to a statistically significant relationship betwebnol size and SWPBS
implementation.

Table 4-8

Predicting SWPBS Effectiveness from School Size

Change Statistics

R R Adjusted Std Error R F dfl df2 SigF
Square R ofthe  Square Change Change

Square Estimate Change

142 .020 -0.21 17.12904 0.20 494 1 24 489

Research Question 3

Research question 3 askdd,SWPBS implementation an effective predictor of
math achievement in schools overall and when school size is grouped into small, medium,
large?

Table 4-9 displays the overall model summary of school size asumesl by
actual student enroliment, SWPBS implementation as measurezhdgl scores on the
Team Implementation Checklist, and math achievement as meadqyedhe
increase/decrease of math SOL test scores. In the Model &yrifiable 4-9, given that
an a is equal to .05, the results of the F test for tfecRange are not statistically
significant, F (1, 20) = 1.901, p = .183, and do not lend support to SWPBS
implementation predictingnath achievement in schools when schools of all sizes are

grouped together.
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Table 4-9

Predicting Math Achievement/SOL from SWPBS Implementation/TIC

Change Statistics

R R Adjusted  Std R F dfl df2 SigF
Square R Error  Square Change Change
Square ofthe Change

Estimate

295  .087 0.41 8.96164 0.87 1901 1 20 .183

Table 4-10 displays the Model Summary table for small-size sehddie results
indicate that there is not a statistically significantatiehship between SWPBS
implementation and math achievement in small-size schools, F £1F2Zhange .101, p
=.781.

Table 4-10

Predicting Math Achievement from SWPBS Implementation in Small Schools

Change Statistics

R R Adjusted Std Error R F dfli df2 SigF
Square R of the Square Change Change

Square Estimate Change

219 .048  -0.428 9.07377 0.48 101 1 2 781
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Table 4-11 displays the Model Summary table for medium-size schools, and again
indicates that SWPBS implementation is not an effective indicator of mativewctaat
in medium-size schools, F (1, 12) = .433, p = .523.
Table 4-11

Predicting Math Achievement from SWPBS Implementation in Medium Schools

Change Statistics

R R Adjusted Std Error R F dfli df2 SigF
Square R of the Square Change Change

Square Estimate Change

2
187 035  -.046 9.07377 .035 433 1 12 .523

Table 4-12 displays the Model Summary table for large-size Echaal
indicates that there is not a statistically significant ti@hship between SWPBS
implementation and math achievement in large-size schools, F (1, 2) = 3.703, p = .194.
Table 4-12

Predicting Math Achievement from SWPBS Implementation in Large Schools

Change Statistics

R R Adjusted Std Error R F dfi df2 SigF
Square R of the Square Change Change

Square Estimate Change

806 .649 -474 9.88261 0.649 3.703 1 2 194
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Research Question 4

Research question 4 askésl SWPBS effectiveness an effective predictor of math
achievement in schools overall and when school size is grouped into smdillymm
large?

Table 4-13 displays the model summary of school size as measyractual
student enrollment, SWPBS effectiveness as measured by the decresssiné out-of-
school suspension, and math achievement as measured by the ideczaasé of math
SOL test scores. Table 4-13 displays the Model Summary taith wndicates that
when schools of all sizes are grouped together, SWPBS effeds/eloes not predict
math achievement, F (1, 24 ) = 1.701, p = .204.

Table 4-13

Predicting Math Achievement from SWPBS Effectiveness

Change Statistics

R R Adjusted Std R F dfl df2 SigF
Square R Error Square Change Change
Square of the Change

Estimate

257 .066 0.27 9.02608 066 1.701 1 24 .204

When schools are grouped by size, Table 4-14 indicates that there is not a
significant relationship between SWPBS effectiveness and math achievaraprali-

size schools, F (1, 2) =.90, p = .443.
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Table 4-14
Predicting Math Achievement from SWPBS Effectiveness/Out-of-School Suspensions

Small Schools

Change Statistics

R R Adjusted Std Error R F dfl df2 SigF
Square R ofthe  Square Change Change

Square Estimate Change

557 .310 -035 7.72396 0.310 .900 1 2 443

However, and importantly, Table 4-15 indicates that in medium-size schools
SWPBS effectiveness is a statistically significant predictorathrachievement, F (1,
16) = .446, p = .002. Indeed, the statistics indicate that close to 45% of the variance in
math achievement can be explained by SWPBS effectiveness.
Table 4-15
Predicting Math Achievement from SWPBS Effectiveness/Out-of-School Suspeansions

Medium-Size Schools

Change Statistics

R R Adjusted Std Error R F dfli df2 SigF
Square R of the  Square Change Change

Square Estimate Change

.668  .446 412 6.77037 446 12905 1 162 .002
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And lastly, Table 4-16 displays the Model Summary for large-size schools and
does not indicate a statistically significant relationship between SVeHB&iveness and
large-size schools, F (1, 2) =.666, p = .500.

Table 4-16
Predicting Math Achievement from SWPBS Effectiveness/Out-of-School Suspensi

Large-Size Schools

Change Statistics

R R Adjusted Std Error R F dfli df2 SigF
Square R ofthe  Square Change Change

Square Estimate Change

500 .250 -125 14.45371 .250 .666 1 2 .500

Checking Regression Assumptions for Research Questions 1-4

The regression assumptions of linearity, normality, and homoscedasticity fo
research questions 1-4 were checked by visual analysis of the histogoama| R-P
plots, and scatterplots for each research question. Results indicated that none of the
regression assumptions were met for research questions 1 and 2 on school size and
SWPBS implementation and effectiveness. It appears that this islgausarily by the
extreme variance in scores for the variables of implementation (TIC seoiks)
effectiveness (OSS) in schools. However, it is important to note that smalesampl
distributions can look non-normal even when they are normal (Field, 2005). Also, it is
important to note that it was not the purpose of this study to generalize to tre larg

population due to the several sampling limitations; therefore, interpretatidns a
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conclusions can still be drawn from the regression/correlation analysis tehdorcthe
school district from which the purposeful sample was drawn.

However, for research questions 3 and 4 most of the regression assumptions were
met or more closely met than for research questions 1 and 2. For research qudstion 3, t
normality and linearity assumptions were met. However, the scatterploédiuaia
skewed to the right, thus violating the homoscedasticity assumption.

For research question 4, all regression assumptions—normality, linearity, and
homoscedasticity—were met. This is particularly relevant as the tatisteally
significant finding in the study analysis was for research question 4b, SWPBS
effectiveness as measured by out-of-school suspensions predicts improved math
achievement as measured by fifth-grade math SOL tests in medium-sinetssc
However, when plots and assumption analysis were conducted specificallyefaircte
subguestion 4b, regression assumptions appeared to be violated. It is important to note
that where assumption violations are suspected, the statisticallycgighifesults should
be interpreted cautiously due to the possible inflation of type | error ratey @e
Feldman, 1985).
Research Question 5

Research question 5 ask&dhat are the selected school principals’ perceptions
regarding SWPBS in their schools as measured by a principal opinion surlesy?

guestion consists of six subquestions, 5-a—5-f.
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5a. What are school principals’ perceptions overall regarding the implementation

of SWPBS in their schools?

The SWPBS survey implementation scale consists of 15 items with questions
regarding students, teachers, administrators, bus drivers, behavior suppsyt team
secondary interventions, support for students with more severe behavior, and parent and
community involvement. Table 4-17 provides the results of this section of the survey.
Four items on the implementation scale, 1-b, 1-c, 1-f, and 1-g, achieved 100% principal
agreement. A closer analysis of these four items indicated that the twiogsi@gtich
related directly to students, namelyc—Is the program available to all students in my
school;and 1-f—Students are aware of school rules, rewards and consequemegs
schoo] had over 60% (1-c 64%, 1-f 60%) of the principals who Strongly Agree with the
statements. On item 1-f, 40% of principals Agree, and for item 1-c, 36% of plincipa
Agree, resulting in no principal ratings below Agree.

The other two questionstb—All teachers participate in the SWPBS program;
and1g—School administrators attend training and staff development on student behavior
and interventionsindicated a lesser percentage (42.7% and 32%) of principals who
Strongly Agree, a similar percentage of principals who Agree (37.5% and 56%), and
some principals who only Somewhat Agree (20.8%, 12%). However, one item also
related to teachers and stdffe—Teachers and staff implement SWPBS systems
consistently across grade levels and common school aeligved a lower overall total
principal agreement af6% (16% Strongly Agree, 36% Agree, 24% Somewhat Agree,

16% Somewhat Disagree, and 8% Disagree).
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The items that obtained the lowest percentage of principal agreememelatrd
to SWPBS and community, access to mental health services, and parental involvement
Questionl-o—Community members/organizations contribute to the SWPBS program by
providing token reinforcements, mentors, and/or other servesesved the lowest
overall agreement percentage at 44%, (16% of principals Strongly Disagpe28%
Disagree). The second lowestl—Since implementing SWPBS there has been an
increase in the number of administrator, teacher, and/or staff contacts with mental health
and social agencies to access more intensive interventions for stuelegiteed 50%
overall agreement, with 4.2% of principals who Strongly Disagree. 1Amd-Parents
actively participate in the SWPBS program at my schexived 64% overall agreement
(0% Agree, 36% Somewhat Agree, and 28% Strongly Disagree).

All other implementation items achieved between 80% and 90% principal

agreement.



Table 4-17

Principal Perceptions of SWPBS Implementation (N = 25)

SWPBS, School Size, and Math Achievemédg

Q % % % % % % Total Rating
Somewhat

Strongly Disagree Somewhat Agree  Agree Strongly % Mean

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
la 0 0 4 16.0 52.0 28.0 96 5.04
1b 0 0 0 20.8 375 41.7 100 5.21
1c 0 0 0 0.0 36.0 64.0 100 5.64
1d 0 12 0 28.0 440 16.0 88 4.52
le 0 8 16 240 36.0 16.0 76 4.36
1f 0 0 0 0.0 40.0 60.0 100 5.60
19 0 0 0 12.0 56.0 32.0 100 5.20
1h 0 0 8 16.0 56.0 20.0 92 4.88
1i 0 0 8 12.0 40.0 40.0 92 5.12
1j 0 0 12 20.0 32.0 36.0 88 4.92
1k 0 0 8 8 40 44 92 5.20
1l 4.2 8.3 37.5 125 29.2 8.3 50 3.79
Im 0 0 8 36 44 12 92 4.60
1In 4 8 24 24 36 4 64 3.92
1o 16 28 12 8 36 0 44 3.20
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5b.What are school principals’ perceptions overall regarding SWPBS

effectiveness in their schools?

The SWPBS survey Effectiveness Scale consists of 12 items regaiulouod sc
climate, school-wide discipline, and reduction in problem behaviors, impact on student
and teacher behavior, and time involved to implement. As shown in Table 4-18, all items
in the SWPBS survey effectiveness scale achieved 80% or more total agreéhrest
items: 2-e—SWPBS has made a positive impact on student bel&ierStudents with
disabilities benefit from SWPBS at my schamlgl2-—Teachers spend less time during,
before, or after school on student behavamhieved 100% agreement, but none of these
items had the same high Strongly Agree percentage (effectivesrmssanly 20—-24%) as
previously discussed for implementation items. Despite the higher number df overa
items with total Agree percentage, several effectiveness items inclusigr&e ratings.

One item2-m—School administrators spend less time on discipline related paperwork
and/or record keepindiad 4% Strongly Disagree, 4% Disagree, 8% Somewhat Disagree,
48% Agree, 16% Strongly Agree with 84% Agree overall. IBeka—Teachers spend

less time on discipline related paperwork and/or record keepath8.3% Disagree, and
8.3% Strongly Agree, 33.3% Somewhat Agree, and 41.7% Agree with 83% Agree
overall. The item with the highest single disagree rating was2atem-Fewer minor
(inappropriate language, disobeying teacher) student misbehavior incidents are reported
since implementing SWPB#&th 20% Somewhat Disagree, yet the item also received a

20% Strongly Agree, and a total of 80% agreement overall.
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Table 4-18

Principal Perceptions of SWPBS Effectiveness (N = 25)

Q % Strongly % % % % % Total Rating
Disagree Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree Strongly % Avg
Disagree  Agree Agree  Agree
2a 0 0 8 28 2 2 2 4.88
2b 0 0 4 16 44 36 96 5.12
2c 0 0 20 16 44 20 80 4.64
2d 0 0 8 36 36 20 92 4.68
2e 0 0 0 20 56 24 100 5.04
2f 0 0 4 20 64 12 96 4.84
29 0 4 4 16 52 24 92 4.88
2h 0 0 0 20 60 20 100 5.00
2i 0 0 4 16 52 28 96 5.04
2j 0 0 0 40 40 20 100 4.80
2k 0 8 8 33 42 8 83 4.33
2l 0 0 8 28 48 16 92 4.72
2m 4 4 8 20 48 16 84  4.52

5c. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship between SWPBS

implementation and the size of their schools?

Two items in the SWPBS survey demographic scale addressed the research

subguestion on the relationship between school size and SWPBS implemeBtatien:

The size of my school has impacted the amount of resources needed to fully implement

SWPBSand3-b—The size of my school has impacted the number of years needed to
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fully implement SWPBN\otable in these responses is the narrow divide between the
total percent of agree and disagree responses: 64% Agree, 36% Disagatle ©Of/the
64% of the principals who Agree that school size influences the amount of resources
needed for SWPBS, 36% of these responses were at the Somewhat Agree level, and 20%
of the 36% of the principals who disagreed overall, disagreed that their school size
influenced the amount of resources needed to implement SWPBS. With regard to the
relationship between school size and the number of years needed to implement, SWPBS
the percentage of agreement is even lower, with only 48% of principals agf2e#a
Agree, 16% Somewhat Agree, and 12% Strongly Agree). Of the 52% of principals who
disagree that school size influences the number of years to implement SWPBS, 16%
Strongly Disagree, 20% Disagree, and 16% Somewhat Disagree.

A closer examination of individual survey responses (Table 4-19) indicates tha
the three principals of large schools who responded to the survey all responded in
agreement that school size impacts the amount of resources and number of fygars tha
takes to implement SWPBS. However, principals responded at different degrees, f
Strongly Agree to Somewhat Agree. Three of the four principals of small schools
responded at varying degrees to the impact of SWPBS on school implementation, but one
principal disagreed that school size impacted either resources or numbasdbyea

implement SWPBS.
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Table 4-19
Principals’ Perceptions of SWPBS Implementation and School Size

(N =25 all, 3 large, 4 small)

Size % % % % % % Total %
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree

Disagree Disagree  Agree Agree

Item 3a: The size of my school has impacted the amount of resources

needed to implement SWPBS

All 8% 20% 8% 36% 16% 12% 64%
Large 33% 33% 33% 100%
Small 25% 50% 25% 75%

Item 3b: The size of my school has impacted the number of years

needed to fully implement SWPBS

All 16% 20% 16% 16% 20% 12% 48%
Large 33% 66% 100%
Small 25% 25% 50% 75%

5d. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship between SWPBS
effectiveness and the size of their schools?

One item in the SWPBS survey demographic s@te—The size of my school
has impacted SWPBS effectiveness as measured by reduced out-of-school suspensions,
pertains to the relationship of school size and SWPBS effectiveness. Simdaponses

on school size and implementation, about half (52%) responded in agreement and half
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(48%) responded in disagreement. Only 8% of the school principals responded that they
Strongly Agree that school size influences SWPBS effectiveness, 2086,Aand 24%
Somewhat Agree, an even 16% responded that they either Strongly Disagreee)isagr
or Somewhat Disagree that school size impacts SWPBS effectiveness.

A closer examination of individual school surveys indicated that the three
principals of large schools agreed that school size impacts SWPBS effexsivisvee
Strongly Agree, and one Somewhat Agree. However, again with the small scholas, whi
three of the four principals agree (two Agree, one Somewhat Agree), on@adrinc
disagreed that school size influenced SWPBS effectiveness at his or her school.

Table 4-20
Principals’ Perceptions of SWPBS Effectiveness and School Size

(N =25 all, 3 large, 4 small)

Size % % % % % % Total %
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree

Disagree Disagree  Agree Agree

Item 3c: The size of my school has impacted the SWPBS effectiveness as

measured by reduced OSS

All 6% 16% 16% 24% 20% 8% 52%
Large 33% 66% 100%

Small 25% 25% 50% 75%
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5e. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship between SWPBS

implementation and math achievement in their schools?

One item in the SWPBS survey demographic s@bp—Additional math
interventions are incorporated into the SWPBS framework at my sehoelated to the
research subqguestion on the relationship between SWPBS implementation and math
achievement. Data indicates that less than half (44%) of the school principalsdbel
that SWPBS implementation included additional math interventions (4% Stronglg,Agre
16% Agree, and 24% Somewhat Agree). Of the 64% who Disagree, 20% Strongly
Disagree, 24% Disagree, and 12% Somewhat Disagree.

The examination of individual principal responses of large schools revealed that
one principal of a large school Strongly Agree, one Agree, and one Stronglyd®@isa
Three principals of small schools Somewhat Agree and one Strongly Disiagree

SWPBS implementation influenced math achievement.
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Table 4-21
Principals’ Perceptions of SWPBS Implementation and Math Interventions

(N =25 all, 3 large, 4 small)

Size % % % % % % Total %
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree

Disagree Disagree  Agree Agree

Item 3g: Additional math interventions are incorporated into

the SWPBS framework at my school

All 20% 24% 12% 24% 16% 4% 44%
Large 33% 33% 33% 67%
Small 25% 75% 75%

5f. What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship between SWPBS

effectiveness and math achievement in their schools?

Two items in the SWPBS survey demographic s&le;-The implementation of
SWPBS has resulted in increased student engagement in math instractidtk—The
implementation of SWPBS has resulted in increased time for math instrasked,
principals’ opinions regarding the relationship between SWPBS effectsvandsnath
achievement in their schools. Unlike the principal responses on the SWPBS
implementation questions, over half of the principals, 69.5%, agree that the
implementation of SWPBS resulted in increased student engagement in mathiaomstruc

with no principals who Strongly Disagree, only 4.3% who Disagree, and 26.1% who

Somewhat Disagree. Of the 69.5% principals in agreement, only 4.3% Strongly Agree,
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but 30.4% Agree, and 34.8% Somewhat Agree. The principal responses are similar for
the second SWPBS effectiveness and math achievement item regardiagaddrmme
for math instruction, with only two notable differences. For this item there wlagghdly
higher Strongly Agree rating, but there was also a small Strongly Déspgreentage,
4.3%.

The examination of individual survey responses found that responses by
principals in large schools were either Strongly Agree (two pringipalStrongly
Disagree (one principal), while responses of small school principals vezeccentered

on the scale: Somewhat Agree (three principals) and Disagree (one pyincipa
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Table 4-22
Principals’ Perceptions of SWPBS Effectiveness and Math Achievement

(N =25 all, 3 large, 4 small)

Size % % % % % % Total %
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree

Disagree Disagree  Agree Agree

Item 3i: The implementation of SWPBS has resulted in increased

student engagement in math instruction

All 4% 26% 35% 30% 4% 69%
Large 33% 67% 67%
Small 25% 75% 75%

Item 3k: The implementation of SWPBS has resulted in increased

time for math instruction

All 4% 4% 22% 30% 30% 9% 69%

Large 33% 67% 67%

Small 25% 75% 75%
Summary

This study used a multimethod design to gather quantitative and qualitative dat

on the implementation, effectiveness, math achievement, and school size in &gment

schools which have implemented SWPBS for two or more years. Descriptive,
comparative, and regression statistics were used to analyze datdegehgra secondary
analysis of school records and a three-part Web-based questionnaire. Tlas lthasipt

reported the results of the data analysis within the context of the fiveatesgerstions
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and corresponding subquestions posed by the study. The implications of the findings as

well as recommendations for future research are discussed in the next.chapter
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Chapter 5

Conclusions and Recommendations

The problem behavior and academic underachievement of studentsschoals
today are major concerns for educators, parents, and the general(pulgeli, Putnam,
Handler, & Feinberg, 2005). The link between student behavior, schodtelimnd
academic achievement has been investigated and confirmecearategBrophy, 1988;
DiStefano et al., 2007; Fisher et al., 1980; Putnam, Handler, & O’L&amgrich, 2002;
Wu et al., 1982). The reasons for the underdiagnosis and lack of nitengefor
students with problem behaviors are numerous. First, there are wogftefinitions of
problem behavior in mental health services, special education lawsthant).S.
Department of Health and Human Services, making it more difficuentify students
eligible for emotional-disturbance services in a school distrigéhd second, there is
serious fragmentation and limited funding of mental health seraim@special education
programs in schools and districts (Bazelon, 2006; Weist et al., 20019 unfortunate
result of these barriers is that large numbers of studentspvatitem behaviors are not
receiving the support and services they need, and therefore the acadeveitaassocial
and emotional, growth of these students suffers.

Research in recent years has contributed new information about effeatiseav
address the problem behavior of students in our schools (Lewis & Sugai, 1999; Nelson,
1996; Taylor-Green et al., 1997; Todd, Haugen, Anderson, & Spriggs 2002; Turnbull et
al., 2002). The school-wide positive behavioral support (SWPBS) framework has been

developed and advanced to provide a comprehensive, systems approach to improving
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school climate and student behavior, and as an alternative to the more punitive and
ineffective discipline interventions such as student suspensions from school. Initial
studies on the effectiveness of SWPBS have indicated significantly reddiced of
discipline referrals (ODR) and suspensions for students (Greenfield, 2003; Fgugar,

& Todd, 2001; Lewis-Palmer, Sugai, & Larson, 1999; Lohrmann-O’Rourke, 2000;
Luiselli, Polack, & Laweda, 2006; Luiselli, Putman, & Handler, 2001; McCurdy,
Mannella, & Eldridge, 2003; Nelson, 1996; Netzel & Eber, 2003; Sadler, 2000; Scott,
2001; Scott, 2002; Todd et al., 2002) as well as improved staff attitudes and behaviors
(Lewis-Palmer et al., 2002; Nelson, Colvin, & Smith, 1996; Schneider, Walker, &
Sprague, 2000; Todd et al., 2002).

However, research is just emerging regarding the relationships among SWPBS
and various demographic variables, such as school size, and students’ academic
achievement. The purpose of this study was to explore the relationships among SWPBS
implementation, effectiveness of SWPBS, school size, and math achievement. The
findings from this study expand the research base on SWPBS and provide valuable
information and guidance to practitioners, researchers, and policymakerstetene
improving services for students with mild to severe problem behaviors.

This chapter contains a summary and interpretation of the research findings, a
critique of the study, theoretical and practical implications of the studyymmendations

for further research, and conclusions.
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Summary of Findings
While a full presentation of results is found in Chapter 4, Table 5-1 summarizes
the findings as they relate to each of the study’s research questions.

Table 5-1: Summary of Research Results (N = 26)

RESEARCH QUESTION 1
Is school size an effective predictor of the degree of implementation of siclgoolw
positive behavioral support (SWPBS)?

ANSWER

No, regression analysis of school records data indicates that school size does not
predict the degree of SWPBS implementation in schools who have implemented SWPBS

for two or greater years in the selected district.

RESEARCH QUESTION 2
Is school size an effective predictor of SWPBS effectiveness as nilagang of
school suspensions (OSS)?

ANSWER

No, regression analysis of school records data indicates that school size does not

predict SWPBS effectiveness in schools.

RESEARCH QUESTION 3
Is SWPBS implementation an effective predictor of math achievement agedeas

by standardized test scores in schools overall or when school size is grouped into small

medium, large?

ANSWER
No, regression analysis of school records data indicates that SWPBS imgtiement

does not predict math achievement when sample schools are grouped together; onwhen

schools are grouped by size, small, medium, or large.

RESEARCH QUESTION 4

Is SWPBS effectiveness an effective predictor of math achievemeatasred by
standardized math test scores, in schools overall, or when school size is grouped into
small, medium, large?

ANSWER
No, regression analysis of data indicates that SWPBS effectiveness doedinbt pr
math achievement when schools are grouped together, nor in small or large. schoo|s
However, analysis did indicate that SWPBS effectiveness, as measurellitgdr©SS,

does predict improved math achievement as measured by standardized math achievem

scores in medium size schoofdl schools: 16 (62%) of the 26 increased their math

scores by an average of 9.3 points; 11 (42%) of schools reduced their OSS by 11.45 days.
Medium size schools: 10 (55%)of the 18 schools increased math scores by average of 9.4

pts; 9 (50%) of schools reduced OSS by 12 days
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Table 5-1: Summary of Research Results N=26) (continued)

RESEARCH QUESTION 5a
What are selected principals’ perceptions overall regarding the impléorenta
SWPBS in their schools?

ANSWER

96 % of principals believe their schools implement with high degree of integrit
100% of principals agreed that in their schools: the SWPBS program is availalble tq
students, students are aware of school rules, rewards, and consequences, all teac
participate, and school administrators attend training. Less agreensefuund
regarding the consistency of SWPBS implementation across gradededetemmon
school areas, and parent, community and mental health agencies involvement.

s
al
her

RESEARCH QUESTION 5b
What are school principals’ perceptions overall regarding SWPBS effestivane
their schools?

ANSWER
100% of principals surveyed agreed that in their schools: SWPBS has made ¢
positive impact on student behavior, students with disabilities benefit, and teacinelrs
less time on student behavior. Less agreement was found regarding school edarsn
spending less time on discipline, teachers spending less time on discipliee rela
paperwork, and that fewer minor student misbehavior incidents were reported,

1
spe
ist

RESEARCH QUESTION 5c¢
What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship between SWPBS
implementation and school size?

ANSWER

Over half (64%) of the principals agreed that school size impacted the amount of

resources needed to implement SWPBPS, and slightly less than half (48%) of the

principals agreed that school size impacted the number of years needed to mhpAdim
principals of large schools and three of the four principals of small schools adreed,
different levels, that school size impacts the amount of resources and numéarsof y
that it takes to implement SWPBS.

e
a

RESEARCH QUESTION 5d
What are school principals’ perceptions of the relationship between SWPBS
effectiveness and school size?

ANSWER

Slightly over half (52%) of the principals overall agreed that the sizeinétheol
impacted SWPBS effectiveness. All of the principals of large schools andfriree
four principals of small schools agreed, to some degree, that school size influence

SWPBS in their schools.
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Table 5-1: Summary of Research Results N=26) (continued)

RESEARCH QUESTION 5e
What are principals’ perceptions of the relationship between SWPBS
implementation and math achievement?

ANSWER

Less than half of the principals (44%) believed that additional math intervestgons
incorporated into the SWPBS framework at their school. However, two of the three
principals of large schools, and three of the four principals of small schools didlegree t
additional math interventions are incorporated; in each group, one principal ytrong|
disagreed.

RESEARCH QUESTION 5f
What are principals’ perceptions of the relationship between SWPBSveffiests
and math achievement?

ANSWER

69.5% of the principals agreed that SWPBS resulted in increased student
engagement in math instruction and increased time for math instruction. 96% principals
reported that math test scores had improved or stayed the same (46% improved, 50%
same)

This study utilized both a secondary analysis of school records and a principal
opinion survey to examine the relationships among SWPBS implementation,
effectiveness of SWPBS, school size, and math achievement. School records data
collected included school enrollment as measured by the number of students in the
school, number of student out-of-school suspensions (OSS), school SWPBS Team
Implementation Checklists, and standardized math test scores for fifth-gxadents.

The principal opinion survey consisted of 40 rated items, five multiple choice itedhs, a
one open-ended question on principals’ perceptions regarding SWPBS implernentati
effectiveness, and school size and math achievement in their schools. Twentythe of
26 principals (96%) completed the survey; however, only nine principals responded to
the open-ended question regarding other programmatic or demographic vanables

may have influenced the implementation or effectiveness of SWPBS in thealsc
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School Size and SWPBS Implementation

The research questions and subquestions addressed the prediction and influence of
school size on the implementation of SWPBS in sample schools through a secondary
analysis of school records and principal opinion survey. The regression analysis of
school enroliment and Team Implementation Checklist scores indicated thatiéisere
not a statistically significant relationship between school size and SWPBS
implementation, with school enroliment ranging from 343 students to 1,248 students and
TIC scores from 32% to 100%.

On the principal survey implementation scale consisting of 15 items, 96% of
principals agreed that their schools are implementing SWPBS with a high dégree
integrity, and 100% of principals agreed with the following: the SWPBS program i
available to all students; students are aware of school rules, rewards, and caeseque
all teachers patrticipate, and school administrators attend training. lkesmagt was
found on four items, those being consistency of SWPBS implementation across grade
levels and common school areas (76%), parent involvement (64%), additional contacts
with mental health agencies to access more intensive interventions for stbétis (
and community involvement (44%). However, over half (64%) of the principals believed
that school size impacted the amount of resources necessary to implement, 3WPBS
almost half (48%) felt that school size influenced the number of years thiedst to
implement SWPBS. All principals of large schools and three of the four priacpal
small schools agreed that school size impacts the amount of resources and number of

years that it takes to implement SWPBS.
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In summary, findings from the statistical analysis of school data andpadinc
survey responses appear to differ on the influence of school size on SWPBS
implementation. Interpretation and analysis of these findings are disengbecdhext
section of this chapter.

School Size and SWPBS Effectiveness

The research questions and subquestions also addressed the prediction and
influence of school size, as measured by school enroliment, on the effectiveness of
SWPBS, as measured by the reduction in the number of student out-of-school
suspensions. The regression analysis of school data indicated that there was not a
statistically significant relationship between school size and SWHB&ieéness. Data
indicate that 11 schools (42%) reduced their suspension rates by -1 to -44 with ga avera
of 11.4 days, 10 schools (38%) increased their suspension rates by +3 to +55 with an
average of 13 days, and five schools (19%) stayed the same with O suspensions each
time. In the 10 schools that increased suspension rates, one school stood out with +55
days, resulting in 89 suspensions in year two of SWPBS implementation.

Principal perceptions of SWPBS effectiveness on the Principal Survey
Effectiveness scale indicated that 100% of the principals agree that indheals (1)
SWPBS has made a positive impact on student behavior, (2) students with disabilities
benefit from SWPBS, and (3) teachers spend less time on student behavior. Less
agreement was found regarding school administrators spending less time on djscipline
teachers spending less time on discipline-related paperwork, and there in@nmfeor
student misbehavior incidents reported. On the survey effectiveness scaldingpokis

13 items, four items had a mean of 5+ and the remaining nine had means of 4+, with no
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items receiving any mean below these highest two ratings of 5 or 4+. Howigldtly sl
over half (52%) of the principals overall agreed that the size of their schgmsted
SWPBS effectiveness. All of the principals of large schools and three of the four
principals of small schools agreed, at some level, that school size influen¢d8ISSW
their schools.

In summary, findings from the statistical analysis of school data andpadinc
surveys appear to differ on the influence of school size on SWPBS effectiveness
Interpretation and analysis of these findings are discussed in the next sedtisn of t
chapter.

SWPBS Implementation, Math Achievement, and School Size

In addition to looking at the relationship of school size and SWPBS
implementation and effectiveness, this study examined the extent to whichSWPB
implementation predicted improved math achievement in schools overall and when
schools are grouped by size. The regression analysis of school data indidated tha
SWPBS implementation does not predict math achievement, as measuredhanties ¢
in standardized math test scores baseline to year two in schools grouped &agdthen
by size, small, medium, or large. Also, less than half of the principals ovet#d) (
believed that additional math interventions were incorporated into the SWPBS
framework in their schools. However, two of the three (66%) principals of $atgmls,
and three of the four (75%) principals of small schools agreed that additiathal ma
interventions are incorporated; note that in each group, one principal stronglgédsagr

In summary, findings from the analysis of school data and principal survey

responses appear to be consistent regarding the influence of SWPBS imgiiememnt
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math achievement in various-size schools, with one exception, that there were higher
percentages of principals in large and small schools, than principals overadigreleal
that math interventions were incorporated into their SWPBS framework prigtision
and analysis of these findings are discussed in the next section of this chapter.
SWPBS Effectiveness, Math Achievement, and School Size

This study also examined the extent to which SWPBS effectiveness piedicte
math achievement in schools overall and then when grouped by size. The regression
analysis of school data indicates that SWPBS effectiveness, as nddagtine change in
out-of-school suspensions (OSS) from baseline to year two, does not predict math
achievement, as measured by the change in standardized math test schodlsy averal
small or large schools. However, and importantly, statistical analysisrabeate that
SWPBS effectiveness predicts improved math achievement in medium-size schools
which have implemented SWPBS for two or more years in the selected disixieenS
or 61%, of the 26 sample schools increased their math scores by an average of 9.3 points.
Eleven, or 42%, of the 26 sample schools reduced their OSS by 11.45 days.

In addition, close to 70% (69.5%) of the principals agreed that SWPBS resulted
in increased student engagement in math instruction and increased time for math
instruction. Two of the principals of large schools strongly agreed and one strongly
disagreed; three principals of small schools somewhat agreed, and one principal
disagreed. Approximately half (46%) of principals reported that matedests had
improved at their school.

In summary, findings from the statistical analysis of school data amcipal

survey responses appear to be consistent regarding the influence of SWieB&eéss
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on math achievement in various-size schools. Interpretation and analysis of these
findings are discussed in the next section of this chapter.
Interpretation of the Findings

This study contributed insights into the relationships among SWPBS
implementation, SWPBS effectiveness, school size, and math achievement. The
following sections discuss the findings with an emphasis on relating the stully tes
existing research.
The Relationship between School Size and SWPBS Implementation

Sugai and Horner (2002) identified five basic steps that characterize the
establishment of “host” environments and implementation of a school-wide PBS
approach: (1) establish a school leadership team, (2) secure school-wideesagsesnd
supports, (3) develop a schoolwide data-based action plan, (4) arrange for highdidel
implementation, and (5) conduct formative data-based monitoring (pp. 39—44). Unlike in
the past, when behavior support in schools was reserved for only those students who
demonstrated problem behaviors (Sugai & Horner, 2002), the primary prevention efforts
in SWPBS assume that all children need behavior support (Evertson & Emmer, 1982;
Sprick, Sprick, & Garrison, 1992; Weissberg, Caplan, & Sivo, 1989). Primary
prevention strategies focus on enhancing protective factors on a school-widgybasis
teaching all students and staff the rules and expectations and other discminzes
and procedures that are designed to enhance the smooth operation of a school
environment. Additional important primary interventions include strong classroom
management, effective and research-based instruction, and parental invblaache

education. Examples of secondary interventions include mentoring, small-group socia
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skills lessons, anger management/self-control training, parent trainhreyibe

contracts, specialized tutoring, check-in/check-out, and Big Brothew/ $istgrams

(Crone, Horner, & Hawken, 2004; Davies & McLaughin, 1989; Dougherty & Dougherty,
1977; Hawken & Horner, 2003; Leach & Byrne, 1986; Lewis, Colvin, & Sugai, 2000;
March & Horner, 2002; Nelson, Martella, & Garland, 1998). And lastly, collaborative,
wraparound interagency cooperation is at the core of tertiary interventione{@h,

1999; Didden, Duker, & Korzilius, 1997; Eber et al., 2002; Ingram 2002; O’Neill et al.,
1997; Todd, Horner, Sugai, & Spargue, 1999).

The study findings suggest that the comprehensive and school-based approach to
SWPBS implementation ameliorates the impact of school size on impleiverthorts.
Through initial staff consensus, school-based SWPBS leadership teams, add share
decision making, it appears that school efforts can be tailored to the distinct
characteristics, culture, and size of each school.

The principal survey responses indicated that 96% of principals agreéukthat
schools were implementing SWPBS with a high degree of integrity, and 100% of
principals agreed that, in their schools, the SWPBS program is availabistiaahts;
students are aware of school rules, rewards, and consequences; and all teachers
participate, and school administrators attend training. Less agreensefuund
regarding the consistency of SWPBS implementation across gradededetemmon
school areas, and the involvement of parent, community, and mental health agencies.

A closer examination of principal responses to survey items related to the
relationship between school size and SWPBS found that, while 64% of principals agreed

that school size impacted the amount of resources needed to implement SWPBS, only
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12% strongly agree, 16% agree, and 36% somewhat agree. Of the 48% of grimbipal
agree that school size impacted the number of years to implement SWPBS, only 12%
strongly agree, 20% agree, and 16% somewhat agree; and, 16% strorgybedi2@%
disagreed, and 16% somewhat disagree. It appears that while the majorihcipials
strongly agree that their schools implement key components of SWPBS witltyni@gr
lesser percentage of principals somewhat agree that school size doesaddjtioeal
resources and time for implementation.

Several prior SWPBS implementation studies discussed the importana# of st
training and the correlation of staff training and district support to prograressic
(Greenfield, 2004; Luiselli et al., 2006; Muscott et al., 2004). Bambara and Kern (2005)
identified numerous school-wide systems needed for effective SWPBS ianthgian
and sustainability: team-based implementation, administrative leadershimeited
commitment, adequate personnel and time, budgeted support, information systems,
policies, staffing patterns, staff training, and action plans. In cansidine importance
of school-wide systems to SWPBS implementation and effectiveness, pemnb#per a
explanation for the apparent discrepancy in principal perceptions is principatgj st
sense of responsibility regarding their leadership role in coordinating eessaty the
additional resources and training needed to implement SWPBS in their schoolgpsPerha
while principals overall strongly agree that the basic principles of SWRBS ar
implemented in their schools, they also feel increased pressures due to the adthiiona
time, and needed district resources in order to implement SWPBS well, gatyicul

large schools.
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The Relationship between School Size and SWPBS Effectiveness

As reviewed in Chapter 2, researchers have consistently reported reductions in
office discipline referrals (ODR) and out-of-school suspensions (OSS) duengjtial
years of SWPBS implementation (Colvin & Fernandez, 2002; Florida PBS Project, 2005;
Horner, Sugai, & Todd, 2001; Horner et al., 2005; Lohrmann-O’Rourke et al, 2000;
Luiselli, Putnam, Handler, 2001; McCurdy, Mannella, & Eldridge, 2003; Nelson, 1996;
Netzel & Eber, 2003; Sadler, 2000; Scott, 2002; Todd, Haugen, Andereson, & Springgs,
2002). In addition, several studies—Larson, Steele and Sailor (in press); Putnam,
Handler, and O’Leary-Zonarich (2003, 2007); and Scott and Barrett (2004)—calculated
the instructional days and thus academic time gained per year througtiutisore of
ODR and OSS.

The descriptive analysis in this study found that 11 schools (42%) reduced their
suspension rates by -1 to -44 days with an average of 11.4 days, 10 schools (38%)
increased their suspension rates by +3 to +55 days with an average of 13 days, and 5
schools (19%) stayed the same with O suspensions each time. The results ia tifis are
the study are not as positive as in prior studies. In the schools that increased@uspens
rates, one school stood out with +55 days, resulting in 89 suspensions in year two of
SWPBS implementation. Further examination of any other changes sthbisl, such
as administration or demographics, during this period is needed.

It is also unfortunate that ODR data could not be consistently obtained for schools
as was originally planned for the study. In elementary schools partcule|
effectiveness data collected (OSS) is typically reserved for studdhtsnate severe or

chronic problem behavior. An additional explanation for the low number of schools
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reducing OSS over the first two years of SWPBS implementation alsbertag low
principal agreement (50%) on the question regarding implementation of tertiary
interventions. This can be interpreted that, while schools pravary and some
secondary interventions that are in place, there is less of a focus on tetéargntions,
such as mental health agency collaborations and wraparound, in their SWP B&didame
to address the needs of students with more serious and chronic problem behavior.

While no research studies were located that studied the relationship between
SWPBS effectiveness and school size, school size has been studied extensively by
educators and researchers to determine whether positive outcomes for students and
teachers can be attributed to school size, particularly small schools, or teastables,
such as rural or urban setting or socio-economic status. Overbay (2003) reported that
some research suggests that smaller schools are linked to improved attendance,
participation in school activities, and higher achievement, while other studiesteutlic
that school size does not have a significant impact on student performance. Roeder
(2002) concluded that poverty remains the only substantial determinant of pederma
that performance varies significantly by school type (elementary, mioldiegh school);
and that the interaction of poverty with elementary schools is significardveread
measures of performance.

The findings of this study indicate that there is no statistical relaipbgtween
school size and SWPBS effectiveness when measured by out-of-school suspensions.
This would appear to support the aforementioned school-size research which indicates
that school size does not typically impact student performance, except perlmps

socioeconomic schools.
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Again, principal responses were positive on the Principal Survey Effectiveness
Scale, on which100% of principals agreed that SWPBS has made a positive impact on
student behavior, students with disabilities benefit, and teachers spend less time
student behavior. Less agreement was found regarding reduction in time that school
administrators spend on discipline, reduction in time teachers spend on disciplied-rel
paperwork, and a reduction in minor student misbehavior incidents reported. However,
when principals were specifically asked their perceptions regarding plaetmf school
size to SWPBS effectiveness, slightly over half (52%) of the princiga¢edhat the size
of their school impacted SWPBS effectiveness. A closer examination of ptincipa
responses reveals that only 8% of the school principals strongly agreehthatsze
influenced SWPBS, with 20% who agree and 24% who somewhat agree. The principals
who disagree that school size influenced SWPBS effectiveness were divetdy—

16% Strongly Disagree, 16% Disagree, and 16% Somewhat Disagted the

principals of large schools and three of the four principals of small schools ag@®agto s
extent, that school size influences SWPBS effectiveness in their schodisp$again,

as stated in the above section, while the majority of principals strongly tgiteSWPBS
has a positive impact on student and teacher behavior, a smaller group somes¢hat ag
that school size influences SWPBS effectiveness. And again perhaps thealatier
explained by the additional responsibilities, administrative time, and tigtscurces
needed to monitor and evaluate the SPWBS program, particularly in large schbols wit
increased numbers of students and staff, or small schools often with lessladexbl-

administrative staff.



SWPBS, School Size, and Math Achievemé&i©

The Relationship between SWPBS Implementation, Math Achievement, and School Size

Prior SWPBS implementation studies indicated a positive relationship letwee
degree of SWPBS implementation and the rate of success in reducing student
misbehavior and improving student achievement (Florida PBS Project, 2005; Horner et
al., 2004; McCart, 2003; Nakasato, 2000; Nersesain et al., 2000). Luiselli, Putnam, and
Sunderland (2002), and Sprick, Sprick, and Garrison (1992) demonstrated the benefits of
teaching prosocial skills and appropriate behaviors at the universal leveRBSW
implementation. The results of a study by Colvin, Sugai, Good, and Lee (1997) indicated
a significant reduction in student misbehavior during transitions after the irepiation
of precorrection and active supervision; and a study by Stormont, Lewis, and Covington-
Smith (2005) revealed the advantages of direct teaching of behaviors to students in
Headstart classes.

Additionally, some prior implementation studies discuss the importancdfof sta
training, and the correlation of staff training and district support to prograressicThe
New Hampshire Center for Effective Behavioral Interventions and Supportsigatedt
whether training and technical assistance led to increased fidelityBBS
implementation. Greenfield’s (2004) study of three urban elementary schoolseddica
strong correlation of SWPBS implementation to training, and emphasized theanggort
of training for all staff in the SWPBS framework.

In this study the regression analysis of school records data, including the Team
Implementation Checklist, school enroliment, and math standardized test scores, did not
find any statistically significant relationship between SWPBS impfegation and math

achievement when schools were grouped together, or by school size, small, hoedium
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large. However, descriptive analysis of school math differentials from haselyear

two of SWPBS implementation was +19 to -12 with a mean of +3.65 points. A school-
by-school analysis showed that 16 (62%) schools improved their math scores by an
average of 9.3 points, and 9 (34%) schools decreased their math scores by an average of
Six points.

As indicated in the section above on SWPBS Implementation and School Size,
96% of principals agreed that the basic components of SWPBS were implemented with a
high degree of integrity in their schools. However, less than half of the prig¢4gdi)
believed that additional math interventions were incorporated into the SWPBS
framework at their school. Although, two of the three principals of large schubls a
three of the four principals of small schools did agree that additional math intemgent
are incorporated (note that in each group, one principal strongly disagrema¢ve,
this is not surprising, as existing literature contains a large amount o§siise
regarding three-tier reading programs (Vaughn & Linan-Thompson, 2003; Kam&'enui
Simmons, 1998) and the integration of reading and behavior frameworks (Stewart et al
2007), but little has been written or studied regarding additional math interventions
within the SWPBS framework, indicating little implementation or resedfolt®in this
area at this time.

School size groups were determined from the literature and even distribution
among the schools in the purposeful sample. The finding that there is no statistical
relationship between SWPBS implementation and math achievement even when schools
are grouped by size should be interpreted with caution because of the small number (4

each) of large and small schools in each of these two groups.
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The Relationship between SWPBS Effectiveness, Math Achievement, and School Size
As stated eatrlier in this chapter, prior research has reported largeaeslirc
ODR and OSS rates after SWPBS implementation; however, in this study,10{#2%)
of the 26 schools reduced their OSS, by an average of 11.4 days. Two possible
interpretations for these results are: (1) SWPBS effectiveness wasrettasing OSS
data rather than the more typical and preferred ODR data, and (2) therd¢aivwaslye
low principal agreement (50%) that tertiary interventions for studetitsmore severe
and chronic problem behaviors were initiated and implemented in their schools.
Nineteen studies described in Chapter 2 indicated positive correlationsmetwee
school climate, instructional time, academic engagement, and improved academ
achievement as measured by standardized test scores and school climgse $tivee
studies specifically addressed the relationship between SWPBS and mathraehteve
and reported significant improvement in standardized math test scores (Laeste, &t
Sailor, in press; Lusilli, Putnam, Handler, & Feinberg, 2005; Oregon DisttidyS
2004; Parr, Kidder, & Barrett, 2007; Putnam, Handler, & O’Leary-Zonarich, 2003). The
results for this study, while not as significant as prior research, found that 1§ (62%
schools improved their math scores by an average of 9.3 points; in 9 schools (34%) math
scores went down by an average of 6 points, and in one school math scores stayed the
same.
Regression analysis of school records found no statistical relationship between
SWPBS effectiveness and math achievement as measured by standardizieegtimat
schools in schools when grouped together, or in small or large schools that have

implemented SWPBS of two or more years in the selected district. Howegerssion
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analysis of school data did find tHa\tVPBS effectiveness, as measured by reduced

OSS, does predict improved math achievement as measured by standar dized math
achievement scor esin medium-size schools who have implemented SWPBS for two or
more years in the selected district. It can be interpreted that math aceréveproved

in medium-size schools because of the greater number of schools, reduced OSS,
increased student engagement, and increased time for math instruction. In adidition, t
findings for small and large school size groups should be interpreted with caution due to
the very small (4 each) number of schools in each group.

In support of the above finding, close to 70% (69.5%) of the principals agreed that
SWPBS resulted in increased student engagement in math instruction and iname&ased t
for math instruction. Also, approximately half (46%) of principals reportedrihtt test
scores had improved in their schools. The complementary results of the school data
analysis and principal survey responses lend strong support to a positive refationshi
between SWPBS effectiveness and improved math achievement in medium-size school
in the selected district.

Study Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

Several limitations of the study were noted in Chapter 1. Others becamerd&ippar
as the study was executed and will be discussed here along with suggestions for
improvements for future studies. This section includes a discussion of theidinsitat
the scope, instrumentation, and generalizability of this study, as welleasmendations

for future research.
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Scope of the Study

The first set of recommendations relates to the scope of the study. This study
examined the relationships among four variables—SWPBS implementatiotivefiess
of SWPBS, school size, and math achievement. It is recommended in future studies that
the variable of school socioeconomic status also be examined. Much research, including
research on school size, discusses the impact of poverty on school programs, student
behavior, and student learning. In addition, three of the nine limited responses given by
principals to the open-ended question on what other factors or programs may have
influenced SWPBS implementation and effectiveness in their schools, relatty doe
socioeconomic changes in their schools. Other demographic written commerndsdncl
turnover of school staff, high student mobility, and increase in special prograwofs, all
which are frequently characteristic of low-socioeconomic schools.

A review of the literature in Chapter 2 found that the greatest amount of SWPBS
demographic research to date has been on SWPBS and school socioeconomic status.
These studies indicated significant reductions in ODR and overall suspensions, and
improved teacher attitudes and skills in working with students with problem behavior
(Arter, 2005; McCart, 2003; McCurdy, Mannella, & Eldridge, 2003; Nelson, 1996;

Netzel & Eber, 2003; Powers, 2003). Since information on the socioeconomic status of
each school is publicly available and was collected, it is possible in the nearduture t
conduct, with district approval, additional analysis of the influence of socioeconomic
status on study variables and findings.

A second recommendation relates to the distribution of surveys only to school

principals, which was decided for three reasons: (1) research has indieated t



SWPBS, School Size, and Math Achievemé&ib

importance of school leadership in any systems change or program implementagion (De
& Petersen, 1990); (2) elementary school principals are expected to anayatey nand
be able to articulate the academic, discipline, and demographic data of their;sadols
(3) principals are required to participate in all training and be active msmobtreir
school's SWPBS steering committee. However, it is recommended that future
researchers place emphasis on crafting a rating scale that can redumeniial bias or
subjectivity of the respondents and elicit the most objective responses franpais
regarding the status of SWPBS implementation and effectiveness in theiclooatss
While survey responses were anonymous, there is the possibility that principals
responses could be biased by their desire to present a positive and successfaf imag
their schools. This strong sense of responsibility and sensitivity to outside mwaluat
also might explain principal responses to the need for additional resources ata time
implement SWPBS. In future studies, the administration of the survey to classroom
teachers in addition to principals might provide a more objective picture of S\WRB&
schools.
Instrumentation

A second set of recommendations relates to instrumentation. In the review of
literature and research design, the original intent was to measure ShyRiBSresearch-
based School-wide Evaluation Tool and the effectiveness of SWPBS using office
discipline referrals (ODR). Due to the unavailability of these scores foame study
schools, it was necessary to change measures to the Team ImplemertatkirsC
(TIC) and OSS. No extensive research has been done on the use of the TIC as an

instrument for research; although, one study (Tobin, 2007) looked at whether SWPBS
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implementation in high schools could be facilitated by using Team Implenoenta
Checklists and concluded that the TIC appears to be a valuable tool for studying ongoing
SWPBS implementation efforts.

In addition, follow-up researchers need to attend to the literature that Imas bee
critical of the extensive use of both office discipline referrals (O&l) student
suspensions (OSS, ISS) to measure the effectiveness of SWPBS (Lang, Wehb
Roberson, & Roger, 2007; Putnam, Horner, & Algozzine, 2006). Critics note the
variation among school administrators and teachers for the reasons studesnstare s
the office and subsequently how they are disciplined for various incidents of
misbehavior. ODRs were originally selected for use in this study to secfesagjuency
and measure the number of minor incidents rather than more serious incidents. This is
particularly relevant to elementary schools, in which students typicallpieldss severe
problem behaviors. However, it is important to note that in the selected distact, cle
directives are given each year from the central administration tchalbksadministrators
and teachers regarding students’ rights and responsibilities and consequbitates, w
could result in greater consistency for OSS. Despite this possible advanéagesulting
numbers on OSS are low and less able to show change from the baseline to year two,
whether positive or negative. Also, five of the 26 study schools had zero OSS in both the
baseline and year two data.

Lastly, while the response rate was high (96%) for the survey, only nine
principals responded to the one open-ended question. This question was important in
gathering other demographic or programmatic information that might hauenoéd the

implementation or effectiveness in SWPBS schools. Future surveys need to anclude
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better means of acquiring information regarding demographic and prograncimeatiges
in study schools.
Theoretical Implications

This study examined the relationships among SWPBS implementation,
effectiveness of SWPBS, school size, and math achievement using the takoretic
framework developed by Walker et al. (1996), which was modeled after the U.S. Publi
Health Service conceptual framework of prevention (involving primary, secondary, and
tertiary intervention). The SWPBS framework provides a systems approadhémis
to organize proactive, comprehensive, and efficient mental health progrgrfonall
students. The SWPBS model incorporates numerous principles from the behavioral,
ecological, sociological, and organizational theories of human development and wa
operationally advanced by several educators and researchers, suchmaskaohgenui,
and Sugai (1993), Lewis and Sugai (1999), and Rosenberg et al. (2004).

The goal of SWPBS is to develop host environments that provide the processes
and supports and that increase a school’s capacity to adopt and sustain the use of
evidence-based practices (Luiselli & Diamont, 2002, p. 38). SWPBS logic is that
successful individual student behavior support is linked to host environments or school
climates that are effective and efficient (Zins & Ponte, 1990). Undedgm&WPBS
theory developed by Walker et al. (1996) are the assumptions that if systems and plans
for teaching appropriate behavior, with appropriate reinforcement and consegaeaces
consistently implemented throughout the school community by all stakeholders, the
majority (85%) of all students will be actively and positively engaged milegand

other school activities. These students then act as positive role models fatudleats
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and allow time for teachers and staff to implement more intensive interventions for
students with more serious behavioral and emotional needs. The SWPBS theory
described above was supported by principal survey responses which reported that
principals agree that SWPBS resulted in improved student discipline (96%) and ichprove
school climate (92%), and that teachers (100%) and administrators (92%) spdimée

on student behavior.

The increase in standardized math scores by over half of the study schools also
supports the hypothesis documented in previous research that improved student behavior
and school climate will result in increased student engagement and time femacad
instruction. This hypothesis was supported by principals’ perceptions that SWPBS
resulted in increased student engagement (69%) and increased time for tnathans
(70%).

Study findings regarding the relationships among school size and SWPBS
implementation and effectiveness appear to support the school-based implementation
principles of SWPBS. As stated in the Office of Special Education PrograrB®{OS
manual (2006), “SWPBS is not an intervention, curriculum, or program, but instead a
systems approach for the efficient adoption and implementation of effestivelavant
behavioral interventions in schools” (p. 3). The required staff consensus and school-
based SWPBS leadership team efforts are critical to a school’s suandssupport the
statistical findings that school size does not influence SWPBS implenoerdail
effectiveness. The finding that the majority of principals (96%) agre SW&BS is

being implemented with integrity in their schools, although principals of ladsmall
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schools believe that additional resources and time may be needed, supports the
importance of SWPBS school-based implementation practices and theory.

Lastly, as described in an earlier section, the failure of the majorityay s
schools to reduce OSS after two years of implementation may be due toyofariet
factors, including change in administrative leadership and/or lack of secarhry
tertiary interventions. While principal perceptions tend to contradict this findiisg, i
still a noteworthy exception to the overall support of the findings of this studlygo
SWPBS theory that implementation of SWPBS will improve student behavior and reduce
exclusionary discipline practices.

Practical Implications

This study has contributed new knowledge regarding the relationship of school
size to SWPBS implementation and effectiveness, and the relationships 8SSWP
implementation and effectiveness to math achievement in schools of various sines i
large, diverse, and well-provisioned mid-Atlantic school district.

The school district is to be commended for their district-wide efforts in aohganc
SWPBS in district schools. The evolving position of full-time PBS specidlsst, t
ongoing school PBS coach training, ongoing district-wide training for scharakteand
recent increased school board funding all indicate strong support and commitrhent to t
approach. This study indicated that SWPBS can be implemented with integrity in
schools of any size and that, statistically, school size does not have a sigmfloante
on SWPBS implementation or effectiveness. However, the perceptions of some
principals that additional resources and time might be needed for SWPBS

implementation warrants further investigation and suggests that the schioci chay
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want to consider school size when allocating resources and support to schools
implementing SWPBS.

The literature is consistent on the importance of mental health collaboration to
serve the 3-5% of students in schools who have severe problem behaviors. Dr. Weist, of
the University of Maryland (Muller & Jackson, 2004), states

There is a complementarity between PBS and expanded school mental

health. Each emphasizes a different part of the triangle, but cedhban

mutually reinforce one another. PBS schools are doing wonders, but often

do not attend adequately to students with mental health issues. RBS ca

help mental health folks be more environmentally focused, as PB®srea

a readiness for a more intensive focus on mental health in the s¢pool

12).

Other researchers and professionals are advocating for the inclusion of the
wraparound process within the SWPBS framework and believe that together, the
wraparound process and the SWPBS approach offer an important and efficient means of
improving the educational and behavioral programming of students with, or at risk of,
developing severe problem behaviors (Eber, Sugai, Smith, & Scott, 2002). Findings from
this study appear to indicate that schools are implementing SWPBS wellaitaesal
level (teaching expected behaviors, student recognitions, etc.); however, only $@% of t
principals indicated any increased access to mental health organizationsrioraiy&i
intensive interventions for students with more severe problem behaviors. The school

district may want to review current district training on the tertiary comtcarad provide
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additional training to school teams on how to advance the SWPBS approach to include
tertiary interventions.

Math instruction and remediation often take a “back seat” to reading instruction in
our elementary schools. However, the increased national focus on math compaténce, a
the low principal agreement that additional math interventions were included iéhi
SWPBS framework, elicit the question of what our elementary schools and seacher
doing to assist students who are having difficulty in math. While not directtedetia
the behavior-only SWPBS framework examined in this study, math intervention for at
risk learners may be worthy of additional district investigation, partigulalight of the
two-sided academic and behavior pyramid currently being published by the district

Lastly, ongoing assessment and monitoring are key components of the SWPBS
model. Approximately 88% of all principals indicated that they had behavioral support
teams operating in their schools. These teams typically analyze schqulirtbsgata,
including ODR and OSS and district training for school teams on how to collect and
analyze ODR and OSS data to monitor program and student outcomes is provided each
year. However, two of the preferred instruments for the study were chdngéd the
unavailability of school ODR and School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) data. The School-
wide Evaluation Tool requires an external evaluator and numerous hours to collect and
score. It appears that when the district implementation of SWPB&deghérom a few
schools to over 100, it became too difficult for district PBS specialist tonester and
collect SET data and collect ODR data from schools. These circumssaigcest that

while the district currently funds a full-time district-wide PBS@akst, they may want
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to consider increasing funding or staffing allocations for additional PBS quusiin
assist with data collection and program monitoring.
Recommendations for Future Research

Both the questions that were raised in this study and the limitations identified
suggest a number of avenues for future research. First, additional resesetiad on
the relationships among SWPBS and other demographic variables. A study on the
relationships among socioeconomic status, SWPBS effectiveness, and sehaalsd
be interesting, particularly in light of the school size research whichaitedithat poverty
is the only demographic variable that influences student and school outcomes. In
addition, the absence of research that studied SWPBS implementation andesféssti
in schools with large percentages of students in ESOL programs or studenERsith
needs to be rectified. Lastly, it would be valuable to disaggregate and exaWiRSS
discipline data to determine if the disproportion of minorities typically foundhod
discipline reports exists in SWPBS schools; and if so, how to implement SWPBS in a
more “culturally responsive” manner (Skiba, 2008).

Second, further research is needed on how schools do and do not include tertiary
interventions in their SWPBS framework. Many questions surface around thas iss
How many schools are really implementing tertiary interventions? Dwlschave a
common understanding of what this means? What training is provided to school teams?
How do schools organize and implement interventions at all three levels of the SWPBS
continuum? Are there reductions in students with IEPs in schools that fully implement
SWPBS? How is students’ behavior progress monitored? How do schools who fully

implement the SWPBS framework compare to “full service schools” or rfoamity
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schools” (Dryfoos, 1993). Contrasting earlier SWPBS implementation effoft8BS
practitioners and researchers are now encouraging staff tramdriglaimplementation
of all three SWPBS tiers from year one. In the past school teams wght ta focus
only on primary interventions for at least one year before advancing to sgcandar
tertiary interventions.
Third, the literature review and data analysis for this study found an absienc
information regarding math interventions for struggling students. While matnigtdis
are advocating and implementing a two-sided academic and behavior pyraméasals a
of the increased collaboration between SWPBS advocates and response to ioterventi
advocates, it appears that most efforts are in the area of reading instramtiorot math
instruction. The work of Vaughn and Linan-Thompson (2003) and Stewart et al. (2007)
on three-tier reading models could be replicated for three-tier matteintem models.
Finally, in order to generalize study findings, the replication of thidyshcross
districts either using the TIC or OSS, or the SET and ODR, plus additiorihtijne
data, are necessary. Methods to obtain additional qualitative information could include
principal and/or teacher interviews or focus groups. It is important to noté¢hsthool
district sampled in this study has recently begun using the Benchmarkslioy (B@Q)
which consists of 53 items and completed by school SWPBS team members and coach
during the latter part of the year (Mar/Apr/May). A quantitative megghe BOQ items
identify areas for improvement in developing, implementing, and advancingeansyfst

SWPBS.
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Conclusions

To date, the effective role of schools in developing solutions to the problem
behaviors of students in our schools has been largely unrealized. The failed poticies a
practices of the past have resulted in the increasing numbers of youth gitbhsdid and
undiagnosed problem behaviors not receiving the support and services they need to be
successful in our schools and society. However, the future appears brightecenth r
legislation, and new school initiatives with mental health collaboratmnsséd on
providing a comprehensive, three-tier, school-wide positive behavioral support
intervention framework in our schools.

This exploratory study provides an initial description of the relationshipsagm
SWPBS implementation, effectiveness of SWPBS, school size, and math acimieveme
and provides many areas for future research. In this study, a number skanabing
both school records data and principal opinion survey responses, were conducted,
interpreted, and considered in relation to existing research and the SWPBS8dhleore
model. While results are inconclusive and should be interpreted with caution, seven key
findings (three related to SWPBS implementation and four to SWPBS effezds)e
were indicated:

1. No statistical relationship was found between school size and SWPBS
implementation, although 64% of principals agreed that additional resources and

48% of principals agreed that additional years might be needed to implement

SWPBS.

2. All but one principal (96%) agreed that their schools were implementing SWPBS

with a high degree of fidelity, with 100% of principals agreeing that universal
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interventions such as students knowing school rules, rewards and consequences
were in place in their schools. However only 50% of principals agreed that
tertiary level interventions involving mental health, community collaborations
were being implemented.

3. No statistical relationship was found between SWPBS implementation and math
achievement and only 46% principals agreed that additional math interventions
were included in their school programs.

4. No statistical relationship was found between school size and SWPBS
effectiveness although 100% of principals in large schools and 75% of principals
of small schools agreed that school size influenced SWPBS effectiveness.

5. All principals agreed that SWPBS has had a positive impact on student behavior,
and students with disabilities, and results in less teacher time spent on student
behavior. Ninety-size percent of principals agreed that SWPBS has had a positive
impact on teachers’ behavior management.

6. A statistically significant relationship was fouhdtween SWPBS effectiveness
and improved math achievement in medium size schools, supported by 69% of
principals agreeing that SWPBS resulted in increased student engagemaitt i
and increased time for math instruction.

7. Only 42 % of the schools reduced the number of out-of- school suspensions over
the two year period; although schools that did, averaged a reduction of 11.4 days.

The above findings are described and explained in detail in previous sections of this

chapter.
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This study has advanced our understanding of the influence of school size on
SWPBS implementation and effectiveness, and the impact of SWPBS im@éorent
and effectiveness on students’ math achievement. The study also contribnifezhsig
information for further research on the relationships among SWPBS, school size, and
other school and student demographic variables; the implementation of tertiary
interventions; and the implementation and effectiveness of a combined math and

behavior intervention model.
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Appendix A: SWPBS Effectiveness Studies Summary

Studies Year

Findings

Bradshaw, Leaf & 2007
Debnam

Colvin & Fernandez 2002

Greenfield 2004
(Three schools case

study)

Horner, Sugai, Under

Smolkowski, Todd, Review
Nakasoto, Esperanza

Horner, Sugai, & Todd 2001

Horner, Sugai, Todd, 2005
Lewis-Palmer
Lewis-Palmer, Horner, 2002
Sugai, Eber, &

Phillips,

Lewis-Palmer, Sugai, 1999
Larson,

Lohrmann-O’Rourke, 2000
Knoster, Sabatine,
Smith, Horvath,

Llewellyn

Luiselli, Polack & 2006
Laweda

Luiselli, Putham, 2001
Handler

Maryland PBIS 2007

Maryland Project 2005
Target:

SWPBS implemented with fidelity improved
perception of school safety, organizational
health, academics, ODR reductions

Sig ODR reductions. More positive school
environment, effective teaching, and increase in
school’s capacity to provide high quality
instruction and behavior management for all
students.
80. 3 %,32.3 %59.3 % reductions in ODRSs;
19.0 %,29.27 %,34.3 % reductions in OSS
Expulsions reduced 100%, 100%, 0%

Randomized Control Trial of SWPBS in
Elementary Schools
50-60% reductions in ODRs

Decreased exclusionary, reactive and punitive
discipline practices
Increased staff and student satisfaction

Significant reductions in ODRs

30-40 % reduction in ODRs

40% after two years; 29% after one year

69%reduction in ODR; 62% reduction in
0SS;85% bus
76% increase in academic engagement

.38 a day per 100 students, compared to
national ave of .4312 Maryland schools found
together they recovered 700 days of instruction
for students; and 233 days of administrators’
time
Sig ODR and OSS reductions
PBIS schools have high program fidelity and
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Studies Year Findings

(37 schools with 21 increased org health.
using PBIS and 16

using standard

practices within the

school)

McCurdy, Mannella, 2003 46 % after two years; 55% reduction in school

& Eldridge fighting

Nelson, 1996 40% reduction in OSS

(2 sets matching Decreased in expulsions and emergency

schools) removals
Improved academic performance and survival
skills.

Nelson, Colvin& 1996 Rates of positive behavior for both child and

Smith, 1996 adult increased and rates of disruptive behavior
decreased

Netzel & Eber, 2003 2003 22% in OSS, slower in ODR

(Urban)

New Hampshire 2005 28% ODR

Center for EBIS 568 ISS days

352 OSS days
15, 647- 10, 496 hours regained for student
learning
2,958 administrative hours
Sadler,14 schools 2000 35% reduction in ODR; 10% in cafeteria

Schneider, Walker, & 2000 Improved perceptions of school safety
Sprague
Scott & Barrett 2004 Reduction in ODRs saved 29.5 instructional
(Urban, ES) days

Reduction in OSS saved 50 days
Scott 2001 Sig ODR reductions

65% less OSS days; 75% decrease in the total #
of students

61 % decrease in the total # of hours spent in
the referral room.

Gained 775 classroom hours through prevention
and with the decrease in referrals.

Scott 2002 61% reduction in ODRs
(Urban, ES) 65% reduction in OSS
75% fewer minority students referred
Sprague & Biglan In Randomized Control Trail of SWPBS with
progress Middle Schools
Sprague et al. 2001 Reduction in ODRs in both ES +MS

Increase social skills; no measurable change in
school safety
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Studies Year Findings

Sugai et al. 2000 Significant ODR reduction

(11 ES + 9 MS) Universal interventions should be the focus
when # of referrals exceed 2.5 per student, or
total referrals per day exceed 8, or when
number of students with referrals is greater than
45%

Taylor- Green et al. 1997 Sig. reduction in ODRs over 5 year
implementation

Todd, Haugen, 2002 80% reduction in ODRs in first year ; 76% in

Anderson, Spriggs second year
High staff satisfaction

Turnbull et al. 2002 Signficant reductions in ODRs and OSS

(1 MS w/ 762 students Develop and implement a PBS support plan

and 1 student with were beneficial for student and middle school

autism) staff, but the student continued to exhibit
problem behavior that did not meet the school’s
universal expectations

Wagner et al. Under Effectiveness Study of SWPBS

Consid.
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Appendix B: SWPBS and Academic Achievement Studies

Authors Date Major Findings

Brophy 1988 Amount of time in instruction correlated to student
achievement.

DiStefano, et al 2007 Significant correlation regarding percentage of
schools meeting 2005 AYP and school climate
surveys.

Fisher, Berliner, 1980 Amount of time in instruction correlated to student

Filby, Marliave, achievement.

Cahen &

Dishaw

Frederick 1977 High-achieving students in high schools engaged
75% of time, compared to 51% low-achieving

Gottfredson & 1989 Student attitudes and behavior related to number of

Gottfredson suspensions and school climate variables.

Horner, Todd & 2005 School district of 19 schools, 13 implemented

Lewis-Palmer SWPBS and 6 did not.. Compared % Gfgaders
who met statewide readirsandards in 1998-1999 to
2001-2002
77% of schools that adopted SWPBS improved
change ranged from 2% to over 15%. Only one of six
schools that did not implement SWPBS showed
improvement

Horner et al. 2006 FY02-FYO06 lllinois/Hawaii/47 schools Performance
on standardized testing was 12% higher than the
control group at Time 2, 10% higher at Time 3.

lllinois PBIS 2007 3! grade, lllinois Standards Achievement Test

Network (ISAT) readingscores. Comparison between partially
and fully implementing schools. Mean % across
schools:

98 Fully- 72% students meets/exceeds
21 Partial- 63% meets/exceeds
Larson, Steele & In Press, Three-year study inner city school, after SWPBS,
Sailor APBS Conf 169 instructional days gained. Reductions in ODR,
presentation suspensions, corresponding increasesath scores,
but not reading.

Lusilli, Putnam, 2005 Academic performance wiath and reading

Handler & standardized tests (MAT) improved by 25 and 18 %

Feinberg points respectively.

Reduced ODR 1.3to0 .54
Reduced OSS .31t0 .20
Mcintosh, et al. 2006 Pathway to Behavior Study- relationship between

reading and behavior. DIBELS scores were
significant predictor of future problem behavior.
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Authors Date Major Findings
Support for both pathways. Problems in acad precede
behavior, durable skill deficits account more variance
than school entry skills
Mclintosh et al. 2006 Reading and Function Study. Student in grades 4-6 in
two districts showed improvement in reading skills
based on function of primary problem behavior.
Oregon District 2004 Control 4 middle, 13 elem., implementing SWPBS
Study improved standardized test scores, while compared
schools did not.
Pallas 1988 Academic achievement related to school climate
Parr, Kidder & 2007 Baltimore Co. implemented 3-tier behavior and
Barrett academic model; Significant gains on stat&h
tests.
Putnam, Handler 2003 238.75 hours saved in an elementary school and 40
& O’Leary- administrator days in middle school saved after
Zonarich SWPBS;
Class-wide behavior support increased instructional
time.
Standardizedmath and reading scores improved.
Putnam, Handler 2002 Class-wide behavior support increased instructional
& O’Leary- time.
Zonarich
Scott & Barrett 2004 ODR reductions saved 29.5 instructional days;
Suspension reductions saved 50 school days
Wu et al. 1982 Students’ attitudes and behavior related to

suspension, school climate variables.
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Appendix C: Team Implementation Checklist

Form A School Yr 2005-00

Positive Behavior Support Team Implementation Checklist (FCPS)
Start-Up Activity (Sugai, 11/28/01, RH 10/13/01, SB 12/7/01)

This checklist is designed to be completed monthly by the PBS team to monitor activities for implerentation of PBS in the

school. Fax or email to Catihy shweaerv@icps.edy; 703-246-8392 (fax)

School

Date of report

PBS team members,

Person(s) completing report

Complete & submit BY THE FIRST OF EACH MONTH.

Status: ﬂot Yet Started, !n Process; _(_:_ompleted

The months below indicate the time period work was completed,

not necessarily the month this form was completed.

o | o= =
£ 9% |8 |38 |5 (8|8 |8 |& |5
S 1oz 8|8 & |=|<|= |3
Establish Commitment
1. Administrator support & active involvement
. Admin attends meetings 90% of the time @
e Admin provides funding for PBS activitics ®
e Admin puts time on stzff agenda for PBS updates (2
*  Admin actively promotes PBS as priority, integrates with other
initiatives/improvement activities
2. Faculty/Staff support (One of top 3 goals, 80% of
faculty document support, 3 year timeline) .
s Climate/Discipline one of top 3 school improvement goals %
s Faculty feedback is obtained throughout year 71
e Faculiy involved in some decision making/establishing goals
*  Admin/facuity its to PBS for at least 3 years
Establish & Maintain Team
3. Team established (representative) °
- Team includes: grade level teachers, special area, paraprofessionals, %
parents, special ed, school counselor, non classroom mouiters, o
»  Team has established a clear mission/purpose
4. Team has regular meeting schedule, effective w
operating procedures E
*  Agenda is used, coach is notified of meeting time, admin present to 7]
approve activiti isi
Self-Assessment
5. Team/facuity complete PBS survey (completed v
annually) 2
. Self Assessment is used te write annual action plan n
. Results are shared with staff
6. Team summarizes existing school dis¢ipline data.
. Looks at Office Referral data é
7]
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Form A School Yr 2005-06

Positive Behavior Support Team Implementation Checklist (FCPS)

7. Strengths, areas of immediate focus & action plan are
identified.
Implementation Plan developed:
e Schedule/plans for teaching staff the discipline & data system are
developed
o ‘Toam makes it casy for staff to implement and responds to feedback
« Schedule for rewards/incentives for the year is planned
.
.

Status

Plans for orienting incoming staff and students are developed
Plans for involving families and community are developed

Establish School-wide Expectations

8. 3-5 school-wide behavior expectations are defined and
posted in all areas of building.
e Expectations apply to both staff and students
» Posters are similar, paired with icon and highly visible

Status

9. School-wide teaching matrix developed.
+ Rules developed for specific settings
« Rules are linked to expectations

Status

10. Teaching plans for school-wide expectations are
developed.
s Abehavioral curriculum inciudes concept and skilt level instruction
« Lessons include examples and non-examples
« Strategies for usc by families/community are developed
o Faculty/staff and students are involved in development

Status

11. School-wide behavioral expectations taught directly &
formaily.
» Lessons are embedded into subject area curriculum
» Schedule/plans for teaching staff the lesson plans for students are
developed
« Booster sessions for students and staff are scheduled/pl d

Status

Establish On-Going System for Recognizring
Behavioral Expectations

12. System for recognizing student behavior is established.
+ Reinfc are linked to exy

Reinforcers are varied to mtaintain student interest

System includes opportunities for naturally occurring reinforcement

Ratios of reinforcement to corrections are high

Students are involved in identifying/developing incentives

The system includes incentives for staffifaculty.

Status

LR R

Establish System for Responding to Behavioral
Violations

13. Staff and Administration agree on what problems are
office managed and what problems are staff managed.
Behaviors defined

Clearly identified major/minor behaviors

Suggested array of appropriate 1esy to miner (¢l n d
behaviors)

Suggested array of appropriate responses to major (office managed)
behaviors

.
Status

14. Clearly defined & consistent consequences and
procedures for undesirable behaviors are developed.
s Process includes documentation procedures

Status
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Form A School Yr 2005-06

Positive Behavior Support Team Implementation Checklist (FCPS)

Establish Information System

15. Discipline data are gathered, summarized, reported to
staff, and used to make decisions.
o Data collection is easy, efficient, relevant
» Additional data collected(attendance, grades, faculty attendance,
surveys)
» Data entered weekly (minimum)
« Data anatyzed monthly (minimun)
« Data shared with team and faculty monthly {minimunr)

Status

16. Office referral form lists: (a) studentigrade, (b) dateftime,
(c) referring staff, (d) problem behavior, (e) location, {f) persons (b)
date/time invoived, (g) probable motivation, and (h) consequences

Status

Build Capacity for Function-based Suppert

17. Personnel with behavioral expertise are identified &

involved.

o At least one individual on the PBS team who has training or experience in
behavior support (i.e. school psych, behavior specialist, counselor with
skills including practical foundations of behavior support, experience with
data collection and data analysis, ¢capacity to design and implement

Status

hensive plans)

18. Plan developed to identify and establish systems for
teacher support, functional assessment & support plan
development & implementation

Students identified through multiple data sources, teacher/parent request

« Teachers feel supported by Schoolwide team-response time to request

within 24 hours

Focus of support is preventative, educative, fimctional, data based,

empiricaily valid, collaborative and tied to $W, classroom and individual

support programs

.
Status

Build District Level Support

19. Allocate money for building and maintaining school-

wide behavioral support.
« PBS is high on list of priorities and activities, printing cosls

Status

20. Identify a facilitator (coach) who connects the school
with district-wide PBS efforts, attends team meetings
and provides technicai assistance.

Status

21. Write a professional development plan for increasing
technical skills in the area of effective behavioral support
and team-work.
e School data drives professional development plan, training topics and
schedule is erobedded with annual action plan
o Other initiatives are integrated with PBS

Status

22. Office Referrals (Number per month)

Status

23. Out-of-School Suspensions (Number per month)

Status
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Appendix D: SWPBS Principal Survey Content Review Questions
D1: Email to Survey Content Reviewers

Thank you for your assistance in my efforts. The attached survey is defagne
elementary school principals in schools who have implemented SWPBS for two or
greater years. Your feedback will help in the revision of the survey befongildtesd
with a small group of elementary school principals and/or assistant prindipalsurvey
is being developed for a dissertation study on the relationships among SWPBS
implementation, effectiveness, school size, and math achievement.

Instructions

1. Please read over the questions on this feedback form prior to looking at the survey to
familiarize yourself with the types of questions you will be answering

2. Please note that there are two main sections to the survey, with five demographi
multiple choice questions. The feedback form is organized the same way, by asking
the same questions for each section. Please also note that the number of questions on
this form was kept to a minimum with respect of reviewer’s time.

3. Once you have read the feedback form, please move through the survey instrument
providing feedback on each section and each item. You may either write your
responses on the feedback form below or type your responses onto the attached
survey.

4. As soon as you have completed the feedback form and/or survey, please return your
responses to me atl.jane@verizon.net

5. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to email or call me at 202-337-4350.

Thank you so much for providing feedback on the attached survey!
Sincerely,

Jane Stephenson, Doctoral Candidate

The George Washington University

Reviewer | nformation
Name:
Date:
Current job title:

Feedback on Survey I nstrument
I ntroduction
What changes, If any, would you recommend be made in the statement of purpose for the
survey?

What changes, if any would you recommend be made in the instructions for the survey?

How easy are the directions to understand: Not at all easy, somewhat aspsye@
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Survey Questions- SWPBS I mplementation
Do you find the questions confusing? Which questions? Why?

Would you recommend changing the wording on any of the questions?

Did you find any questions redundant in this section?

Approximately, how long did it take you to complete this section of the survey?
Survey Questions- SWPBS Effectiveness Scale

Did you find any of the questions confusing? Which questions? Why?

Would you recommend changing the wording of any the questions ?

Did you find any of the questions redundant in this section?

Approximately, how long did it take you to complete this section of the survey?
Survey Questions- SWPBS Demographics Multiple Choice Questions

Did you find any of the questions confusing? Which questions? Why?

Would you recommend changing the wording of any the questions ?

Did you find any of the questions redundant in this section?

Approximately, how long did it take you to complete this section of the survey?

Overall Feedback
How appropriate is the survey for elementary principals?

What changes in formatting/appearance, etc. would improve the survey?
Please note any additional suggestions you have.

As soon as you complete the feedback form and/or survey, please return youeréspons
me ated.jane@verizon.net

Thank you very much!
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Appendix E: Principal Survey Pre-test Questions

E1: Email to Principals and Assistant Principals in Survey Pre-test

Dear Colleagues,

Hello! | hope that this message finds each of you well and successful inuycentc

school positions! | know that this is an incredibly busy time of the school year, but |

have a huge but short favor to ask. | need four or five school administrators to pretest the
survey that | want to use in my dissertation research. | will utilize yqut to make

revisions on the survey before me distributing to the approximately 29 elementary
principals of the schools in the study. These principals are in schools who have
implemented school-wide positive behavioral support for at least two years er.long

The survey is very short and should only take approximately 15- 20 minutes to answer.
After you complete the survey please take a few minutes to respond to the fonguesti
below. I realize that some of you may not have implemented SWPBS in your schools,
but the purpose of this pretest is not to critique the content but rather the actessibili
format, readability, and appropriateness for school principals. All respon$és \képt
strictly confidential.

The survey link is

The four brief survey review questions are:
The survey was easy to access?
The survey format and questions are easy to understand?
Survey questions seem appropriate for elementary school principals?
My suggestions or comments to improve the survey are.....

Again, | know how busy you are and cannot thank you enough for your consideration of
my request. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at
ed.jane@verizon.ne&tr imsteph@gwu.edu

Thank you!

Jane Stephenson
Doctoral Candidate
The George Washington University
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Appendix F: Principal Opinion Survey

School Code
SWPBS
PRINCIPAL OPINION SURVEY
Spring 2008

The purpose of this survey is to learn your opinions and perceptions regarding the
implementation and effectiveness of school-wide positive behavioral support (SWPBS
and the relationship of SWPBS to students’ reading achievement and the size of your
school as measured by student population. It is anticipated that the surveeatihba
10-15 minutes to complete. All responses will remain strictly confidentias@lanswer

as honestly as possible.

I nstructions

If it is your opinion that the statement is extremely true for your school, pick thieemum
on the far right side of the scale (6) and type it in the space beside the itamydur
opinion that the statement is extremely untrue for your school, pick the numberfan the
left (1) and type it in the space beside the item. If it is your opinion thatatesnent is
somewhere in between the two extremes, pick a number in the middle of the s¢gle (3,
and type it in the space. At the end of each section, space is provided for additional
comments about your school as it relates to the items in that section. Rlease e
additional thoughts or opinions on the spaces provided following the last item in each
section.
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Schoolwide Positive Behavioral Support SurveyR

1. SWPBS Implementation

R Somewhat
Strongly Disagree Disagree P Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree

la. My school implements O O O O O O
SWPBS with a high degree
of fidelity.

ib. All teachers participate
in the SWPBS program.
1c. The SWPBS program is
available to ail students in
my school.

1d. School bus drivers
participate in the school's
SWPBS rules and
reinforcement programs.
le. Teachers and staff
implement SWPBS
systems consistently
across grade levels and

O O OO0
o O 00
o O OO0
O O 00
O O OO0
O O 00

common school areas.
1f. Students are aware of
school rules, rewards and
conseguences in my
school.

O
O
O
O
O
O

1g. School administrators

O
O
O
O
O
O

attend training and staff

development on student

behavior and

interventions.

1h. Teachers attend staff O O O O O O
development and training

on behavior interventions

for students with problem

behaviors.

1i. Teachers and staff O O O O O O
regularly monitor and

evaluate student behavior

incidents.

1j. A behavior support O O O O O O
team screens students

and assists teachers with

students who have

problem behaviors.

1k. Teachers and staff O O O O O O
implement small-group,

targeted interventions for

students who do not

respond to the schoolwide

discipline plan.

11. Since implementing O O O O O O
SWPBS there has been an

increase in the number of

administrater, teacher,

and/or staff contacts with

mental health and social

agencies to access mare

intensive interventions for
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Schoolwide Positive Behavioral Support SurveyR

students.

1m. Parents are regularly O O O O O O
informed about the

SWPBS program at my

school.

in. Parents actively O O O O O O
participate in the SWPBS

program at my school.

1o. Community O O O O O O
members/organizations

contribute to the SWPBS

program by providing

token reinforcements,

mentors, and /for other

services.

2. SWPBS Effectiveness

. . Somewhat
Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree

2a. School climate has O O O O O O
improved overall in my

school since implementing

SWPBS.

2b. Schoolwide discipline O O O O O O
has improved at my

school since implementing

SWPBS.

2c. Fewer minor O O O O O O
{inappropriate language,

disobeying teacher)

student misbehavior

incidents are reported

since implementing

SWPBS.

2d. The number of O O O O O O
negative consequences,
such as time out or
removal from recess, has
reduced for students in
my school since
implementing SWPBS.

2e. SWPBS has made a
positive impact on student
behavior,

2f. SWPBS has a positive
impact on teachers'
behavior management

o O
o O
o O
o O
o O
O O

skills.

2g. SWPBS has provided a O O O O O O
system for organizing
interventions for students
with mild to severe
problem behaviors.

2h. Students with
disabilities benefit from
SWPBS at my school.

2i. School staff are
utilizing a greater number
of positive behavioral
supports for students
{exp. behavioral support

o O
o O
O O
O O
O O
O O
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Schoolwide Positive Behavioral Support Su

plans}.
O O

2j. Teachers spend less
time during, before, or
after school on student
misbehavior.

~
)

2k. Teachers spend less
time on discipline related
paperwork and/or record
keeping.

21. School administrators
spend less time on
student misbehavior.
2m. School administrators
spend less time on
discipline related
paperwork and/or record
keeping.

o o O O

o o O O
o o O O

O O
O O
O O

o o O O

3. SWPBS, Demographics, Academic Achievement

. . Somewhat
Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree

3a. The size of my school O O O O O O
has impacted the amount

of RESOURCES needed to

fully implement SWPBS.

3b. The size of my school O O O O O O
has impacted the number

of YEARS needed to fully

implement SWPBS.

3c. The size of my school O O O O O O
has impacted SWPBS

EFFECTIVENESS as

measured by reduced

office discipline referrals

{ODR).

3d. The number of

students on free/reduced O O O O O O
funch has impacted the

amount of RESOURCES

needed to fully implement

SWPBS.

3e. The number of O O O O O O
students on free/reduced

lunch has impacted the

number of YEARS needed

to fully implement

SWPBS.

3f. The number of O O O O O O
students on free/reduced

lunch has impacted

SWPBS EFFECTIVENESS as

measured by reduced

ODRs.

3g. Additional MATH O

interventions are O O O O O
incorporated into the

SWPBS framework at my

school.

3h. Additional READING O O O O O O

interventions?
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Schoolwide Positive Behavioral Support SurveyR
3i. The implementation of O O O O O O

SWPBS has resulted in

increased student

engagement in MATH

instruction.

3j. Increased student O O O O
engagement in READING

instruction.

3k. The implementation O O O O O
of SWPBS has resulted in

increased time for MATH

instruction.

31. Increased time for O O O O O O

READING instruction?

O
o O

4. My school has been implementing SWPBS for?
O 2 years

O 3 vears

O 4 or more years

5. The SIZE of my school is ?
O 500 or less students
O 500-900 students

O 900 or more students

6. Since implementing SWPBS, MATH achievement at my school as measured by SOL
scores, has?

[I Improved

D Stayed the same

D Decreased

7. Since implementing SWPBS at my school, READING achievement as measured by
SOL scores has ?

O Improved

O Stayed the same

O Decreased

8. How many years have you been principal at THIS school?
O 1-2 years

O 2-4 years

(O 5 or more years
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Schoolwide Positive Behavioral Support SurveyR

9. Please share any changes in your school demographics and/or school programs
that have, in your opinion, influenced or impacted the implementation and/or
effectivenss of SWPBS at your school.
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Appendix G: SWPBS Data Collection Protocol

Code |[Size Math Base |Year 2 Math Diff SET TIC |SuspenBase |Suspen2 SuspenDiff Implem |Effect |3a 3b  |3c 39 3i 3k Math

2001-2002 [2003-2004 Year 2 | Year 2 | 2001-2002 | 2003-2004 mean mean

11

12

2002-03 2004-05 2002-2003 [ 2004-2005

21

2003-04 2005-06 2005-06)2005-06| 2003-2004 | 2005-2006

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

310

311

2004-05 2006-07 2006-07)2006-07| 2004-2005 | 2006-2007

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

410

411

SOL 5thgrade Math Base

SOL 5thgrade Math Year 2
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Appendix H: Letters for Web-based Survey

H1: Initial Letter to Participants for Survey Response

Dear

The Research Screening Committee approved recently my sponsorship of a study
entitled, The Relationship among School-wide Positive Behavior Support, School Size,
and Academic AchievemeniVe are hopeful that the results of this work will provide
additional support for PBS and its effectiveness specifically in our district.

Besides looking at historical data (e.qg., office discipline referralggzet
implementation fidelity tools, Standard of Learning scores), principalseang invited

to share their perceptions relative to PBS. Your input is important so we hope you
choose to participate given this busy time of year. There is a brief suUr¢gyitems
designed to capture your perceptions. This survey is estimated to take abootul®mi
to complete and may be accessed via —

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=fry2fRABNmr00OJ0cpn225A_3d_3d

or you may wait for the e-mail message from SurveyMonkey.com to reach your mbox i
a day or two.

Remember, your participation is voluntary. | appreciate all that you doke RBS
successful at your schools. Please contact me if you need additional indorprati
guestions.

Sincerely,

Name
PBS Educational Specialist

H2: First Follow Up Email to Participants for Survey Response

The District Research Screening Committee recently approved a stushytied

direction of name of district PBS specialist entitled The Relationship 1BV School
Size, and Academic Achievement. The survey is very short taking about 10 nbinutes
complete. Also, please know that all responses are anonymous and participation is
voluntary.

Here is a link to the survey:

Your opinions as elementary school principals are an extremely important compbnent
this study.

Thank for your participation and please disregard this message if you havg alread
submitted a completed survey.
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Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, plécséhel link
below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list
http://www.survey.com/optout.aspx

H3: Second Follow Up Email to Participants for Survey Response

A huge thank you to all the principals who have completed the survey as a part of the
research study on SWPBS, School Size, and Achievement under the directionadf distri
PBS specialist. While we know that this is an incredibly busy time of year faigmls,
principal opinions and insights are a very critical part of this study. For tHusbave

not responded please take about 10 minutes to complete the survey.

The survey link is

We cannot tell you how much we appreciate your participation in this studyePleas
remember that all responses are anonymous and your participation is voluntary.

Thank you so much for all that you do to support your school and the PBS effort!! Thank
youl!

Pl ease note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us,

pl ease click the link below, and you will be automatically renoved from
our mailing |ist.

htt p: // ww. surveynonkey. coni opt out . aspx?snEXuOkpL7Zw 5nKZ8onV8YEg 3d 3d

H4: Third Follow Up Email to Participants for Survey Response

An enorrmous thank you to the 21 of the 26 contacted el enentary
princi pals who have returned the SWPBS, School Size, Achi evenent
Survey. To the remaining 5 principals please take the 10 minutes to
conplete and return the survey by this Friday, May 30. Your opinions
and insights are very inportant to the study.

Here is a link to the survey:
htt p: // ww. surveynonkey. conl s. aspx?snEXuOkpL7Zw 5nKZ8onV8YEg 3d 3d

Pl ease renmenber that all responses are anonynbus and your participation
is voluntary. Thank you!!

Pl ease note: If you do not wish to receive further enails fromus

pl ease click the link below, and you will be automatically renoved from
our mailing |ist.

htt p://ww. surveynonkey. coni opt out . aspx?sneEXuOkpL7ZwW 5nKZ8onV8YEg 3d_3d




