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ABSTRACT

Arcadia Elementary School is an urban Title 1 sthivat serves 800 students in
kindergarten through eighth grade. The school asgsnmercial program callddake
Your Dayto manage student behavior. This program, aligo¢de tenets of Positive
Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS), mdeskeeds of most students but not the
most frequent classroom disruptors. This mixed wathparticipatory action research
study explores the how an understanding of a freiydisruptive student’s ecology can
lead to more effective support and improved belralimutcomes. The Behavior
Intervention Team process consists of effectiva tlaicking tools and practices and a
team-based, data-driven approach to student betavabysis and is a model for how

urban schools can leverage existing resourcestterseipport disruptive students.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The opening sections of the 2082 Child Left Behind AGNCLB) state that
public schools in the United States must meet thee&tional needs of low-achieving
children in the nation’s highest-poverty schoolse placement of this statement is
paramount: lawmakers for years have recognizedlhlegbublic school system is failing
too many students, particularly those who are nmoseed. The Obama administration’s
2010 plan for reauthorization of NCLB includes d ta“bring lasting change to our
lowest-performing schools...and investigate and etalwhat works and what can work
better in America’s schoolsA(blueprint for reform: The reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education,&2€10, p. 2).

Educators recognize that classroom disruption lepevfew students in a
classroom or school hampers learning for all sttel@®asch, 2011). The U.S.
Department of Education recommends the use ofiPedehavioral Interventions and
Supports (PBIS) in schools to teach and model @rpectations for behavior (Southern
Poverty Law Center, n.d.). Typical PBIS strategieseffective in many schools but
current research suggests that these plans arediffozelt to implement and take more
time to succeed in urban schools characterizeddiygoverty, violence in the
community, and high base rates of disruptive badhrgiassen, Steele, & Sailor, 2006;
Turnbull et al., 2002; Warren et al., 2003). Clgathere is a need to examine student
behavior in this context and implement effectiveteyns to facilitate and augment proven
PBIS strategies. Doing so will give urban schobksability to better meet the behavioral

needs of their students.



Students attending inner-city schools are momyiko observe disruptive,
threatening, or violent behavior than studentaiibusban schools, and the same trend
holds true for minority students compared to wkttedents (Basch, 2011). Disciplinary
referrals tend to originate in the classroom andoeding to Milner and Tenore (2010),
the referrals are more often for students of calat students from lower socioeconomic
backgrounds.

PBIS has a proven track record: it is implementethousands of schools across
the country. Urban schools, however, typically haystemic factors that they must
improve before positive behavior systems and girasecan be expected to be successful.
Factors critical to the success of PBIS includes@giancy among staff members, clearly
defined roles and responsibilities, an organizatlefficient system for collecting and
synthesizing data, and a reporting process forlfesnistudents, teachers, and
administrators (Horner, Sugai, & Anderson, 2010.ekéy& Briere Ill, 2010). Ripp, Jean-
Pierre, and Fergus (n.d.) cite high mobility amstglent populations, practitioners’
beliefs, and educators’ resistance to accessingi@enscand developing their
interpersonal intelligence in the classroom astaudhl barriers to effective PBIS
implementation in urban schools.

Context

This study took place in an inner-city public ettary school in Phoenix,
Arizona. Arcadia Elementary School (a pseudonymjeseapproximately 800 students
in kindergarten through eighth grade, most of wraseHispanic and African American.
Many of these students lag far below grade levehath and reading skills. Student
transience is a big concern: as families move thaut of the neighborhood, mostly due
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to economic reasons, students filter in and owstchbol. In addition, some students tend
to transfer between neighboring schools and distfar a variety of reasons, sometimes
leaving and returning for only brief periods of &m

Arcadia Elementary is situated in an economidatipoverished section of a
rapidly growing metro area. Only four elementarlgaus serve this neighborhood
where, according to the 2009 American Communityw8&yr27% of families fell below
poverty level and the vast majority of families ¢8jlearned less than $75,000 in that
same year. Approximately 87% of students at Arcgdalified for free and reduced-
price lunch through the National School Lunch Paogiduring the 2013-14 school year.
Outside of school, students encounter a wide waokthallenges: gang activity is
evident in the neighborhood, and drugs and weapooasionally infiltrate the school
grounds.

Yearly teacher and administrator turnover is o#istfluid as student transience.
In the years immediately prior to this study, thlbaol district endured significant
reductions in operating budget, resulting in teach&missal and growing class sizes. In
2013 the district shuttered its only middle schoebrganizing the student population of
the entire district into three kindergarten throwghth grade schools and one school
serving only kindergarten through sixth grade. Tdil®wing year, the district further
consolidated its middle school program: seventheagldth grade students and teachers
from one of the remaining three schools were alebniito a neighboring school.
Administrative changes came along with these ttemms, including three new principals
and two new assistant principals. In a normal gesing the district’s recent history,
over ten percent teacher turnover is not uncommon.
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| was a teacher in the school district for seveary. | began my teaching at the
district’s middle school before being transferreditcadia Elementary School where |
remained for two years. | served in several schadldistrict leadership positions,
including the campus leadership teams at both dshdw created and oversaw the
school-wide behavior plan. When | first arriveddatadia | was the middle school team
leader and behavior coach, responsible for manag@sgroom discipline issues within
the 7" and &' grade and working with students who need additisnpport for their
classroom behavior. In this role | worked closelthvthe school’s principal and assistant
principal to monitor student behavior and ensueertéeds of all students were being
sufficiently met. At the beginning of the 2014 sohgear | assumed a new role as one of
the school’s instructional coaches with the jumigh teachers as my primary
assignment. | was further able to observe and eedt® instructional practices,
including the classroom management systems, undgrircadia’s junior high program.

The school used a commercial program célfiedke Your DayMYD), a school-
wide citizenship program that develops student&rimal locus of control by emphasizing
human dignity, personal responsibility, and an usid@ding that all actions result in
consequences (Vale & Coe, 2006). Students werdtdlng single school rule: “No one
has the right to interfere with the learning, safetr well-being of students.” All students
and staff members used common language relatéistaule. At the end of each class
period, teachers and students rated their behawiarpoint scale and also confronted
others who interfered with their learning, safetlyyell-being using respectful dialogue.
Students accumulated points over the course ddritiee school day; if they earned at
least 90% of the daily points possible, they haddmtheir day.” Students who did not
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earn this amount received a notification form whichy were asked to get signed by a
parent. Throughout this process, if a student ckmseynificantly interfere with the
learning, safety, or well-being of others the teaadiad the ability to place a student on a
“step,” a progressive series of immediate consecggeranging from separating the
student from the class to initiating an immediadespt-teacher conference to discuss the
child’s behavior.

The school had utilized MYD since the beginninghef 2010 school year. At the
time of implementation and formal training, the ashonly housed kindergarten through
sixth grade. Initial implementation of MYD was vesyccessful. Teachers and
administrators touted the program as a solutiaiassroom disruption and bullying that
was previously evident. Nearly five years latetgar of the school and passing
conversations with staff members illustrated hotertwined MYD is with the school’s
identity. Student-friendly signs illustrated angkned the expectations at every point
on campus. Teachers modeled respectful conversatidmanners, while framing their
expectations within the overarching school rule.

When the school district’s junior high closeddtsors in 2013, its students and
teachers were disbursed among three of the fouaineng elementary schools. Middle
school students and teachers, therefore, were ®gexfit in with existing culture and
programs that were developed in the K-6 mold. Ata&lia, middle school teachers and
students were briefly trained and then expectechptement MYD with fidelity, so that
implementation remained uniform throughout therergchool. After several weeks of

implementation with middle school teachers andestitsl it became clear that the system



worked well for many but did not meet the needthefmost frequent classroom
disruptors.

Prior to the 2013-2014 school year, the schocked students’ MYD points
using a spreadsheet system that simply aggredatgubints each student earned each
period and calculated the totals. It became obvibatsa more robust data collection
system was needed to explore the extent of thestsidclassroom disruption. |
developed and piloted an online tracking systerteadahe Pinpoint Tracker (simply
dubbed the “Tracker” by study participants), witle imiddle school teachers that not
only tracked the number of points each studenteshima class period but also allowed
teachers to write narrative comments about thereatustudents’ behavior. The Tracker
gathered all of the narrative comments from teactmgether, categorized and graphed
each observed behavior, and presented teacheedamdistrators with longitudinal,
specific data about students’ behavior in the ctass.

The junior high team piloted a tiered system qffgrt using data gathered by the
Tracker. Students were assigned a “Student Aleef’'l@lepending on the number of
times they did not make their day in a five dayrsg@or example, a student who did not
make their day once in a five day period was plamedlert level 1, whereas a student
who did not make their day in all five days wascpldon Alert level 5. With the
automated help of the Tracker, students moved dglawn these alert levels: five
consecutive successful days resulted in a reductidtert level.

Within this tiered system, teachers and admiristsamplemented progressively
more severe consequences at each level (showguneFl). At level 1, students were
simply asked to return a parent notification fondicating why they did not make their
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day. At level 2, students met individually withtaf6 member about their behavior and
discussed strategies for improving. At level 3dstits were assigned to a staff member
during their lunch period where they are separatad their recess and asked to reflect
on their choices and ways to improve. At leveltddents completed similar tasks after
school. Finally, upon reaching level 5, studentsenassigned to the school assistant

principal for further action, which was generaltyschool or out-of-school suspension.

Communication: Administration

Level 6:
Suspend
1 day*

Level 6:
Suspend
2 days®

Not Making Your Day

(Receiving less than 90% of the day’s possible poi;

Communication: Teacher

Level 4:
After
School

Detention

Level 5:

Meeting
with

admin.

Meeting
with
Behavior

Coach

Level 62
Suspend
4 days®

Detention

1 WEEK OF MAKING YOUR DAY

Level 6:
Suspend
6 days;
no bus®

Level 6:
Alternative
School
Placement

* Upon completion of
consequence, return to level 4

Figure 1.Arcadia’s Progressive Consequence System in thg-20Xkchool year. This
figure shows how students could progress up andchdbessystem of levels based on the
number of times they make their day and the coresszps administered at each level.
Problem and Purpose

The progressive consequence system, combined watRBIS-aligned
components of MYD and informed by the Tracker, pted effective support for most

students. In a majority of cases, students rea&edent Alert levels 1 or 2 and quickly



adjusted their behavior, progressed down the leaeld exited the system. However,
there was a critical mass of students for whomdhstem was not effective.
Approximately fifteen students in the seventh aigghth grades (7.5% of the entire
population of these grades) consistently did ndtartheir day and the systems in place
did not properly support them. The school's geragpigroach did not meet the needs of
these individual students; an approach more talltvghese students' specific needs was
required.

The purpose of this study was to support frequkssroom disruptors by
providing individualized strategies and supportteys in a manner that respected the
pressures and responsibilities already in placésimchers and school administrators.
This study examined how school staff members aadiecutilized a team-based, data
driven approach to identifying problematic studeartd assigning appropriate
interventions. This process took place within ergstvork hours and regularly-
scheduled staff meetings. It was based on the fuedgal principles of PBIS and
Response-to-Intervention (RTI) and ensured thgbgmroterventions were put in place to
support students who needed them most; most imytyrt#his process placed minimal
burden on hard-working classroom teachers and aslnators.

RTI is a common approach to meeting students'eamaddand behavioral needs.
The National Center on Response to Interventioorde=ss the program as one that
“Integrates assessment and intervention within Hiflewel prevention system to
maximize student achievement and to reduce beta\porblems” (2010). The
approach consists of four pillars: multi-level peation systems, universal screening,
progress monitoring, and data-driven decision-n@kin
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Within PBIS and RTI, all students are classifietbithree levels based on their
needs. Most students are considered at the “Ti&VE| of prevention, indicating they
need little or no additional support to meet theosd's behavior expectations. For
example, these students generally behave welhoat@fter normal instruction and
modeling, and therefore need little additional sarppA smaller group of students are
classified into the “Tier 2" level of preventiomdicating they need moderate additional
support. Finally, an even smaller group of studen¢sclassified into a “Tier 3” level of
prevention, indicating they need individualizedgeimse support.

In order for any RTI system to be successful, Wweetelated to academics or
student behavior, it must be built soundly from fitxendation upward (Ripp et al., n.d.).
RTI structures are commonly visualized as a pyraffigure 2) with the Tier 1 level of
prevention at the base and the Tier 2 and Tiev@deon top. Successful RTI systems
also employ robust data systems that include adlesits and provide educators access to
timely information with which to make informed dsians.

lier3,

Tier 2

Tier 1

Figure 2.Response-to-Intervention Structure. Most studer@lassified as Tier 1

students, while only a few are considered Tier 3.



RTI was not new to Arcadia; this approach wasatforefront of academic
planning. Student behavior, on the other hand,naaedy viewed through an RTI lens.
There simply was not enough proactive behavior sudpr Tier 3 students; these
students were frequently kicked out of class amhspritical instructional time in the
office or in another classroom. Tier 3 middle sdstadents, therefore, often struggled
academically, leading to further behavior incideAixadia needed a way to support Tier
3 students in a way that maximized time in clagsalso supported teachers’ ability to
manage their classroom. In this study, | implemeiated studied a “Behavior
Intervention Team” protocol to achieve this objeeti
Behavior Intervention Team

When students consistently failed to make thay, the school’s prescribed
approach often included suspension or severe fqasvileges. However, these
consequences were not favored by school or distdictinistrators, and were thus
sparingly enforced. Teachers and administratotsriedtrated when students routinely
failed to meet behavior expectations. The Behawitarvention Team (BIT) process
provided teachers with a team-based, data-driveshjradividualized structure for
supporting frequent classroom disruptors. The gb#lis process was to meet the needs
of these students without automatically resortmguspension or expulsion from school.
The BIT systematically identified students basegatterns in their classroom behavior.
The team then used ecological data to ascertainskeand resources the child brought
to school each day. The team met to pinpoint @rolbkic behaviors, define desired
behaviors, and institute individualized intervensdor each student. Once these
interventions were enacted, the team measureddffeativeness over time. Effective
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interventions continued for as long as the teanm@ekenecessary; ineffective approaches
were analyzed and redesigned. The entire processlata-driven, reducing knee-jerk
decision-making that was too often based on anatdeidence or emotion.

When considering this new process, it was impotiaebnsider the various
responsibilities and pressures that teachers améhadrators already faced. This study
examined how the new process was made to be systemthout significantly adding to
the burden of classroom teachers. It also obsdrgedteachers and administrators used
ecological data to learn about their students amgtave their own decision-making.
Ultimately, this study showed how an objective addtiven approach to behavior
intervention supported Tier 3 students, reducen thtes of disruptive behavior, and
supported the school’'s fundamental mission of fatiihg quality teaching and learning.
Research Questions

This action research study explored three crigeastions. First, how did the
middle school team use data to develop a positippart system for frequent classroom
disruptors? Second, to what extent did the uskeoBehavior Intervention Team
protocol influence students’ classroom behaviorialy, how did the middle school
team utilize behavior and ecological data to dgvetoonitor, and adjust interventions for

classroom disruptors?
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Student behavior is a complex problem, but mangnestudies have illuminated
relevant ecological factors and documented thenpialevays PBIS systems can mitigate
them. In this chapter, | will first establish theed for this study by examining literature
related to student behavior and poverty. | willrtlietail the approaches urban schools
have taken to handle disruptive students and shatwéactive, zero-tolerance,
punishment-based behavior systems are not effefcintte most problematic students.
Finally, I will justify Arcadia’s use of the Behaoi Intervention Team intervention by
combining self-regulation and ecological theoryhabest practices from PBIS.

Student Behavior and Poverty

Contemporary scholars reject the commonly-heleebamong educators that
children and families in poverty are somehow “da@fecand in need of repair”
(Rogalsky, 2009, p. 199). Poverty is not an ineabégtrap; children and families in
these conditions face varying obstacles on thelr fmaprosperity. Therefore, studies
investigating poverty, including this one, mustdal/treating difference as deficit and
cultural communities as static” (Lee, 2010, p. 653)

Researchers have long sought to link studentsivaehproblems to poverty, but
recent studies suggest that economic poverty aloes not correlate to increased
misbehavior or academic achievement. Ackerman, Bré@&wzard (2004) conducted a
longitudinal study of fifth graders and found tlstidents who grew up in consistent
poverty throughout their educational career wemgoagreater risk of becoming a
behavior problem or performing poorly in schoolrtlay other student. Furr-Holden et
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al. (2008) developed the Neighborhood InventoryEovironmental Typology (NIfETY)
method for quantifying neighborhood risk using nplét sources of data, suggesting that
poverty is a complex concept and cannot be apphie@dneighborhood as an umbrella
label. Other studies show that factors affectingili@s in poverty indirectly lead to lower
motivation and that students facing these condstican be successful with proper
resources, such as favorable family interactionki{@er, Graham, Severtson, Furr-
Holden, & Latimer, 2012). These analyses can likelycorroborated by stories from
many urban schoolteachers, including myself.

Researchers are revealing that misbehavior anceagadtruggles are complex
and possibly related to “contextual adversity atfdmily level” (Ackerman et al., 2004,
p. 375), neighborhood disorder (Chung & Docher@4 2, Salzinger, Rosario, Feldman,
& Ng-Mak, 2010), trauma and a troubled attachméstohy (Baker & Hollaway, 2009),
and other more specific factors. Clearly the caafssecademic struggles and misbehavior
cannot be dismissed as a result of economic pav@ugcessful schools recognize this:
they prioritize instructional and behavior-managaetstrategies that target individual
students and families (Sugai & Horner, 2002). Idiaoin, McKinney, Campbell-
Whately, & Kea (2005) and Gehrke (2005) found tireian teachers most effectively
handle classroom behavior problems in urban schmotseating culturally responsive
classrooms and integrating self-reflection intestaom management, instruction, and
discipline. Based on these analyses, it is impgrdhat schools tasked with educating
urban youth observe, understand, and interverfgeimianced, contextual adversity that

their students sometimes face.
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Inner-city public schools are one location wherelescent identities, particularly
ethnic identities, are constantly formed and refearSmith, 1993 as cited by Lauria &
Miron, 2005). Educators must account for a widegeaaof complex psychological,
sociological, and political forces that dominateitlstudents’ lives and constantly shape
their identity. Urban educators must also accoanthe social forces that hegemonically
structure their students’ lives (Hayes, 2007).tlmeo words, educators must understand
their students’ daily struggle with demands thaythssimilate values, behaviors, and
norms of the dominant society (Goldstein, 2007;rlza& Miron, 2005). Kincheloe
(2007) suggests that modern education policieddatel students with the dominant
culture’s code of behavior and worldview or attertgptwhiten” urban students of color.

This “whitening” of urban students is by no mealvgags malicious or even
intentional. Calarco (2011) found this phenomenoa recent study of help-seeking
behavior. Calarco observed that working-class stisdat various education levels lacked
the same help-seeking mindsets and strategies,areohfo their middle-class peers. As a
result, these students who would obviously bemedist from the help of teachers or
school resources were restricted from their use tla@refore denied a more successful
path to achievement in school and beyond (Cal&@@bl). These types of behaviors and
resources are referred to as “cultural capitalsbgial scientists, who have found that
such cultural signals favored by middle-class tastins — such as the public education
system — are not the same as those required flosion, identity, and support in low-
income communities (Small, Harding, & Lamont, 2010)

Berliner (2006) helpfully sums up the differing rdsets between low-income
families and their more affluent neighbors:
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It takes no great wisdom to realize that familiehwncreasing fortunes
have more dignity and hope, and are thus ablekmlatter care of their
children, than do families in more dire straightbere anxiety and despair
are the more common emotional reactions. (p. 986)
Educators working in the context of poverty must@dcan approach that fits the needs
and interests of their particular students. Dewl®16) suggests that educators must
“discover objects and modes of action, which amnected with present powers” (p.
149); that is, pedagogy should begin with an urtdading of the learner, particularly
what interests and concerns her (Kincheloe, 2007).

Unfortunately, many urban public schools (inclglfrcadia, where this study
took place) lack sufficient resources to make bairal/supports fully individualized.
Despite ample literature suggesting that all sttalaeed these kinds of systems,
individual attention and support is often providedy to students diagnosed with special
needs. Behavior support systems for general edurcatudents remain insufficient.

How Urban Schools Handle Student Behavior

Many urban schools are rife with disruptive classndoehavior. This is due to a
variety of factors, including high class siz&gljools and staffing surve3008), higher
ratios of less effective teachers (Jacob, 2000),adlher systemic issues. On a daily basis
in these schools, a relatively small number of asiviators are tasked with handling a
wide variety of behavioral problems on top of otlemanding responsibilities.

Most schools classify behavior events accordindpéar severity. Behavior events
involving drugs, weapons, or other kinds of violenior example, are generally
immediately referred to a school administrator amoen necessary, involve law
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enforcement officials. Relatively mild classroonsrdiptions such as students calling out,
leaving their seat at inappropriate times, usirsgadipectful language toward other
students or adults, and more, are generally tresgete classroom teacher’s
responsibility until the teacher determines thefluence has been exhausted. Sugai and
Horner (2002) suggest that teachers tend to respomadctive and punishment-based
manners when presented with student misbehavibeiclassroom.

School-wide policies in urban schools are oftenilaity reactive and
punishment-based. Controlling policies such as-f@syance and expulsion are used in
an attempt to send the message that students whotazontrol their behavior will not
be allowed to participate in the school environn{éfarkey, Markey, Quant, Santelli, &
Turnbull, 2002). While these kinds of policies amnetimes successful in the short term,
they unfortunately reinforce antisocial behaviod ampede the school’s ability to
provide opportunities for quality teaching and aradt engagement (Sugai & Horner,
2002). Markey, et al. (2002) blast zero toleranakcpes as “the convenient excuse used
to get rid of disproportionately poor and minomstyidents whose behaviors may be
annoying, but hardly dangerous” (p. 220).

Schools must support all students and teach pedihaviors instead of simply
removing troublemakers from their classrooms thhotlng use of suspensions,
expulsions, or alternative school placements. Sinedate 1990s, when the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) was amendedcodify “positive behavioral
interventions and supports” into school policy, manhools have taken steps to adopt
PBIS strategies into their discipline practicesg&w Horner, 2002). Several recent
studies have shown the promise of PBIS in all sish@articularly their ability to
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decrease problem behavior, help teachers and agtrators deal with challenging
behavior, and thereby achieve more disciplined slshand classrooms focused more on
teaching rather than managing student misbehawarren et al., 2006).

Given the widespread success of PBIS, why is ianamiversal solution for all
schools — and why does student misbehavior contmuehibit effective instruction?
Payne (2008) describes how urban schools, in péaticsuffer from a persistence of
failure — inertia to positive, productive changeumyht about by entrenched attitudes of
futility and pessimism, distrust among staff mensbé&mited and mismanaged resources,
and high rates of turnover in people and policyccgssful implementation of PBIS
efforts requires “a strong bias toward establiststigctures and processes that increase
the capacity of the school,” (Sugai & Horner, 200245) which is hampered by the
pervasion of failure in urban public schools. Tikisot to say that change is impossible;
Payne (2008) suggests that urban school reformoadir with the development of
shared leadership and an “authoritative-supportamgroach to instruction. Alder (2002)
reinforces the importance of the authoritative-suppe approach by showing the
importance of teachers finding an appropriate lzadretween caring for their students
and demanding high behavioral expectations; teachiko successfully achieved this
balance created safe and orderly classroom enventanOne of the principles of PBIS
is that school leaders must organize resourcasjtes, and initiatives in ways that
efficiently produce improvements in both teachet atudent behavior (Sugai & Horner,
2002).

Improvements to structural factors must complensech a change in culture.
Most importantly, schools must adopt practices syglems in which consistent data is
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collected and used to evaluate the effectivenepsagframs and interventions (Warren et
al., 2006). Sugai and Horner (2002) clearly deflreepurpose of effective procedures for
record keeping and decision-making: these procadsireuld allow for regular feedback
to staff about their discipline implementation ef§oand should give school leaders the
ability to examine patterns across students, tioaations, behavior types, consequences,
and staff members. These kinds of effective proeedare difficult to establish in
environments characterized by high teacher andrastrator turnover.

Furthermore, systems for students who are unregspottsthe general school and
classroom systems must be more specialized, commsefe, individualized, and of
higher intensity (Balfanz, Herzog, & Mac Iver, 20@&ugai & Horner, 2002). Such
systems must include a team-based approach togonadnlving, a person-centered
approach to intervention planning, an emphasisidividualized and targeted social
skills and self-management instruction, a link¢baol-wide expectations, and an early
identification and intervention philosophy (SugaH®@rner, 2002). Emphasizing social
skills and self-management instruction is criticalurban students who often do not
receive this instruction at home. Educators, theust understand the various factors that
affect a student’s social skills and particulaHgit ability to self-regulate. Most
importantly, educators must recognize and acceptitervention strategies must not
focus solely on school conditions and processesib@éctors outside the school walls as
well (Bowen & Bowen, 1999; Salzinger, Rosario, fretoh, & Ng-mak, 2008).

Theoretical Framework: Combining Self-Regulation, EEological Theory, and PBIS

An individual's behavior is a result of their ahjlto self-regulate. Thus, the goal

of the Behavior Intervention Team interventionhrststudy was to address those cultural
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and social factors that affect an individual's seljulation and resulting classroom
behavior. In this study, | use the terms “behavamtl “misbehavior” to refer to a
student’s actions in the classroom and the terrf-fegulation” to describe his or her
personal reasons for behaving a certain way.

The Behavior Intervention Team process combinesing research about self-
regulation and ecological theory with the best pcas of PBIS. | will first describe self-
regulation theory and show how students’ behawdinked to their personal and social
surroundings. | will then show the important rotgical educators play in teaching self-
regulation skills and why it is necessary for thienunderstand a student’s ecology. Next,
| will explain the origin and principles of ecolagi theory in order to justify the use of
ecological data in this study. Finally, | will shdww the combination of these theories
with PBIS strategies yields a Behavior Intervenfi@am process that not only supports
individual, general education students but alsovith the existing responsibilities of
classroom teachers.

Self-Regulation and Behavior

There is an important distinction between behaara self-regulation. Carver
and Scheier (1998) as well as Zimmerman (2000)eatigat human behavior is based on
individual goals and that an individual has contreér his or her behavior. This control
appears in the form of feedback loops that pernthat@uman experience: an individual
sets a goal, acts to realize that goal, then ass@g#sether the goal was met and adjusts
his or her behavior appropriately. Martin (2004ports this claim but further argues
that cultural and social factors influence an imdinal’'s goals and, ultimately, their ability
to effectively self-regulate.
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An individual’s ability to regulate, or make corattious choices, is embedded
not only in a complicated web of personal, behatj@nd environmental processes, but
also in an additional, more complex layer of soplanomena (Hadwin & Jarvela,
2011). Hadwin and Oshige (2011) outline three phenptheories of regulation: self-
regulation, coregulation, and socially shared ragoih, and find that in each theory an
individual's choices and their resulting developtnam inextricably linked to social
factors. While these three theories offer differ@mproaches for how an individual
arrives at a decision, their common bond is cliearning and identity, which includes an
individual’s regulation, is socially situated (La&&WNenger, 1991).

Rueda (2011) argues that educators have an inmpoesponsibility to not only
teach content but self-regulation skills as wetlildeénts who are effective self-regulators
can compensate for and overcome many problemsidimg difficult academic and
social environments (Rueda, 2011). Certainly theblems include challenges
associated with low-performing schools and imparexd communities.

The Importance of Critical Educators

Kincheloe (2004) writes that "critical educatorslfthat it is an outrage to
separate environmental factors from efforts to memability or intelligence” (p. 14).
More importantly, critical educators recognize aatlie the perspectives of students.
These educators understand how hard it is for stade attend a school where they are
constantly reminded that they are viewed as ar@ailBaker & Hollaway, 2009;
Kincheloe, 2004). Chung & Docherty (2011) note tihdividuals are most at risk of
depression if they view negative events as perntapersonal, and pervasive and that
this risk tends to accumulate over time, diminigham individual’s motivation and
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response to stress. When situated in a hostile@mient, Kincheloe posits, students
express natural, logical, and self-protecting at&ggression, which teachers often
identify as deliberate misbehavior.

Critical educators study their students in orddvdtier understand and better
teach them. An effective classroom or school-widkdvior plan must demonstrate this
core value. A student who continues to receive alemimonishment, detentions, and
suspensions without perceiving their teacher’'snef@ factors beyond their control is
effectively receiving constant reminders of hisher failure and a dictate to conform to
values of a dominant society that is not their oisffiective behavior systems must
respect and appreciate students’ environmentadr®ancluding culture, and seek to
mitigate misbehavior through alternative measunasmore effectively address those
factors.

Unfortunately, understanding an individual’'s beloaws a result of their context
is an incredibly complicated task for social sasst Lee (2010) concludes that “systems
of physiological, cognitive, and socioemotional dieypyment are symbiotically linked”
(p. 653) meaning that in order to understand aividglal’s context and resulting
behavior, one must account for biological, psycbmal, sociological, and ecological
factors. Sameroff (2010) constructed a framewotk wihich social scientists can study
these four sets of factors in an individual. Ppdl& Cameron (2012) demonstrated the
usefulness of this framework, which | will next diss.

Ecological Learning

The idea of ecological learning can be traced badkonfenbrenner whose
fundamental belief was that individuals are com@gstems whose biological, cognitive,
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emotional, and social elements are intertwined fjBnobrenner, Kessel, Kessen, &
White, 1986). Bronfenbrenner’s seminal theory pded a framework for future models
of ecological development. He found that the ecploighuman development consists of
the interaction within and among four systems, Witan be helpfully reified as a series
of four concentric circles centered on an individarad growing larger for each
subsystem, indicating a larger scope.

First, Bronfenbrenner (1977) defined a microsysssnthe relationship between a
developing individual and their immediate settiNgxt, mesosystems are a collection of
microsystems becoming major settings directly imwg the developing individual.
Third, exosystems are specific social structurasitidirectly influence an individual.
Fourth, macrosystems account for institutionalgrat of culture or subculture
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977).

These four systems offer a formal way of analyzlhmimpact of an individual’s
environment on their development. This model dagshowever, fully realize
Bronfenbrenner’s thesis: the integration of biotadj cognitive, emotional, and social
elements. More contemporary theorists, particul@dyneroff and Lee, have found ways
to connect these four components.

Sameroff’'s (2010) unified theory of development tames theory about an
individual's psychological and biological processeth four small ecological theories to
more fully explain how a person’s development latesl to factors in their environment.
He first presents the biopsychosocial model, thisbrized by Engel (1977), as a series of

overlapping circles (see Figure 3), showing theb@prehensive analysis of an
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individual requires an understanding of biologigalychological and sociological

influences.

Geopolitical

Psychology
Intelligence
Mental Health
Social Competence
Communication

Biology
Neurophysiology
Neuroendocrinology
Proteomics
Epigenomics

Proteomics ~

Figure 3.Biopsychosocial ecological system. This is Sanfer@010, p. 18) conception

of ecological factors that affect human behavior.

Sameroff then combines the biopsychosocial ecodbgigstem with four smaller
ecological models, which he calls: 1) personal geamodel; 2) contextual model; 3)
regulation model; and 4) representational model.

The personal change model, based on the work geP&nd Freud, shows that
humans develop at four fundamental developmentaldeinfancy, childhood,
adolescence, and adulthood. At each level an iddalidemonstrates certain cognitive
skills or traits.

The contextual model is derived directly from therkvof Bronfenbrenner (1977)
and shows that behavior and development are ekl linked to an individual's social

context. A child's behavior and development, treesfare a result of immediate social
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interactions, including parents, family, schoold dheir peers, as well as more global
interactions with their community and geopolitics.

The regulation model takes Bronfenbrenner’s woskep further by arguing that
individuals’ ability to self-regulate develops guedly over time. Infants, for example,
have very little ability to make choices for theines; they are almost completely
regulated by outside factors. A fully mature indival more closely enjoys the ability to
self-regulate, although this ability is still someat affected by outside factors.

Finally, the representational model abstractly espnts how individuals view
their sense of place. Murrell (2007) found thatcessful academic attainment for
students of color requires that they develop anesef themselves in cultural, social,
and historical context as well as in local conteXtserefore, this function is critical, as an
individual's identity certainly affects how theyenpret experiences or interact with their
social surroundings.

This unified theory (Figure 4) answers Bronfenbexs1(1977) call for research
to “provide interconnections between systems preshpisolated from each other” (p.
528). It also supports Lee’s (2008) more recenenlaion that understanding human
adaptation to social, political, economic, and dgital ecologies “is the science we want

and need to understand” (p. 273).
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Infancy Childhood Adolescence Adulthood

Figure 4.Sameroff's Unified Theory of Development (201018)

Armed with this unified theory of development, n@v have a framework with
which we can better study an individual’s ecolobd®velopment. The next logical
theory for researcher-practitioners, then, addeegsconcern of what to do with this
information once it is obtained. Lee (2010) fouhdtthuman “adaptation is an outgrowth
of interactions between risk and protective factbeg are rooted in our biology, our
physical environments, and our cultural practidgs™s49). If we understand all of the
risks posed by an individual's ecology, using Saffer framework, we can provide
protective factors to address them and thus engeyseoductive adaptation. Adaptation,
according to Lee (2010), is the result of a balaetationship between risks and
resources, as illustrated in Figure 5. As resoubeggn to effectively outweigh an

individual’s risks, he or she is more likely to ptito overcome those risks.

RISKS RESOURCES

AN

Figure 5.Relationship of Risks and Resources. This fighms how an individual's

adaptation is the result of a balance between &skisresources.
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Synthesizing Self-Regulation, Ecological Theory, ahPBIS

Urban schools must meet the call to understandshedents’ ecological factors
and establish behavior support systems that effdgtieach self-regulation skills critical
to students’ development. Given the limited resesraf time and personnel, these
schools must prioritize targeted students andvetgrons.

Arcadia Elementary, where this study took placeduse Response-to-
Intervention framework to effectively prioritize @provide supports for students. The
school’'sMake Your Dayrogram and its associated consequences provitkxtieé
behavioral support for Tier 1 and Tier 2 studeH@wever, there was not enough
effective support for students who continued taggte, as they were often removed
from the school through suspension, expulsion]terrative school placement.

The Behavior Intervention Team process used instioidy combined the essential
aspects of self-regulation theory, ecological tgeand the tenets of PBIS. The protocol
called for a member of the team to interview andligistudents identified as frequent
classroom disruptors in order to ascertain ecoddactors that inhibited their ability to
self-regulate. A team of teachers then developegle@mented, and continually
monitored relevant, culturally-responsive classraotarventions designed to meet each
student’s individual needs. The process was dedigmensure that self-regulation skills

were effectively and responsibly taught to studerite needed them the most.
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD

This study addressed the complex issue of studsdravior using a school-
embedded Behavior Intervention Team process. tndmapter | will outline the
timeframe for this study, then explain the dataruraents that were used. | will then
detail the procedures for the intervention, datiecbon, and data analysis.

Timeframe

This study consisted of three phases of implentienmtaPhase 1 occurred
throughout the 2013-14 school year as an electetimbase was introduced, tested, and
tailored to fit the Arcadia Elementaryfake Your DayMYD) program.

Phase 2 took place in May and June 2014 to intednd pilot new data
collection instruments in order to ensure full effeeness for the formal data collection
phase. Final adjustments to the data collectiomungents took place over the summer
prior to the beginning of the 2014-15 school year.

Phase 3, formal data collection, began when safesoimed in July 2014 with
staff surveys and MYD training. Recruitment of sntparticipants occurred starting in
late August 2014, after one month of school hadg@dsThe intervention took place over
the course of ten weeks beginning in Septembeal Hata collection occurred in
November and December 2014.

Participants

There are two points of focus for this action reslkeatudy: the junior high
teachers and their students. This study focusedgpily on Arcadia Elementary School’'s
six upper-grade teachers (referred to as junidn,lggades 7-8) and two administrators.
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These individuals were recruited based on theiitipos within the school and their
participation was embedded within their normal jesponsibilities. These individuals
were introduced to the intervention and data cod@dnstruments during the pilot phase
and again at the beginning of the formal data cotée@ phase.

Three students were selected toward the beginditigedormal study. These
students were selected using the following critd¥iest, they demonstrated a pattern of
disruptive behavior over the course of the firstthoof school. Second, they showed
consistently higher-than-normal rates of classralsruption and little or no
improvement after participating in the Arcadia’®i2 interventions.

Arcadia’s principal and assistant principal readiparticipants for the study
during their normal course of disciplinary actidimey arranged meetings with parents
and the students’ teachers and asked parentsvmerconsent for their child’s
participation in the study. Students were not reguito join the study; participation was
presented as an alternative to the regularly-piteseticonsequences for repeated
classroom disruption.

Instruments

Data Collection Inventory

The following inventory details how data was colésl during this investigation.
Table 1 lists the instrument, its timeline or platéhe sequence of the study, the type of
data (quantitative or qualitative) and the persesponsible for collecting the data. The

next several sections explain each instrumentrihéun detail.
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Table 1.

Data Collection Inventory

Timeline Instrument Type of Data Collected by
Phase 1 Pinpoint Behavior Qualitative and Classroom teachers
Tracker entries (for Quantitative
all 7" and & grade
students)
Phase 2 and end of Risks and Qualitative and Researcher
study Resources Survey Quantitative

Phases 2 and 3

Phases 2 and 3

Phases 2 and 3

Phases 2 and 3

Phases 2 and 3

Phases 2 and 3

End of study

Pinpoint Behavior Quantitative
Tracker entries (for
pilot participants)

Behavior Qualitative
Intervention Plan

Field notes Qualitative

Researcher self- Qualitative
reflective journal

Demographic and Quantitative
academic data (for
study participants)

Student interviewsQualitative

Staff interviews Qualitative

Classroom teachers

Researcher and
behavior team
participants

Researcher

Researcher

Researcher

Researcher

Researcher

Description of Data Collection Instruments

Pinpoint Behavior Tracker entries. The Pinpoint Behavior Tracker (the Tracker)

was a program that was connected to Arcadia Elaeamg®ichool’s intranet database.

Using this tool, teachers recorded behavior infoast, assigned consequences,

documented parent contact, and kept track of dassiinterventions. At the end of each
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class period, classroom teachers recorded andorated misbehavior according to four
predefined labels: interference with one’s ownnéag, the learning of others, the safety
of others, or the well-being of others. Teachexd atministrators used the database tools
within the Tracker to total the number of certaipds of behaviors, the number of
infractions that occurred in a certain time perith@, dates and time of infractions, and
other patterns. | collected these data throughibphases of the study and used them to
inform the selection and recruitment of particigaas well as to ascertain the effect of
the BIT process on participants’ classroom behavibe team used teachers’ comments
to identify the nature of student participants’sslsoom disruption and guide the process
of selecting an appropriate intervention for edcigent.

Teachers also used the Tracker to record eachbrdtagoints earned as part of
theMake Your Dayrogram. At the end of the day the database adtcatig tabulated
students’ accumulated points and determined if thegde their day” by earning at least
90% of the points possible for that day. Pareet@ghers, and office staff were notified if
a student did not make their day.

Staff surveys. | administered the Risks and Resources survey shedf
participants at the beginning of Phase 3 and aagjaime end of the intervention, in late
November. | developed the survey based on LeesQR€onstructs of risks versus
resources as the basis of a student’s ecologivalal@nent. The survey asked
participants to complete the survey while consitgonly students they believe to be the
most frequent classroom disruptors. The completgument can be found in Appendix

A.
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The survey was comprised of three constructs.édrfldentification” construct,
participants were asked to describe students wéphbrceive to be the most frequent
classroom disruptors. The “Risks” construct, cairggsof eight Likert-scale questions,
assessed teachers’ awareness of their studeks,’ ingluding environmental and
psychological factors. There was also an open-eitdedwhich asked “What risks or
challenges do these students face in school astleutf school that other students do
not?” Two questions within the “Resources” constiassessed respondents’ opinions
about the level of support that Arcadia Elemenfgyrides frequent classroom
disruptors. The next nine questions listed theifipencentives and consequences that
the school offered students and asked staff mentbeete whether these interventions
were effective, somewhat effective, or not effeetior these students. There were also
three open-ended items asking about further ressuhe school was able to provide
students.

Demographic and academic data. Archival data, including student achievement
data and grades, were gathered for each participhase data were used as ecological
data points and helped guide the BIT’s decisionintakrocess.

Student interviews. | interviewed student participants using an adaptatf the
PBIS protocol. The semi-structured interview taegestudents’ strengths and areas of
need both at school and away from school. | alkedstudents to explore the causes and
consequences of problematic behaviors to determimeh environmental or social
factors triggered the problematic behavior. The glete protocol can be found in

Appendix B.
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Behavior Intervention Plan. As the BIT met about individual students over the
course of Phases 2 and 3, information gatheredlacidions made by the team were
recorded in the Behavior Intervention Plan (App&r@). This protocol was completed
by the BIT at each meeting. The team first docueetérgeted behaviors and supporting
data. They then decided on and recorded accomnoodaind interventions for the
student along with a data collection method, amg:trame.

Researcher field notes. As a researcher-practitioner in this investigatiotept a
set of field notes for Phase 2 and Phase 3 ohthestigation. | wrote these notes after
each Behavior Team meeting as well as when relemeaigients occurred at the school. |
formatted my field notes using two columns: | ufeglleft column to record specific
notes, paraphrases, or quotes from each meetirlg uding the right column to
document my own interpretation and analysis of tbeand further questions to explore.

Researcher self-reflective journal. As both the researcher and a participant in this
study, | recognized that my understanding abostrégearch would likely change as |
engaged in this work. Therefore, | documented noywyrg and changing understanding
of my role as researcher and any decisions | nfakeigh a self-reflective journaling
process as laid out by Ortlipp (2008). This jouim@glprocess took place at least once
during each Behavior Team cycle. | wrote my jourakies in an electronic document
and compiled them for further analysis.

Staff interviews. At the conclusion of the study | interviewed staimber
participants using a semi-structured interview @cot which | aligned to Lee’s (2010)
risks and resources constructs. My interview qoastsought to explore staff members’
understanding of students’ risks and their assessai¢he school’s resources and ability
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to mitigate those risks. | recorded and transcribege interviews for further analysis.
The complete staff interview protocol can be foasdAppendix D.
Procedure

Phase 1: Database Development, Introduction, and Tlaring to MYD

Beginning in the 2011-2012 school year, | develope@lectronic database to
assist school administrators and classroom teagheiecumenting and analyzing
disruptive classroom behavior. The Tracker firsigisted of shared spreadsheets but
then evolved into a sophisticated intranet databiasd by all of the school’s
administrators and junior high teachers. | devaiioped tested the database at the school
district’s junior high school until June 2013, what school was closed and the district
was reorganized.

| redeployed the software, that was previously usdy in grades seven and
eight, to three of the district’'s elementary scoshich then served kindergarten through
eighth grades (Bartanen, 2013). At Arcadia Elenrgriighool, Pinpoint became fully-
integrated into the implementation ke Your Dayand other classroom procedures.
The school’s seventh and eighth grade teacherseceuol to use it extensively. Over the
course of the school year, | updated the dataluease to better align with the school-
specific components dflake Your Dayand the needs of classroom teachers. The Tracker
underwent several revisions in order to better meoodate classroom and school
procedures.

Phase 2: Pilot of BIT Process and Data Collectiomktruments

A pilot of the BIT protocol began in May 2014. kidtified one eighth grader who
demonstrated consistent patterns of classroompdisruduring the second half of the
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school year. This pilot participant graduated duAicadia Elementary at the end of the
year and was not part of the formal data collectimtess.

| gathered ecological data about the student uk@gtudent interview protocol,
demographic and academic data available througbhdheol office, and classroom
behavior data from the Tracker. | then presenteddéata to the BIT who then facilitated
the selection of an appropriate intervention fa student. Next, | further developed the
Tracker to make sure the teachers were able t@gafipropriate data and assess the
effect of the intervention. The junior high teach#ren implemented the intervention
with the student and gathered data using the ndexgloped tool. After approximately
two weeks the team reconvened to ascertain thete#aess of the intervention and data
collection tool. The BIT used the pre-developed tingeprotocol to facilitate both
meetings.

The pilot process illuminated necessary improvesiantl enhancements to the
tracking system and data collection instrumentsadie these updates during the summer
months to ensure they were ready for the formal dallection process.

Phase 3: Formal Data Collection

Formal data collection began when school startéatenJuly 2014. During one of
the in-service days prior to the start of schoaedified trainer fronMake Your Day
retrained the entire staff in how to use the protat their classrooms and around the
school campus. At this point, | introduced the BinpTracker to the seventh and eighth
grade staff members and also spent the first sekeef the year monitoring and
supporting their fidelity to behavior data trackihgnade sure to deliver this training
during normal staff professional development wité help of the school’s
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administratorsMake Your Das original creator visited the school early in Aisgjto
assess the junior high’s fidelity to the prograecammend structural changes to improve
its implementation, and also to provide furtheimirgg to the junior high teachers.
Teachers and administrators logged documentatistudents’ behavior in the
Tracker throughout the school year. Arcadia’s ppgakand assistant principal, with
support from me, ensured that the junior high teexfollowed thévlake Your Day
procedures. Students, by default, earned ten pfantaeeting all of the expectations of
the class period. At the end of class, teachesttearoster of students in that period.
Students reported the number of points they eaimédof ten) and the reason why they
earned that number of points. Teachers and othdests discussed disagreements about
points and the final points were then logged ih® Tracker. If a student received less
than eight points, the Tracker immediately diredteslteacher to classify the student’s
behavior and document anecdotal data about whatelnaol during class. Figure 1
contains a screenshot of this entry form and thexfice that appeared when a student
earned seven points or less. The database sawsh&tupoints and teachers’ notes about
their behavior. These data were then accessiledghrschool or class reports as well as

individual student profile pages.
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Figure 6.Teacher Entry Screen on the Pinpoint Tracker. $tisenshot shows the

points entry and comments interface teachers ust@ &nd of each class period to

record behavior data.

| introduced the BIT process to the staff membeirsng) regularly-scheduled

team meetings at the end of August, five weekstimaschool year. We identified a

student, Victor (a pseudonym), at that time basethe behavior data in the Tracker and

the administrators recruited him into the studythst time, | conducted an interview

with Victor and gathered his academic and demogdcagdta to present to the team. At

the next team meeting | walked through the protedth all of the junior high teachers

and we produced the first Behavior InterventiomPla
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Identification of additional possible student papiants took place beginning in
week eight of the school year. Staff members usedPinpoint Tracker to determine
students who were displaying a pattern of misbairagenerally indicated by
consistently not making their day. They also coasd students who were choosing Step
4 and removing themselves from the classroom ddestaptive behavior. Student
participants were recruited by the school’s priatgnd assistant principal throughout
the course of normal disciplinary procedures. Bgdition in this study was presented as
an alternative to normally-prescribed consequentdésw identified students declined to
take part in the formal study, but by late Septentibe team successfully recruited two
additional students: Antonio and Christopher.

Once we identified each student, | collected demolgic and academic
achievement data from their cumulative files. balgerviewed each student using the
student interview protocol (Appendix B). Finallyu$ed Tracker data to assemble a
behavior profile of each student. | presented tliesa to the Behavior Team, consisting
of each student’s teachers, an administrator, gratent, in some cases. The team
analyzed this data and selected an individualieédfsinterventions for each student
along with a behavior goal. This behavior goal added the problematic behavior,
prescribed a method for collecting data about thedent’s behavior, and provided a
timeline by which the intervention would be assddse its effectiveness. All of this
information was documented using the BIT meetirgquol. The team met with each
student to present their intervention and goalo8thdministrators set the expectation

that each student and teacher follow the intereardéind data collection process.
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After the prescribed time period had passed, tiierBtonvened to assess the
success of the intervention and suggest modifigatio the student’s individual behavior
plan as necessary. This process repeated throutffeotgn week implementation period
for each student.

By early October, halfway through this phase ofgshely and one quarter of the
way through the school year, the team of juniohhi@achers had taken full responsibility
for the Behavior Intervention Team process, somesintilizing the protocol without my
knowledge. However, the team also expressed comlcatithe school’s approach to Tier
2 students was not adequate and they offered tgrdasd pilot two different systems
using some of the principles of the BIT processsdisted in this process and monitored
the development of these programs for the nextrabweeeks as they were introduced to
students and implemented. The system they dewisdldd the “Marketplace,” is further
explained in chapter four.

At the conclusion of phase three, in late Decemlaterviewed staff members
using the semi-structured interview protocol (Apgi&rD). | also gathered students’
classroom behavior data from the Pinpoint Tracker@mpiled my own field notes in
preparation for data analysis.

Data Analysis

This study utilized a mixed methods design whatttording to Johnson and
Onwuegbuzie (2004), allows the researcher to desgindy that most effectively
answers their research questions by utilizing #st features of both qualitative and
guantitative research. | gathered multiple qualieand quantitative data and used them
to triangulate analyses of the research questions.
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| analyzed these data at different times durimgitivestigation. The data analysis
timeline is illustrated in Table 2.
Table 2.

Data Analysis Timeline

Phase of Study Data Analyzed

Throughout study Student behavior data from Pirtpoin
Tracker

During Phases 2 and 3 Data generated by the recursive Behavior

Team process:

e Student Interview Protocol

» Student participants’ demographic
and academic data

e Behavior Intervention Plan

e Field notes

» Self-reflective journal

End of study Risks and Resources Survey, staff
interviews

First, | analyzed student behavior data from Pinpon a weekly basis
throughout all phases of this investigation, inesrtb monitor teacher fidelity and
consistency. | used this analysis to ensure teacbeirect use of the tool and worked
with individuals as the need arose.

While the BIT process occurred during the secamdithird phases of this project,
participants, including myself, engaged in ongangd recursive data analysis. This
process is illustrated in Figure 7. | collected andlyzed student behavior data from
Pinpoint along with demographic and academic daia the school’s student
information system in order to identify trends gadsible participants. | then used the
Student Interview Protocol to collect ecologicaladabout each participant and presented

it to the BIT. That group analyzed all collectedadand developed an individualized
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behavior plan. Finally, | documented my observeatiand made interpretations about the
process in my field notes and reflected on my chrpgerceptions in my journal. The
process then repeated, beginning with the colleaimd analysis of student behavior data

under the intervention put in place.

Collection and
analysis of
student behavior,
academic, and
demographic
data

\ 4

Researcher field
notes and self-
reflective journal

2 3 ¥

Analysis and .
4 Ecological data
development of a .
. collection and
behavior plan

using all data analysis

Identification of
student patterns

Figure 7. Recursive data collection and analysis procdss. figure shows how data was

collected and analyzed throughout phases two aeeé tif this investigation.

Finally, after the data collection period had daded, | analyzed the Risks and
Resources survey results first administered td stambers prior to Phase 2 and again at
the end of the study. | also collected and analylad from the Staff Interview Protocol.

Quantitative Data Analysis Processes

At weekly intervals throughout the study | analyzatudent behavior data
collected from the Pinpoint Tracker. | aggregateginumber of successful days (days in
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which the student earned at least 90% of the ppiogsible) each target student achieved
that week as well as the number of times each studel a behavior documented in each
of the four categories. | closely monitored the bemof points earned along with more
specific quantitative data depending on the Belraam'’s identified intervention.

At the end of the study, | analyzed quantitativeadand searched for changes in
behavior patterns over time. | treated studeni@pants as individual cases. | counted
the number of documented behaviors for each pmeel@ibehavior category (Interfering
with one’s own learning, interfering with the learg of others, interfering with the
safety of others, and interfering with the well+impbf others), every week prior to and
during the intervention. This allowed me to compheeincidence of certain types of
behaviors over the course of the interventionsé aalculated the mean number of days
each week in which the student received more tl0df 6f the possible points, indicating
a successful day.

| tabulated quantitative data from the Risks aeddrirces survey (collected from
the school’s teachers and administrators) at thelasion of the study. | compared the
frequency of respondents’ agreement with eachratateat the beginning and end of
Phase 3.

Qualitative Data Analysis Processes

| utilized two approaches when analyzing the dqatilie data gathered during this
investigation. First, | analyzed qualitative dagtated to students, from the Student
Interview Protocol and comments about behavior titgolto the Tracker, using a case
study approach. | provided a detailed descriptiosagh student individually and then
analyzed the data for themes (Creswell, 2009).€5iinis analysis was a critical
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component of the intervention being studied, itagrad simple enough so as not to
significantly add to the responsibilities of thasdroom teachers.

| analyzed data from the remaining qualitativerimments using inductive
coding and a grounded theory approach. Thoughlyzed different data sets at different
times throughout the study, | consistently useddliewing four step process, outlined
by Plano Clark & Creswell (2010). First, | prepatkd data, which involved transcribing
staff interview data and self-reflection journatrégs, compiling responses to open-ended
survey questions, then organizing and inventorfdebavior Intervention Plans, field
notes, and journal entries.

Second, | read through all of the collected datétipie times to make sense of
the entire collection. | then divided the data iségments based on the main ideas that
emerged. Each of these segments received a codeeainead the collection, coding
specific data. Next, | analyzed my codes and coetbthose that were redundant,
ultimately narrowing the total number of codes udemconclude this process | then
grouped codes (and their corresponding data) iféavacentral themes.

Third, | developed a description of each themegdhey were identified, and
used the data to explain my findings. | utilizededi@om various sources to draw general
conclusions about what | had learned about eachahe

Finally, | validated my qualitative findings usiagnember checking procedure. |
asked two of my staff participants to read my asialand provide feedback on whether

my analysis was fair and representative of whapbapd over the course of the study.
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Validating My Analysis by Triangulating Data

| utilized a concurrent triangulation mixed methaghgroach in order to draw
conclusions from the data. In this approach, lex#d both qualitative and quantitative
data concurrently and then compared them to fimyegent or divergent themes related
to the research questions (Creswell, 2009). Famela | compared quantitative from
the Risks and Resources survey with qualitativa ttaim the Behavior Team protocol
and the researcher field notes in order to detexow staff members’ perceptions of
students changed due to the use of ecological data.

| further strengthened the validity of my studydstailing my personal shifts
documented in my self-reflective journal. Ortli#008) suggests that keeping and using
these journals makes the entire research processuding the often-overlooked yet
constantly changing role of the participant researe- more transparent.

This study yielded an extensive amount of data feowide variety of data
sources. The methodical collection and analystbede data ensured that | could

meaningfully answer my research questions.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

This study took place in three phases over theseoof eight months. | collected
both qualitative and quantitative data throughbig time. These data are detailed in this
chapter. They provide a sufficient basis for mylings and inform the study’s
implications and next steps, which | will explamthe final chapter.

Table 3 shows the amount of data that was colleficten each instrument. It
provides a brief description of the instrument, tyyee of data collected, and the number
of data points collected. The next several sectiatislescribe these data in more detail.
Table 3.

Description of Collected Data

Instrument Type of Data Collected
Data

Pinpoint Behavior Tracker Qualitative  Approximately 7500 entries

entries (for all " and &' grade and

students) Quantitative

Risks and Resources Survey Qualitativel4 total surveys, 7 pre-surveys and 7
and post-surveys
Quantitative

Pinpoint Behavior Tracker Quantitative 44 pages, approximately 200 entries

entries (for student participants)

Behavior Intervention Plan Qualitative 3 plans, each with multiple updates (7

total)
Field notes Qualitative 14 entries, 12 pages total
Researcher self-reflective Qualitative 5 entries, 3 pages total

journal

Demographic and academic  Quantitative 3 sets of demographic and academic
data (for student participants) data

44



Student interviews Qualitative 3 student interviews, 6 pages total

Staff interviews Qualitative 7 staff interviews, 148 minutes total,
50 pages transcribed

Risks and Resources Survey

| sent the Risks and Resources survey electrdyiabll of the staff participants
of my study. | sent a pre-study survey to the pgudints in August, at the beginning of
the school year, and sent a post-study survey aeeer, as the data collection period
was ending. Seven staff participants completed th@tpre-study survey and the post-
study survey.

The first section of the survey assessed partitgpanderstanding and attitudes
of the risks that students bring to school. Theigipants were asked to rate their level of
agreement with eight statements, with a rating ioidicating strong disagreement and a
rating of 4 indicating strong agreement. Tablespldys the number of respondents who
either agreed or strongly agreed with each statear@hthe difference between these
totals in the pre-study survey and the post-stunlyey.

Table 4.

Risks and Resources Survey: Agreement within tiskSRConstruct

“Risks” Statement Pre Post  Difference
These students' behavior in school is affectedthgtions 7 7 0
outside of school.

These students generally lack maturity comparedto 5 5 0
students who do not misbehave.

These students learn poor behavior from their fiesil 3 4 +1

These students learn poor behavior from society. 5 5 0
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These students deliberately choose to misbehave. 4 4 0

These students believe they are capable of sucupedi 2 2 0
school.

These students are capable of succeeding in school. 7 7 0
These students are treated fairly at school. 6 6 0

Respondents’ agreement with these “risks” statésnggnerally did not change
over the course of this study. The pre-study resuggest that there was already a belief
among the junior high teachers that students’ bieh& affected by factors beyond the
school walls. These beliefs align with the embedtiedries within Sameroff's (2010)
unified theory, because these teachers’ responggest their agreement that
biopsychosocial, developmental, and ecologicabiacall play a part in a child’s school
experience. Interestingly, the teachers unanimaagitged that these students are capable
of succeeding in school but only two in each sumesponded that disruptive students
themselves believe they are capable. This sugtieststudents’ struggles with behavior
in school may be tied to their self-perception atehtity development, and aligns with
Murrell’s (2007) representational theory, discusisechapter two. Furthermore, the
teachers believed that classroom disruptors weeddd fairly at school, suggesting that
school-related factors are secondary to out-of-acfa@tors when it comes to influencing
these students’ behavior.

Within the “Risks” construct, the survey askedtiggrants to list the risks or
challenges that frequent classroom disruptors ttaaieother students do not. Table 5

displays their responses. | consolidated similspoases from each list.
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Staff members’ responses to this question were siemjar on each iteration of

the survey. They pointed to the effects of povargluding turbulent home lives, a

history of academic inconsistency and failure, amsbtional immaturity and insecurity.

The post-survey responses were often more spaciiqpersonal, suggesting that

teachers had more specific knowledge of the fa@fiexting their students. In fact,

teachers’ responses to this question on the poggygwere longer than on the pre-

survey, and some responses contained referenpesticular students. Both sets of

responses, taken together, suggest that teach&segsed a strong awareness of the risks

of their students prior to the study and that #visreness became more personal over the

course of the study period.

Table 5.

Risks or Challenges Faced

Pre-Survey Responses

Post-Survey Responses

- Poverty

- Lack of positive role models in
their lives.

- Lack of consistency and structure
in a home life characterized by
fighting, drugs, alcohol, lack of
food, and poor living conditions

- Being labeled as a “bad kid” and
developing a ‘reputation’ at school
which can lead to school staff
treating them differently

- Unsure of what they will need to
be successful in high school and
after

- Inability to think about
consequences (good or bad) prior
to acting

- Emotional issues

- No one home when they get home
from school, so they are being
raised by other family members

- Being bullied

- Homeless

- Financial problems

- Lack of positive influence from
family, friends, and society

- Not a strong foundation or follow
through at home

- Lack of boundaries, discipline, and
feedback appropriate to their needs
at home

- Not receiving enough food, sleep,
or other necessary things at home
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- Falling behind and/or failing - Lack of appropriate social cues

academic classes from adults and peers

- Not confident in themselves when - Students don’t see the effects of
it comes to schoolwork what they are doing on the

- Prone to get into arguments with learning environment

peers and teachers

- Some have to take care of younger
siblings and have no time to focus
on homework or projects.

Next, the survey asked participants to considerdseurces that school offers
and how well they support the needs of frequergsttaom disruptors. Table 6 shows the
mean ratings for each of these statements. | iedukle final statement, “The Behavior
Intervention Team process meets or would meet éeesof these students,” only on the
post-study survey because that process did nonteeopart of the school’s program
until this study was fully initiated.

These data show changes in respondents’ attitosesd the school’s resources
that align with the literature and theoretical feamork that guided this study. Punitive,
one-size-fits-all consequences, such as lunch tetesn after-school detentions,
suspensions, and alternative school placementscaived decreased support over the
course of the study. Placement in an alternatitiealc the most severe of these
consequences, saw the largest decrease; whergastsiop this consequence was
unanimous prior to the study, three staff memhsigcated disagreement with the
statement at the end. Furthermore, there wereréspondents who indicated that they
“strongly agree” with alternative school placemernthe pre-survey, while none
indicated that level of agreement in the post-sur¥@ough this tool makes it difficult to
know precisely how respondents felt about eachexunesnce, this difference suggests a

noteworthy shift in respondents’ attitudes towdren.
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Table 6.

Risks and Resources Survey: Agreement within teed&ces” Construct

“Resources” Statement Pre-Study Post-Study  [2iffee

TheMake Your Dayprogram, as it is 3 3 0
currently implemented, meets the needs
of these students.

Lunch detentions meet or would meet th& 2 -1
needs of these students.

Meeting with an adult to discuss proper 6 7 +1
behavior is or would be effective for these

students.

Meeting with parents to discuss behaviob 7 +1

is or would be effective for these students.

After school detentions meet or would 5 3 -2
meet the needs of these students.

Suspensions for misbehavior meetor 4 3 -1
would meet the needs of these students.

Placement in an alternative school meets 4 -3
or would meet the needs of these students.

After-school tutoring and clubs meet or 7 6 -1
would meet the needs of these students.

After-school sports programs meetor 7 7 0
would meet the needs of these students.

Our school is doing everything in its 5 2 -3
power to meet the needs of students who
are frequent classroom disruptors.
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The Behavior Intervention Team process 7 -
meets or would meet the needs of these
students.

Consequences that align with the philosophy oBélkavior Intervention Team
process showed strong and increasing support beerdurse of the study. Teachers
indicated agreement with the strategies of meatiitig adults at the school, working with
parents, and providing opportunities for after-sstadubs and sports. The respondents
indicated unanimous agreement that the Behavierdahtion Team meets the needs of
frequent classroom disruptors.

Two final data, related to the school’s abilityni@et the needs of frequent
classroom disruptors effectively, are importanpdint out. Support foMake Your Day
was low and did not show any change over the cafree study. In addition, five
respondents felt that the school was doing evargthi its power to meet the needs of
these students prior to the study, but only twotfedt way after the study had ended.
This change suggests an increased awarenessrekstheces that the school either does
not employ or does not utilize well.

To explore this change further, the survey nekedsespondents to consider
what resources the school has in place that arerutiized and therefore not effectively
meeting the needs of frequent classroom disrupi@isle 7 displays the responses, both
prior to and after this study.

Staff members noted that after-school programs wetd®eing utilized well
enough to meet the needs of frequent classroompd@ss; this belief did not appear to

change over the course of the study. However, ifferehce in the remaining responses
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indicate a shift in the staff's perception of tlebsol’s use of its resources: whereas they
felt that support staff, parent resources, and conity service resources were
underutilized prior to the study, there was nogation of those resources in the post-
survey responses. Instead, these responses weeedirexntly related to the perceived
needs of the disruptive students.

Table 7.

Underutilized Resources

Pre-Survey Responses Post-Survey Responses
- After school programs, including - After school programs, including
tutoring and student council tutoring, after school clubs, sports
- Psychologist or counselor - Alternate locations for students
- Parent resources who need a break
- Community service opportunities - Places to socialize with each other

in an appropriate manner

Participants were also asked if there were anyuress that the school does not
have that should be added to the program to supeoent classroom disruptors. |
recorded these responses in Table 8.

Prior to the study, staff members struggled toresponses. One staff member
wrote that she still felt new to the school andndithave a good grasp on what resources
the school was missing. However, there were a tndkiof suggestions after the study,
and these suggestions were very specific and palcsbime wealth of responses to this
guestion on the post-survey explains why staff mensitbelief that the school was doing
everything in its power to support frequent clasanalisruptors diminished over the

course of the study.
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Table 8.

Absent Resources

Pre-Survey Responses Post-Survey Responses
- Contact with parents - Positivity
- Having every student be a part of - Parent support, including
an after-school club, sport, or homework support and shared
program goal-setting
- Morning detentions - Alternative clubs for students not

interested in sports

- A shared attitude by all staff
members that these are all our kids

- Advisory period, including weekly
grade checks

- Longer recess and lunch period

- Ability for frequent disruptors to
shadow or be mentored by another
student

The final question of the survey presented a \tigrie the respondents, asking
them to indicate how they would respond to a freqeéassroom disruptor in their
classroom. These responses were written in nagerédivn, so | used an inductive coding
and grounded theory approach. Five themes emergedthe pre-study survey
responses, and three emerged from the post-studgystesponses. The themes are listed

in Table 9 and then further described in the follaysubsections.
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Table 9.

Vignette Themes

Pre-Survey Themes Post-Survey Themes
- Get outside help - Talk with the student
- Assemble a behavior contract - Implement a Behavior Intervention
- Involve parents Plan
- Place student in alternative school - Utilize Make Your Dayrotocol
setting

- Talk with the student

Pre-Survey Themes

| extracted the following themes from participanmesponses to the vignette on
the pre-survey. | will summarize them here andhieirtanalyze them at the end of this
chapter.

Get outside help. Two respondents indicated that they would reaclimtlie
school’s Child Study Team, the school psychologist,school counselor, or previous
teachers. Child Study Team is a school processhidiies teachers ideas for classroom
interventions they can use to improve a studem@slamic outcomes, and also collects
data to determine of a child is eligible to recespecial education services. The
respondents indicated that the purpose of reachihtp these individuals would be to
get ideas to try in their classroom.

Assemble a behavior contract. Five respondents discussed some form of a formal
contract for students where they would be expeictexkhibit certain behaviors. Three
respondents discussed providing an incentive tatestts who met the stipulations of the
contract. One respondent discussed specific intéives that would support the behavior

contract goals.
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I nvolve parents. One respondent mentioned working with a studergtieims to
improve school-to-home communication. This partaicipsuggested sending home a
daily report of the student’s behavior, activitiesd homework so that there would be
structure for when the student is at home.

Place student in alternative school setting. Two respondents discussed the option
of placing a student in an alternative school sgttArcadia Elementary possessed a few
reserved spots at a neighborhood alternative sahloich concentrated on improving
students’ behavior through a highly structuredisgtfThe two responses indicated that
continually-problematic students should be placethis school with the hope of getting
the student “back on task.”

Talk with the student. Five respondents discussed talking with studentsitahe
classroom issues. The purpose of talking with thdents differed between the
respondents. Two respondents described talkingstadent in order to determine root
causes for his or her behavior. Two more resposddgdcribed the purpose of talking to
the student as letting them know the desired behawid the consequences of meeting
and not meeting those expectations. The final redgat discussed how they would talk
with a student in order to develop a solution thatild work for both the teacher and the
student.

Post-Survey Themes

| obtained these three themes from participansgpoases to the vignette on the

post-survey and have summarized the key ideas.
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Talk with the student. One respondent mentioned they would have a cortia@nsa
with the student about the consequences of theorec This was discussed as a discrete
step, and not part of an overall plan or approach.

I mplement a Behavior Intervention Plan. Six respondents discussed the
Behavior Intervention Team approach that was unstit during this study. Respondents
discussed the inclusion of all teachers, adminstsa parents, and the child in the
decision-making process. They discussed gettikgpdoov the student on a more personal
level so that they could recommend changes toetliming environment. Finally, they
discussed the collection of data to determinedfgtan was working or not.

Utilize Make Your Day protocol. One respondent, prior to discussing the
Behavior Intervention Team approach, discussedthey would utilize theMake Your
Day protocol, allowing a student to opt out of claastigipation or allowing them to
choose to go to step and separate themselves fi@nest of the class. The respondent
also suggested removing the student from the dassentirely and providing a quiet or
“out of the normal environment” while supportingetstudent through after-school
tutoring later.

Staff members’ responses to the pre-survey vignette much more scattered
than those on the post-survey. While some elenddritee Behavior Intervention Team
protocol were evident prior to the study, includingolving parents and getting to know
the student, most responses included severe cosseeg) including alternative school
placement. Post-survey responses suggest staff ershalvareness of the protocols in

place in the school, especially the Behavior Irgation Team. The responses further
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suggest that staff members viewed the BIT processwaable and effective tool for
supporting frequent classroom disruptors.
Student Participants

Throughout the course of this study, the middeost team identified and
recruited three students they wanted to includeerBehavior Intervention Team
process. | conducted interviews with each studesihg the student interview protocol,
and also gathered demographic, academic, and lmeltata on each student over the
course of the study. The team of teachers, admatiss, and parents also assembled
Behavior Intervention Plans for each student. | vgport data collected from these
sources together to describe each participantfaidexperience in school during the
study.

Victor

Victor was one of the most talked-about seven#idgrs at the beginning of the
school year, and the Tracker data immediately sddawat Victor would be a good
candidate for the BIT protocol. During the firsufoveeks of school, Victor made his
day only 50 percent of the time and his teachecsigh@nted poor behavior sixteen times.
In addition, his parents were summoned to the ddibaotimes because Victor chose
Step 4, meaning he was removed from the classrooamfextended period of time until
a parent was able to arrive at the school to méhthis teacher.

Tracker documentation showed that Victor was sfiing to meet the behavior
expectations in all of his classes. Teachers nibiioVictor refused to listen to
instructions, yelling and calling out during insttion, throwing objects during class, and
even fighting with other students. Figure 8 shoew Imany times Victor's behavior was

56



documented over the course of the study, as weélleabreakdown of these behaviors
into the four categories outlined Make Your Daylnterfering with one’s own learning,
the learning of others, the safety of others, entiell-being of others.

Within the first four weeks of school, it is claghat not only was Victor’s
behavior documented several times, but the typéglodvior he exhibited primarily
interfered with the learning, safety, or well-befgother students. This trend was of
particular concern to the teachers, who saw howoY&behavior was detrimental to the
learning environment and indeed affected with tkgeeence of the other students in

Victor's class.
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Figure 8. Total number of documentations of Victor’'s behavithe top (dark blue) line
indicates the total number of documentations wihiéebars show the categories of those
behaviors.

At the beginning of Week 5, after the junior higlamn had identified Victor, |
gathered his demographic and academic data. talsducted an interview with the

student and combed through his Tracker entriesapgration for the creation of a plan.
57



Victor’s records indicated that he had attendeddia Elementary since third grade, so
he and his family were familiar with tidake Your Dayprogram. Victor was an honors-
level student; in the first quarter of the yearchened a 2.6 grade point average in his
core classes of Language Arts honors, pre-algatmark, and seventh-grade science
honors. Outside of school, Victor was heavily inwea with his club soccer team as well
as his neighborhood soccer team, which his fatbacloes.

In his interview, Victor noted that he had sogoeactice every day of the week,
usually for two hours or longer. He stated thabften got in trouble in school after
having late practices and not enough time to ddvbmeework. Victor also described that
he often got mad with his teachers when they addtekis behavior. He felt like
sometimes he was unfairly blamed for actions inclliie was a co-participant, that he
was often the first to be singled out and sometiasssgned complete responsibility for
whatever took place. Finally, Victor noted seveirakes that he most often got into
trouble when he was able to choose his seat orimgptoup. He stated that his friends
tended to get him to do things he wouldn’t otheends, which explains why he often
had trouble in the unstructured hallways and inohisrsized music class.

Victor's Behavior Intervention Team, consistingtioé entire seventh and eighth
grade team, the principal and assistant princgral, myself, convened and discussed this
information with the goal of putting a support plarplace. The team decided to target
Victor’s disruptive behaviors that were interferwgh the learning of other students in
the class, particularly his calling out and yellohgring class as well as throwing objects.
They would work toward the goal of Victor takingsp®nsibility for these actions and
ultimately reducing the incidence of these kindbetaviors. The team decided that they
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would provide Victor with short, timely personaliézdecision-making lessons privately
during one of his afternoon classes. The teachgoscammitted to working with
Victor’s parents to provide social skills training.

The team decided to put two accommodations andrtgoventions in place to
support Victor. The teachers committed to reprinmagdictor privately, rather than in
front of his peers, and would offer reinforcemehthe rules and expectations prior to
removing Victor from the learning environment. Tieam also decided not to utilize
Make Your Dalg step system with Victor and instead institureféection sheet protocol
by which Victor could analyze his behavior and reedeedback.

Victor’'s progress would be monitored over the rtex¢e weeks. Figure 8 shows
that during weeks 5 through 8 the total numberaiuthentations about his behavior
decreased, but the types of observed behaviorgebakictor's documented actions
were primarily classified as interfering with hio learning, rather than with others’
learning, safety, or well-being. During this tinbeachers noted behavior such as not
completing homework, not participating in class\ates, and off-task behavior on his
computer. In addition, Victor chose Step 4 only @mee during this period and made his
day 78 percent of the time.

The team met again in Week 9 and focused on tl@asgshin behavior. The
teachers amended their plan in a fairly simple wagy contacted Victor's parents about
the possibility of him attending after-school tumgy twice a week so that he could
complete his assignments and also committed tagirgyVictor more explicit direction
on when he could use his computer in class. Vistorath teacher noticed that most of
the work-completion issues occurred in her classhe worked with Victor to determine
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a more suitable seating arrangement. In her stefuiew, she mentioned her work with
Victor specifically, noting that she allowed himgelect his seating partner and location,
with guidance of course, and he chose to work wisightly higher-achieving student
who ended up pushing Victor to improve.

Victor showed improvement over the next severalkseEigure 8 shows that he
received fewer and fewer documentations for pobab®r. Victor made his day 88
percent of the time over the next five weeks ardidrdy one Step 4 incident. In Week
14 the team met again and decided to remove sonme ohandated supports they had
put in place for Victor, most notably his modificats toMake Your Dayl continued to
track his behavior beyond the conclusion of thisnfal process and found that his
misbehavior became more prevalent toward the emtltedfall semester. This trend,
however, matched a general trend in the junior biggr that time. Most importantly, by
the end of the second quarter Victor’s grade paverage had climbed to 3.7, he was
making his day upwards of 90% of the time with nep4 incidents, and his teachers
reported significantly improved overall behavior.

Antonio

Antonio became a clear candidate for this studly éathe school year. Within
the first five weeks of the study he amassed 24ich@ntations for his behavior,
including four Step 4 incidents. In addition, Animmade only 38 percent of his days,
including an entire two weeks where he did not nfakeday even once.

Throughout these first five weeks, Antonio disgldya wide range of behaviors.
Several teachers noted that he was talking andhiaggnappropriately during class.
Then, when he was redirected, his behavior woutdlate to verbal harassment of other
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students as well as the teachers. Typically, thefleursts would be in Spanish. Teachers
further noted that Antonio would typically bouncack and forth between being allowed
to participate in class and choosiMgke Your Dalg steps, where he was separated from
the class. This would become routine, indicatingofiio’s understanding of thdake

Your Dayprocess and his willingness to test its boundanesconsume his teachers’
time. There was one incident where he threw a pahei student, hitting him in the face,
and then kicking him as he was being removed fioenctassroom. Figure 9 shows the
large amount of incidents that were documented/@athe school year and led to

Antonio’s identification as a candidate for thiaby.

Baseline Datd Post-Intervention Data

# of Documentations
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Week
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Well-Being of Otherg====Total Documentations

Figure 9. Total number of documentations of Antonio’s behavide top (dark blue)
line indicates the total number of documentatioh#erhe bars show the categories of
those behaviors.

Antonio’s mother was at Arcadia frequently duehtese incidents. She met with
teachers and administrators and consistently es@desustration that she did not know

what to do. She stated that she was seeing mariaisissues at home and was seeking
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some outside help but also wanted to work withsitteool as well. Antonio’s mother
joined the Behavior Intervention Team twice as tirst to discuss Antonio’s behavior
and create a support plan for him.

I met with Antonio at the end of Week 5. During imterview | learned that he
was not very socially connected. After school,yyedally went home and played video
games on his computer or X-Box. He was trying outlie school soccer team, but
figured that his poor behavior and grades — heeaasing a 1.7 grade point average —
would prevent him from actually being able to papate. Antonio, like Victor, was an
honors-level student who had always scored wefitandardized testing and had shown
he was capable of high academic achievement. Heddstaat he liked to disrupt class
because he liked being part of the group of boyswmnfor doing so. He also expressed
that he didn’t really ever make his day, and soststem was of little import to him.

Antonio’s teachers, as well as his mother andaisestant principal, met and
completed a Behavior Intervention Plan. Antonio@a the process for part of this
meeting. The team decided to target Antonio’s pngfig to interfere with others’
learning, including throwing things, shouting oamd cursing inappropriately. Knowing
Antonio’s desire to join the soccer team (whicheped to be coached by the school
psychologist), the team suggested that Antonidgypate in a social skills training group
consisting of boys soccer players who were stragghith their behavior as well. The
teachers committed to providing clear, concisedtioas as well as reminders and
prompts about proper behavior in the classroonadbfition, the team decided to
implement a behavior contract withihake Your Daywhich meant that Antonio’s points
would be based only on two criteria: how often s upted class or demonstrated
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disrespect toward others. In addition, in ordendétp Antonio feel successful, they
temporarily reduced the percentage of points thdbAio was required to attain order to
make his day. Typically, students must earn 90gerof the day’s possible points;
Antonio would only need to earn 75 percent. Thentegreed that these would be
effective first steps but that they would need tnitor Antonio’s progress in a short
time frame, so they scheduled a meeting two westks to assess his behavior.

Figure 9 shows the immediate reduction in behadtmumentations during that
two week span, weeks six and seven. Not only dicbbhavior documentations decrease,
but Antonio began to make his day more consistehitlthese two weeks, Antonio made
50 percent of his days, up from zero the entireweeks prior. The team met again at the
beginning of week eight and, seeing this progréssided to continue the plan that was
in place but increased Antonidiéake Your Dayhreshold to 85 percent.

Over the next three weeks, Antonio continued t&eartas day with more
regularity and ended week 10 having made his dgye8dent of the time. His classroom
documentations also remained low. However, teacdmtsadministrators began noticing
that Antonio would have individual days where hehavior was extremely disruptive,
earning him a Step 4. In these three weeks, hed&@tep 4 twice; both for excessive
class disruptions. Staff members also noticedAn&bnio’s out-of-class behavior was
becoming more problematic. He frequently found Itewon the playground or in the
hallway bathrooms.

At the end of Week 10, one of these incidents enitallway earned Antonio an
immediate office referral and subsequent placenmean alternative school. He remained
at that school for the duration of this study.
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Christopher

In the eighth week of the study, Arcadia’s assispaumcipal identified
Christopher as a candidate for the BIT protocokdnsultation with Christopher’s
mother, the assistant principal found that hisstlasm behavior was primarily
interfering with his own learning and his academitcomes. Though Christopher’s
behavior documentations were not as numerous as stildents, he did experience a two
week period where he had five Step 4 incidentsmaade only fifty percent of his days.

Figure 10 shows the number of Christopher’s belvadagcumentations over time.

Baseline Datq Intervention Data

|
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mmmm Own learning Learning of Others Safety of Others

Well-Being of Otherg====Total Documentations

Figure 10. Total number of documentations of Christopher’'sawsdr. The top (dark
blue) line indicates the total number of documeatat while the bars show the
categories of those behaviors.

Many of Christopher’s documentations followed asistent theme. Christopher
would sometimes refuse to do class assignmentarticipate in class activities, and
would lie when confronted about his reasons fonga@o. When placed into step, and
removed from the class activity, Christopher woulake noises to attract his teachers’

attention.
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| met with Christopher at the end of week 8. | tel that Christopher had
recently arrived at Arcadia, toward the end ofpihevious year. He had one close friend,
an eighth grader, who he didn’t see very ofterchosl. Christopher told me about his
struggles in class, especially that he did notikeking with other students and would
often opt out of group activities or argue with greup members out of frustration. He
felt that having to work with others was the caokhis acting out, and also the reason
why he was not performing well in his classes. éleet playing on his computer, and
admitted that he would often play computer gameisewte was supposed to be
completing an assignment. Christopher also destial®ystem in place at his old school,
where he could earn privileges by demonstratinglgmhavior, and that had helped him
get through the year.

Christopher’s teachers, the school counselor, $eestant principal, and his
speech therapist met to create a Behavior Inteve®an. The key behavior that the
team chose to target was Christopher’s disengageinoem group work, with the hope of
teaching him to collaborate appropriately, listerothers, and accept others’ ideas. The
team agreed that Christopher needed social skallsing, which he would receive in his
speech class and also during classes, particwdudy group work was planned, and that
the teachers could provide specific cues to Clplsto whenever he was working with
others. The team decided to allow Christopher lecs@ne group member that he would
be able to work with, while the other members wasgigned by the teacher. When
Christopher got upset with his group, he was allb¥eequickly go to a “cool off” station
with the expectation that he would shortly retwnis group. They agreed to track
Christopher’s disengagement from group activitig®g the Tracker, and that he could
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earn a short computer break on Fridays if he disged fewer than four times during the
week.

In the three weeks immediately following the impétation of this plan (Weeks
11 through 13 in Figure 10), Christopher did naeree any documentations of
interfering behavior. He would, in fact, find methe hallways and provide an update on
his day and whether he was on track to earn hdaffnieward. There were scattered
documentations in the final weeks of the studystamswvn in Figure 10, but the team felt
that Christopher’s interventions were showing sascéndeed, by the end of the study
his grade point average had risen from 1.3 to 2.3.
Staff Interviews

| conducted interviews with seven staff membethatend of the study,
following the prescribed semi-structured intervipsetocol but allowing the participants’
responses to shape my questioning and our discusdipinductive coding process
yielded seven categories. These categories arfiyloidlined in Table 10 and then
summarized and explained in further detail in ieiving sections.

Table 10.

Staff Interviews: Coding System

Category Explanation Examples

Characteristics of What qualifies a studentasa « “The same disruption from
Disruptors frequent classroom disruptor the same student more than
two times a class.”
* “Is constantly seeking
attention in a positive or
negative way.”
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Factors Affecting
Behavior

Make Your Day

Behavior
Intervention Team
Process

Positivity

Zero Tolerance

Specific issues, inside or
outside of school, that
influence a student’s
classroom behavior

Discussion oMake Your
Day and its implementation
and implications for frequent
classroom disruptors

Features or principles of the
BIT process enacted in this
study

Discussion of participants’
beliefs of how “positive” or
“negative” the school’'s
approaches to discipline are

Beliefs, opinions, and ideas
about related to zero-

“They’re not getting
enough support at home
and they feel like they
need more attention, even
if it's bad, here.”

“It could be educational
factors, content that
they’re struggling with.”

“Make Your Daydoes
nothing, doesn’t motivate
them, and so they'll never
go to the office because
they’re not fighting or
doing graffiti... but they're
consistently interfering
with learning.”

The BIT “helped identify
those specific behaviors
rather than looking at the
entire kid. So it focused
your work.”

“It's all about team
collaboration, sitting down
at a table together with
people... who know how
to support the child and the
teacher.”

“If kids picked up on the
positivity of the faculty

and staff...it would be
easier to actually teach life
skills when they're not
getting a negative vibe
from everybody.”

“If your mindset is I'm just
here to teach, then this is

67



tolerance discipline policies probably not the place for
and procedures you.”

* “You can't actually kick a
kid out and tell them to go
to the office but I think
that would be better... it
would give the teachers a
little slack.”

Characteristics of Disruptors

| asked staff members to describe the charadterist frequent classroom
disruptors and found that they gave two types sfnamns. There were many comments
about the specific types of behaviors they deenmdgtive as well as a discussion of
frequency of those disruptions. There was also stiseission of classroom factors that
lead to disruption.

Staff members described frequent classroom disrsiats those who exhibited
attention-seeking behaviors, such as calling aikirtg out of turn, getting out of seats
inappropriately, and throwing things. Disruptors aften seen and heard, but teachers
noted that there are some students who disrupésineing process by refusing to
participate or quietly disengaging from class atiés.

Many respondents discussed the frequency of gramtive behaviors and
actually defined the term frequent. One respondamarked, “The same disruption from
the same student more than two times in a classlaging redirected. Once, mistake.
Two, oops. After that, there’s no way that it'sastident.” Another respondent

suggested that these students were those thatleerenstrating similar behaviors in a
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variety of places, including multiple classroont® playground, and special area classes,
such as PE and music.

Respondents also discussed how these studentstbadlisruptive at less
structured times during a class period. In thers@dab, these frequent disruptors are the
students who are off-task or not meeting expeatatauring independent or group lab
activities. In other classrooms, these disruptiekdviors appear when students are bored
or not engaged in content.

Factors Affecting Behavior

Respondents discussed many reasons why frequestaden disruptors
demonstrate such behavior. They were often catefdistinguish between factors within
their classroom (or the junior high in generalyedl as those beyond their control. The
staff members often cited the effects of povertydisio discussed cultural and family
issues that they believed to be at the root ofetlséisdents’ behaviors. Clearly, as one
teacher said, “The influence is maybe a littledififerent from case to case.”

Student identity was a clear factor. Students ‘tae acceptance of [their] peers”
or, since they sometimes struggle with their clasgwto “shine as far as being a class
clown or doing something other than academics."sélstudents often feel pressure to fit
in with their peers, stand out, and be recognipeddmething.

Several respondents discussed issues of colladewity among the entire junior
high. They pointed to how poorly those studentstt@ated by adults at the school. One
teacher commented, “If they've been behaving b&atlyheir whole entire life, they're
expected to behave badly...and then they start teuegeit.” Another teacher recited a
student mindset that she had been told:
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“They don’t care what teachers think because tledike well, every teacher
freaking hates me anyways. | don't give a crap Widat, I'm going to run and
jump around campus and act like a lunatic becalnsdener, they don'’t care
about me.”
Another teacher described how she hates goinghetschool cafeteria because of the
lack of respect being shown to the students.

Staff members often cited home issues that stadaoeé. It is clear that some
students disrupt because they are hungry or dggt'enough sleep. Others did not have
their homework completed from the previous day. 8students have to handle drugs,
alcohol, and violence in their homes.

There was also evidence of cultural factors thay affect students’ behavior.
One respondent noted that the frequent classrosmpdors in her class, the students
who call out or always feel like they need to dapgds, “are usually more of the leaders
at home... the ones that get to speak at home stveéhesed to saying what to do and
they want to answer right away.” Some of theseesttglare the “main speaker for their
non-English speaking families, so they're usedn®naering first...and their parents
allow them to. That'’s their job. Speak for me, siate for me. And there isn't a
patience.” Another teacher cited these students’mmdels — parents, siblings, and
others — who demonstrate disruptive behavior iir theeractions with other adults.
Respondents suggested that the school’'s expeddtostudents do not always line up

with the cultural values of their families and conomties.
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Make Your Day

Make Your DayMYD), unsurprisingly, was a frequently discussepic. Every
staff member | interviewed discussed the prograemtianing its successes and
shortcomings, and analyzing its role in the expexeeof frequent classroom disruptors as
well as all of the junior high students. The corsseswas that MYD provides helpful
structure for most students but falls short in suppg frequent classroom disruptors.

Consistency is critical for middle school stude@se staff member summarized
Make Your Dalg role well: “The consistency, the kids know, tigst it. They
understand what it is. It makes it so that whers kjd from class to class no teacher does
something completely different. So they know whatpected.” Another teacher pointed
to the consistent consequences associated with Nv&icularly the fact that students
know they will need to take accountability for thactions at the end of each class
period. Most staff members agreed with the sentirtieat “at least§ake Your Daly
gives everyone a language to speak, which forlkdsours that struggle with structure
and consistency, if they know every adult that tbeme in contact with has the same
expectations, that’'s a real positivéfake Your Dayrovides a consistent foundation,
including language and protocols, which is essetdgiany effective school-wide
behavior approach.

Staff members agreed tHdake Your Dayon its own, does not effectively
support frequent classroom disruptors. One teamthedressed it directly: “I don’t think
[Make Your Dayis doing a service to those kids that need itntfwst.” Teachers cited
their use of “steps” most often, arguing that féating step with students provided the
negative attention that these students desireckr8lenecalled students who had learned
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to “game” the system, choosing to go to step (aedefore draw the teacher’s attention)
many times during a class period. One teacher keadasn her record-keeping on the
day that | interviewed her: “Today | think | wraewn step 1-2-3-3-2-1-2-3 like | was, it
looked like a beta code,” referring to the compkchcomputer code she was teaching to
her enrichment class. She continued, “There’s sirtggd many opportunities for them,
and they know the limits, because these studentogoone to three and then they
stop.”

Staff members also cited these students’ lacktefest inviake Your Dayor its
associated consequences. One teacher noted thantstknow the school rule —no one
has the right to interfere with the learning, safetr well-being of others — but that by the
time they're in middle school it has just becoménlte noise.” Another teacher observed
that students feel it is a “little-kid thing” andeaupset that their teachers are treating them
as such. Staff members further pointed out thatestts do not take the parent
notification forms that they receive after not nraktheir day very seriously, as very few
return them with their parents’ signature.

Admittedly, staff members also cite their own latlenthusiasm foMake Your
Day as detrimental to its success. There were mankaeations of personal tweaks
teachers had made to MYD in their classroom, rapffimm assigning points to students
who were disruptive to not using steps whatsoewsd,instead resorting to management
techniques such as cueing and teacher proximityudin these kinds of modifications do
not fall in line with theMake Your Dayhilosophy, staff members pointed to their

immediate effect in extinguishing behavior in tiheg-term.
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Behavior Intervention Team

As participants explored aspects of the schoobgam that support frequent
classroom disruptors, they discussed the Behanterdention Team protocol as well as
its key principles and values. Some referred tgtloeess (and the student participants)
directly, while others discussed features they‘adfficially” adopted as part of their
practice. Finally, staff members discussed oné&atishortcoming in its implementation.

Staff members’ attitudes toward the BIT processevgeenerally very positive.
One respondent commented that this “is really whiegenoney’s at, if you want long-
term change” and expressed a desire for the schstolct to support this structure in
order to support students’ behavioral needs. &tafhbers spoke to the power of having
a team approach to supporting students, as thent dedl like they were alone in their
efforts.

Staff members discussed the importance of hawvatg, dhecause it allows them to
dig deeper into a disruptive student’s misbehaarat find specific causes and actions.
One teacher described the purpose of this wetingtéhat “targeting those specific
behaviors rather than blanketing it with a one-$itgeall cure... gives us things we can
focus on as far as getting [students] in the rdjrgction.” Teachers are able to determine
if a behavior is part of a pattern or if it is @olated incident, and are able to activate the
proper resources based on the situation. Anotleht noted that utilizing the tracker
allowed the team to share ideas about what hasestaakd what has not and collectively
come up with a consistent plan to which they caagiee and implement. Another staff
member discussed the importance of collecting gtadd in order to find patterns: “So
really being strategic about keeping notes on warerthe flare ups happening? Is it
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morning, is it afternoon? In children who are spitween parents, maybe when they
come back from dad’s house is when we see sonteatisodes flare up.” These
comments clearly speak to the ability of colleat@th to inform teachers’ next steps
when handling a classroom disruptor.
Many respondents discussed the importance ofihbgilelationships with
students and getting to know the factors that affemr behavior. Several teachers noted
that they have had discussions with students akbat was going on that caused certain
behaviors, rather than simply removing them fronaetivity or from the classroom.
They discussed how important it is to understahtast at a basic level, what is going
on in a student’s life before issuing a blanketssmuence. One teacher summed up the
importance of relationships well:
| would sit down with my [disruptors], I'd talk tthhem, we would have
talks before class would start so | could gauge timir behavior is just
entering the room... I'm finding out who are thosedseints who are
coming in with those extra baggages and what deedrio do to adapt to
help them be successful in the classroom. Solltabaut getting to know
those students so you can help them as much ableoss

Teachers clearly value their relationships wittdstus and believe the information they

learn about their students can and should infoeir eictions in the classroom.

A few staff members discussed some of the shortegenof the BIT protocol.

The most common criticism was the time involvedampleting the process to the best
extent possible. One teacher described the datgsadlt’s not something at the end of
the day where you go ‘Hmm, I'm going to go looktbe tracker today,’” while citing the
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rich data that could be found there. Another lareénie difficulty of arranging
schedules with all of the student’s teachers, animidtrator, and a parent. Though these
time factors did not detract from staff memberg’ceetion of the effectiveness of this
approach, their discussion turned toward ways thegss could be better facilitated
using technology and other collaboration techniques

Positivity

Many participants discussed the school’s approadretjuent classroom
disruptors as either “positive” or “negative.” Sealestaff members leveled criticism
againstMake Your Days a primarily “negative” approach while praissame of the
“positive” systems they helped put in place, anti@then endorsed zero-tolerance
practices that | will discuss in the next sectibhe discussion of “positive” versus
“negative” sheds light on staff members’ underlybediefs about student discipline and
their level of support for the school’s policiedgmrocedures.

Some teachers expressed the view that “Migike Your Day.. all we feel like
we’re doing is disciplining.” They discussed howe tione of MYD seemed to be
pervasively negative, and according to one teadth@&akes away from teaching, like you
gotta sit there and during points... you have to pout each and every single thing they
did wrong. Like | have a concern with this and @&l this.”

Many expressed a desire to build systems basgostivity, that direct most of
the teachers’ attention toward students who ardingeexpectations and, according to
the observation of one staff member, “are tolegatire [disruption] along with me.”
Some respondents pointed out that positive systiheghe Marketplace program they
put into place in the middle of the study, can Halgd community and “have the
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teachers and students come together, live togethdrbuild that relationship that they
need.”

Zero Tolerance

In some cases, staff members seemed to rally drinenidea of positive
discipline systems and, in the next moment, asgeddministrators to further support
them in zero-tolerance policies for disruptive sfa®m behavior. There was some
mention of utilizing detentions, suspensions, dtef@ative placement for frequent
classroom disruptors.

Two staff members spoke highly of their use oéafichool detentions to curb
student misbehavior. They both cited tardinespamicular, which was a clear issue in
the junior high at the beginning of the school yddre team decided to institute after-
school detentions not only for tardiness but otiedraviors as well. One teacher
commented, “I think having [detention] in placellghas changed the dynamic that the
teacher has in the classroom, and it works. litik&Another teacher pointed out that by
issuing detentions to frequent classroom disruptbes were forced to stay after school
and complete assignments that their disruptive\aehhad prevented them from
finishing.

Two other teachers discussed their desire to lectaltake a break from
disruptive students by having them removed frorssknd sent to another location. They
felt that if a student was excessively disruptivattthey should be “sitting in a different
classroom and doing work. Just getting out of tkassroom and into a classroom where
they don’'t have friends. Just like, you can’'t sbeeaanymore.” However, another staff
member addressed this mindset directly, noting“thdan’t believe you can coexist in
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this environment if your belief is it's someoneeésproblem to handle my discipline

problems.” Most of the other participants tendeddoee with this sentiment, noting that

classroom discipline should primarily remain intiit the purview of classroom

teachers, and that administrators should play patige role, only stepping in when all

else fails.

Field Notes

| analyzed my field notes at the end of the staahygl this inductive coding

process yielded four categories. These categargeraefly outlined in Table 11 and then

summarized and explained in further detail in ieiving sections.

Table 11.

Field Notes: Coding System

Category Explanation

Examples

Make Your Day  Notes about MYD training,
Implementation,  experiences with getting the

Fidelity, and protocols going, and how

Consistency teachers’ use changed
throughout the course of the
study

Attitudes Staff members’ beliefs and

values surrounding discipline,
including their beliefs about
Make Your Days well as
other approaches they tried

* “The goal for
implementation over the
next couple weeks is to
establish consistent
routines and ensure that
students are taking the
program seriously.”

* “Two teachers are
issuing points for their
entire class period rather
than letting students
reflect.”

* “Teachers complained
thatMake Your Day
wasn’'t worth the amount
of time it consumed.”
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Use of Tracker and Evidence that staff members
Data were using data to drive
decision-making.

Ownership of the  Staff members’ belief that

Discipline Systems discipline is their
responsibility, and their
efforts to seek solutions

“Staff members agreed
that consistency is
critical for any system’s
success.”

“Teachers met and talked
about how often

[student] made their
day.”

“[A teacher] expressed
surprise at the amount of
information available
through the Tracker.”

“Teachers noted that
there were too many
students qualifying for
tier 3.”

“[One teacher] described
a system, based on PBIS,
she had used in her
previous school.”

Make Your Day Implementation, Fidelity, and Consisency

| spent a significant amount of time, particulaatythe beginning of phase three of

this study, observing the staff's experience Withke Your Dayl observed that staff

members’ perception of the program started off \gaEsitive at the beginning of the year,

particularly as they were trained, and starteddoevthroughout the course of the first

semester. | also kept track of how teachers twetliediscipline program to meet their

own individual styles.

The beginning of the 2014 school year was sigaifidecause of the amount of

attention paid to properly training teachers ineke Your Dayprogram and ensuring it

was being facilitated well in the classrooms. Ad titme, | noted the prevailing theme of
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Make Your Daat the school: “to build self-reflection and sedsponsibility and

students, and we should celebrate the process tatrejust the end result.” Staff
members at Arcadia heard this message again ang &gan the initial full-day training
before school began, to staff meetings as theg@aunderway, to a visit and subsequent
middle-school specific training by the program’sator. | noted that throughout the first
three weeks of school that | went in and mod#iedke Your Dalg points procedure with
the intent of ensuring that teachers and studemestaking the program seriously and
reflecting in a positive way.”

As the school year continued to develop and my msgponsibilities began to
shift to instructional, rather than behavioral, goi, | began to hear whispers and see
some evidence that teachers were modiffitadce Your Dayo fit their own teaching
styles. | noted some evidence that teachers wekeimg frustrated with the process and
were not seeing results, particularly with theirstnisequent disruptors. | observed
teachers rushing through the end-of-class poimdsgss, separating students from class
activities for an extended period of time, and iisgistep four referrals quickly in order
to remove a student from the classroom.

| worked with my principal and assistant principakupport teachers in their
implementation of the program. In these field nptegrote about how the key issues
were mostly occurring in the classrooms of our draew teachers. | also discussed how
setting clear expectations with all teachers heheatforce the idea that consistently
following MYD protocols would eventually lead togbonged success. Setting these
expectations and reinforcing them throughout timeaieder of the study ensured that the
school’s first tier system was running as effedyivas possible.
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Attitudes

| first began to note attitudes about disciplirfewa weeks into the school year,
when [ first began hearing grumblings abM#ke Your Dayrom the junior high
teachers. | noted, early on, that the school suakt toward MYD was different than the
previous year: enough staff members had left aed beplaced and the administrators’
decision to retrain the entire staff seemed to vayvay many of the misconceptions
aboutMake Your DayThis was particularly true in the junior high, iain consisted of an
almost entirely new set of teachers. | began teesangrowing frustration witllake
Your Daybut also a desire to build and implement new syst® fit different needs.

Early on, I noted fairly strong enthusiasm for giwe consequences for student
behavior: detentions, office referrals, and susjo@ss As time went on, the enthusiasm
for detentions lingered but teachers’ attitudesamreferrals and suspensions began to
change. As we implemented the BIT program with sofrtee most frequent classroom
disruptors, there was strong evidence of sharedribment, belief in and valuing of
these students, and a desire to teach replacemleatibrs rather than simply removing a
child from the learning environment. Late in thedst, | noted that “teachers took
responsibility for teaching students the desirdubbers, rather than relying on
administrators to handle it.” Administrators toak @ support role, stepping in to help
teachers with the most difficult students, withastrping the teachers’ authority in their
own classrooms.

Teachers’ attitudes about student behavior and t@versations with other
teachers and parents changed over the course siuithg as well. Toward the beginning
of the study, | noted that teachers’ lunch or a$@rool conversations about students
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often descended into deficit-thinking. Parent nreggiwere sometimes contentious,
because teachers would often rely on anecdotaivdaa discussing students’ behavior
and lacked clear, consistent documentation. A theker became a more integral part
of the school’s processes, teachers and admimstratought its data to these meetings,
and conversations became data-centered and ori@wtadd finding solutions for long-
term student behavior issues, rather than shart-tband aids” for a recent
transgression.

Use of the Tracker and Data

The introduction of the Behavior Intervention Tepracess was the first
opportunity for me to model the rigorous data asigland identification of trends that
would be required to put effective individualizeldms in place. | noted that after going
through the initial process for Victor, staff membevere “shocked at the amount of data,
and the information they could learn from that dat#hin the Tracker.” There was also
some discussion about the types of things thaheracshould include in their tracker
documentation, including a renewed commitmentite taore time to complete Tracker
entries and specifically label students’ behavior.

As the junior high team designed supplementalyarmog and procedures toward
the second half of the semester, they discusséaugarvays to use the Tracker. They
built systems using quantitative data, includiragking the percentage of days made per
class and providing class-wide incentives. They atfized qualitative data, finding
patterns and meeting with parents and other sabf@olals to discuss specific behaviors
they were seeing. By the end of the study, stafhbers were beginning to consider how
the Tracker could assist in this qualitative datalgsis.
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Ownership of the Discipline Systems

| observed that the junior high team began to takeership of the discipline
processes as time went on. After the early intrododo Make Your Dayand the initial
frustration and grumbling, most staff members didib to take time in their classes to
follow the protocol and made small tweaks so thaytcould feel that they were meeting
the requirements of the program but also staying to their own style.

After introducing the Behavior Intervention Teanogess, staff members
immediately began to take ownership of that iddengst immediately, they began to
look at Tracker data to identify possible particifsa Some scheduled meetings, even
unbeknownst to me, to create plans for frequemtigtsrs. Almost immediately after |
introduced the protocol and the team went throbgtfitst round of interventions, the
program took on a life of its own and | did not bdwe actively push to make sure it was
happening.

About halfway through the fall semester, staff nhens realized that their work
with the BIT was important but that there were toany students qualifying for such a
plan. They requested a meeting to discuss waysthfynthe school’s Tier 2 approach,
which previously had simply been issuing detentidmdurther support students before
they became eligible for Tier 3. We worked togetioecreate new systems based on the
principles of PBIS, which they termed the “Markei®” and the “class tier system.” One
teacher commented that she was proud of the fattithis team works together to solve
problems and help themselves.”

The junior high team conceived the “Marketplacg’aavirtual store where
students could purchase rewards with virtual curyehat they obtained by making their
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day. Teachers noticed that frequently disruptivelshts were very aware of thédliake
Your Daypoint totals throughout the day, and once thasdesits realized they could not
possibly make their day, they lost investment eglistem and their behavior became
even more disruptive. The team decided that stsdemtld earn virtual currency, dubbed
“Behavior Bucks,” even if they did not make theayd The Behavior Bucks awarded to
each student would be prorated based on how manisgee or she earned compared to
the amount of points possible that day. A studdmt @id not make their day, for
example, but earned 75 percent of the points plesabthat day, still earned
approximately 75 percent of the Behavior Bucks aledr

Students could view and spend this virtual curyemcaccessing the Tracker
from their computers. | assisted the team by dé&sigtne technical aspects of the store,
but the team decided which “items” to sell and ngaobthe upkeep. Rewards included
basic school supplies, tickets to special schoehtssand assemblies, and coupons for
free movie tickets or free-dress days.

The team also decided to enact a system wheralyhemmeroom class could
earn privileges based on their collective succaetdsMake Your DayHomeroom classes
that made their day over 90 percent of the timeaj@mrage) in a given week earned
privileges such as flexible seating, more freedamng transitions between classes, and
the ability to listen to their personal music attam points in classroom lessons. Those
classes that made their day between 80 and 90ntericthe time received the transitions
privilege, and classes who made their day less&0gmercent did not receive any of
these extra privileges. The stated goal of the qarogvas to increase students’ regulation
of each other.
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These new programs, facilitated by the teachemodhstrate the ownership that
the junior high team took regarding classroom gigoe. There was less demand on the
school’s administrators and more positive consegg®riMost importantly to the
teachers, these systems allowed them to pay maerveoattention to students who were
meeting class expectations and encourage frequsraptbrs to meet those expectations

as well.

Researcher’s Self-Reflective Journal

Finally, | analyzed my self-reflective journal,chthis process yielded three
categories. These categories are briefly outlineBaible 12 and then summarized and
explained in further detail in the following sect®

Table 12.

Self-Reflective Journal: Coding System

Category Explanation Examples

My Role Observations of conflict “I had to step away and let
between my roles as a the teachers take the lead.”
researcher and practitioner. “| wanted to put forth my

own ideas while not
interfering with the

method.”
Beliefs aboutMake My shifting beliefs and « “As ateacher, | did not
Your Day attitudes regarding the agree with many aspects
school’s primary approach of Make Your Day
to handling classroom « “l'am beginning to see the
discipline value in having this
consistent program in our
school.”
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Values Regarding My perceptions of school e ‘|l have had to become a
School Leadership leadership and change critical thinker.”
e “ltis important for me to
see things from both a
classroom and more
administrative
perspective.”

My Role

| found that throughout my work | was balancingethroles: Arcadia’s junior
high instructional coach, junior high team memizerdthus a participant), and
researcher. The friction between these roles inflted my interaction with Arcadia’s
staff members and my interpretation of what wastaklace during this study.

| began my work on this study as a classroom teeaie team leader for the
school’s junior high. | was able to help shapegobut was also “living” the effects of
those policies. In other words, | had a ground{lei@v of the behavior problems facing
the junior high. | also helped make decisions d& sense of self-interest — | could
choose to commit to ideas that | knew | could aquiesh, or at least get by with, in my
own classroom. My role changed at the beginninghafse three of this study, and | was
no longer facing these issues in the classroonyealay. | had a more birds-eye view of
what was happening in the middle school, whichna¢$ was advantageous but
sometimes conflicted with my beliefs and ideas akmssroom teacher.

In team meetings about behavior, | often felt plitie take over conversations and
push my own agenda, because that's how | had @ukasta classroom teacher.

However, | also wanted to keep my researcher hatsomell, staying as true to my
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method as | could and observing the results. Iretitel found a balance: | endeavored to
play the supportive role, assisting staff membeigiplementing policy that was
necessary for the school to function but also mintuideas and systems the staff created
throughout the study.

Beliefs aboutMake Your Day

| found that my own perceptions abddidke Your Dayshifted throughout this
study. Early on in my work, | reflected on my expace withMake Your Das a
classroom teacher, noting my frustrations with sofiés procedures and my belief that
it is not a viable school-wide management systesim formal job responsibilities
changed and | began my work, my awareness of sgsa@oh factors beyond my single
classroom affected my perceptiondéke Your Day

As a classroom teacher, my perceptionslake Your Daywere largely reflective
of my students’ attitudes toward the system. Thhawd phases one and two of this
study, when | was in my classroom role, | underdtih@ reasons why the systems and
protocols were in place but chose to implement tbaiy to the extent | felt necessary to
comply with the spirit of the program. | built theacker in a manner that complied with
Make Your Daybut in my classroom | operated under my own preation of its
philosophies. As a result, | regardddke Your Days more of a necessary nuisance
rather than a tool, as it is intended.

My beliefs changed after participating in the fottmaining at the beginning of
phase three of this study. Armed with a more adstiaive perspective and the
background knowledge froMake Your Dalg creators, | spoke about the program
differently and carried it in higher regard. | baga see how many of the protocols that |
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felt as a teacher were inefficient and unnecessayyn fact, align with prevailing theory
about student behavior in schools.

By the end of the study, | found myself in a movamced position regarding
Make Your DayMany aspects of the program, for most studen¢syaluable and the
intentions and philosophy behind it are good. Mykweith middle school teachers in
implementing changes to Arcadia’s Tier 2 and Tisy&tems, however, led me to
guestionMake Your Dalg viability for frequent classroom disruptors dioedced me to
consider more productive supplemental strategiethfise difficult students.

Values Regarding School Leadership

My perceptions of school discipline systems charaged result of this research,
and was certainly influenced by my shifting rolesl perceptions dflake Your Dayl
began to see the necessity of coordinating, ciit@gjuand adjusting ideas and systems in
the interest of creating a cohesive discipline plat met the needs of the wide range of
people and demands that govern a school. In mydimay, | remarked that “schools are
much more complex than | had even considered.”

With that in mind, | found that effective leadensim the school setting requires
constant negotiation of those and factors thabtie: beyond the school’s control.
Implementing a program such as the Behavior Intéioe Team that meets the needs of
frequent classroom disruptors, | wrote, “demandmkavareness of one’s context and
the ability to carefully consider the multitudefattors in play.” My reflections
throughout the study suggest that this study wasmnly a quest to improve the well-
being of an underserved population but also an ppiby to improve my quality as a
school leader.

87



In chapter one | outlined the three essentialaresequestions | would explore
during this action research study. In the nextdlsections, | will revisit those questions
and discuss what my collected data suggests abohtane.

Research Question 1: How did the middle school teanse data to develop a positive
support system for students?

Data clearly influenced many of the decisions alhaw to respond to student
behavior throughout this study. Consistent and nmggu data collection underpinned
much of the work that took place throughout thstfiralf of the school year. A robust
database replaced spreadsheets as the data oollewtthod for teachers early in Phase 1
of the project, and this system continued to beesidbd into teachers’ professional
development throughout all phases.

Staff members spoke highly of the Tracker and howartant it became as the
school year progressed. One teacher summarizquutpese of the tool as a way to
identify patterns in student behavior: “It's a tgalaluable tool to say ‘Hmm, they'’re
doing this in my class every day, and they’re asmmg this in this other class every
day... we can target those specific behaviors rdtteer blanketing it with a one-size-fits-
all cure.” They suggested improvements during mglfinterviews, indicating their
belief that this tool could play an even greatée in their daily work. Another teacher
expressed a desire for even more data analydieitrdcker so that she could facilitate
the Behavior Intervention Team protocol on her @md in an even more timely fashion.

When considering all three students in the BIT geot, teachers utilized tracker
data to determine specific problematic behavioas éach student exhibited. They relied
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on ecological data, collected both formally anaeinfally, to make decisions about
interventions to support individual students. Bg #nd of the study, staff members could
cite specific risks that frequent classroom dissupbrought to school each day, shown
not only through their survey responses but titerview comments as well.
Relationships were constantly cited as an imporesdurce for diagnosing student needs
and putting quality interventions in place.

Teachers and administrators relied on Trackerwhtn meeting with students
and parents. | described in my field notes howeleemferences relied less on anecdotal
data, which is often perceived as personal, exatg@attacks on a student or parent’s
behavior, and instead used more objective andlysisarch for solutions and supports to
assist struggling students.

Behavior data also helped drive staff members-&xemine the Tier 2 behavior
systems at Arcadia. Faced with the knowledge of hmamy students qualified as needing
Tier 3 behavior support, the team stepped backpahdew systems in place. These
systems themselves relied on data. For exampés, sdeing that many students “gave
up” onMake Your Daafter realizing they no longer could earn 90%haf points
possible, the team decided to enact an incentisesythat prorated rewards based on
students’ success. In addition, they created & tiassystem that encouraged students to

examine their class statistics and hold each @besuntable for their behavior.
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Research Question 2: To what extent did the use tfis intervention process
influence disruptive students’ classroom behavior?

Three students participated in the Behavior Irgetion Team protocol. These
students were identified by Arcadia’s teachersaainistrators as frequent classroom
disruptors, primarily using behavior documentatiimm the Tracker.

Generally, students’ participation in this intamtien contributed to a decrease in
their documented disruptive behaviors in the ctamsr. Tracker data showed substantial
changes in documentations, and this was corrolbktetaff members’ discussions of
these students within their interviews. Teacheiatpd out success stories from their
work with these frequent disruptors and were ablate specific support they were able
to provide BIT participants to lead to improved aeior.

Participation in this protocol did not completelytinguish students’ disruptive
behavior. As the study progressed and studentcpaatits’ behavior supports were
slowly changed in response to their needs, thezeidence that disruptive behaviors
began to reappear, particularly in weeks 18 thrd2@bf the study. This coincides with
an increased number of documentations for disragighavior among middle school
students in general.

Research Question 3: How did the middle school teantilize behavior and
ecological data to develop, monitor, and adjust imrventions for classroom
disruptors?

Behavior and ecological data were critical in idhentification of frequent
classroom disruptors and the development of ap@igpinterventions. The team
primarily used behavior data found in the Trackeidentify student participants. Once
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these participants were identified, the Behavitervention Team sought out ecological
data to enhance their understanding of each chiegésls. This data included information
about the student’s background, academic and bahlagtory, and his or her
relationships with family, friends, and teachers.

The Behavior Intervention Team protocol guidecthesis and administrators to
use ecological data to design appropriate inteioeat The team considered several
factors when making decisions: Antonio’s interventplan, for example, relied on the
support of the soccer coach, a key individual wiag able to connect with the student
due to his desire to play on the school team. btdris case, the team identified specific
patterns in the student’s behavior documentatiompared it with the student’s own
reflections on his behavior, and then decided twide decision-making lessons,
believing that would be the most critical skilléet decreasing his disruptive behaviors.

The Tracker played a central role in data coltecand analysis. Teachers and
administrators relied on documentations recordealtyh this system to judge whether
their interventions were working or whether thegaded to be adjusted. Behavior trends,
particularly whether the students made their dagrevquickly and easily identified using
the software. Staff members noted that the traskereasy to use and also made efficient
use of time. They appreciated having a consisteatitientation system that all teachers
in the school used.

| noted a general trend that Arcadia’s teachetdsaaiministrators began to collect
data more consistently over the course of the samdyeffectively used data when
meeting with students and parents. Conversatiaftedaway from emotion and
exaggeration and instead relied on data to help@upecision-making.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This study was borne out of my own struggle mamagindent behavior during
my first years of teaching and observations of ehosl district’s efforts to understand
and support teachers and frequently disruptiveestisd | have documented one research
cycle of many that have already taken place asidaed organizational beliefs about
student behavior have continued to evolve. Thetdoasitigate disruptive behavior and
maximize learning certainly does not end here;dlsstems will continue to evolve. In
this final chapter, | will discuss how this worklhgontinue and explore its implications
for the school and district as well as the broadeearch community.
Next Steps

The most exciting aspect of this project was obegrhow a technology tool and
a clear protocol supported school staff memberdewstanding of disruptive students’
risks and the school’s subsequent efforts to pewesdources to mitigate those risks. The
results of this study reaffirm the importance oflerstanding the ecologies of students’
lives when deciding how to respond to their actidreachers and administrators
successfully collected meaningful data about stisgjemalyzed it appropriately, and
implemented individualized supports for the moSidalilt students in their classrooms.
Over the course of this study, Arcadia Elementarg&ponse to disruptive students relied
less on punitive, zero-tolerance, one-size-fitssatisequences and more on processes
that diagnose students’ needs and provide justiaa-support for those students, keeping
them in the classroom and also ensuring that bekiavior does not interfere with their
peers’ learning.
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By the end of this study, staff members had mdegs on how this work could
be further refined. They pointed to the Trackeama®ssential element of their teaching
and requested enhancements that would streamlpeetasof the Behavior Intervention
Team protocol and allow busy teachers to effegtif@tilitate this practice with a wider
pool of students. Specifically, they suggested tihafTracker could perform deeper
levels of analysis of students’ behavior, perhaesiifying students’ behavior trends
using a wider variety of variables, including subjarea, time of day, and more.
Teachers expressed their desire to spend lessdhmashing students’ past behaviors and
more time designing targeted interventions thatdaayh probability of success.

At the beginning of this study, | maligned the ambof time staff members spent
complaining about students’ disruptive behaviohwitt considering how they could
support those students in their own classrooms.mit& prevalent response to these
students was to kick them out of class and to theeowith the expectation that
administrators would solve the problem through saspn or expulsion. However, the
most critical finding of this study is that effeati data collection and analysis systems
and a clear process for supporting disruptive sttedeontributes to changing teachers’
attitudes about how to respond to disruptive bedraircadia Elementary’s middle
school team assumed a greater level of ownerslaptbe school's behavior support
systems and continued to build those systems arthengprinciples of the Behavior
Intervention Team.

Implications for the School and District

Arcadia will likely continue to usklake Your Dayas its primary school-wide

system for teaching responsibility and managindestti behavior. Other schools in the
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district recently adopted the program as well. Ediskrict school has also implemented
the Tracker to assist in their implementatioMatke Your DayThis means that there are
opportunities for similar initiatives to furthergoort frequent classroom disruptors. The
protocol used in this study should serve as a tatatom which each school can build
support systems that meet the needs of their styagulations.

This study suggests thistake Your Dayin isolation, may better serve younger
grade levels. In the middle grades, the prograecéffely supports many students but
teachers and administrators must build procedurdsgstems that better meet the
biopsychosocial needs of the junior high studehatTs to say, staff members must
understand the complexity of the biological, psyofbial, and sociological systems that
are intertwined and clearly factor into studentgeriences at school.

There is a clear need for the school district taerwoadly support these kinds of
initiatives. To date, support systems have beeenalsked in piecemeal fashion, with
some community influence, but a clear strategia pé& supporting student behavior has
not yet been developed. Other school districts laalgpted clear Response to
Intervention processes for behavior (RTI-B) witllidated staff members and financial
resources to assist school teams in identifyindesits’ risks and providing interventions.
This approach has shown success in building sdewel-capacity for identifying
students’ needs and leveraging district and comiyuesources to provide effective
support.

Implications for Broader Research

Ample literature suggests that the most successhools develop support

systems that are culturally responsive and baseddividual students’ needs (Gehrke,
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2005; McKinney et al., 2005; Sugai & Horner, 2002)ban schools, however, often
must improve on fundamental factors necessaryhisrtd happen effectively. In chapter
one, | outlined three such factors: consistencyragrstaff members, an organized and
efficient system for collecting and synthesizinged@and a reporting process for families,
students, teachers, and administrators (Horndr,&04.0; Myers & Briere Ill, 2010).

The results of this study suggest a way for udzols to improve these
fundamental factors. School leaders must creatavi@hsystems and provide
accountability so that staff members consistentigusinent and respond to student
behavior. This can be accomplished with a prograch @sMake Your Daywhich
provided the foundation for Arcadia’s behavior gys$, but must also include protocols
for identifying individual students’ needs and immlenting individualized support
systems for students.

Schools need organized and efficient systemsdibeating and analyzing data.
The Tracker is an example of this kind of systelmsTatabase was developed to fit the
specific needs of Arcadia’s behavior program and used to systematically collect and
synthesize behavior data. The system was easgdohérs to use and its use fit well with
classroom routines and procedures that were alnegulgce. The Tracker’s success was
made possible by school administrators’ insistemcteonsistency among staff members
and adherence to a school-wide behavior system.

Finally, schools need clear communication proceslamong families, students,
teachers, and administrators. The Behavior Int¢imemeam protocol is an example of
one such procedure, as it involves all stakeholohetise decision-making process. The
process relies on automated, systematic identibicadf students who need additional
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behavior support through the Tracker. The prottieeh calls for teachers and
administrators to get to know these students axénstand the multitude of factors
affecting their classroom behavior. Finally, studesnd parents are included in the
implementation and assessment of interventions.

This study has shown that urban schools can riegchigh standard of providing
culturally responsive, individualized support syssefor students. PBIS approaches, to
date, have shown the most promise in making thesbty. Urban schools, however,
often face challenges in implementing such appreschhis results of this study suggest
that overcoming these challenges is possible, Buwenresource-tapped districts and

schools.
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Introduction and Consent Form
Dear Participant:

| am a doctoral student under the direction ofKathleen Puckett in the Mary Lou
Fulton Teachers College at Arizona State Universigyn conducting a research study
that focuses on how our school can best suppatiénet classroom disruptors.

| am inviting you to participate in completing tfalowing questionnaire that will help

me gather important data. The questionnaire wkk tapproximately 10-15 minutes to
complete and your participation is voluntary. luychoose to complete the questionnaire
your responses will help make a contribution toittiermation known about frequent
classroom disruptors and the school’s ability topsart those students. There are no
foreseeable risks or discomforts to your particgrat

Your individual responses to the questionnaireaam@ymous and will only be seen by
the research investigators. All information will kept confidential. The aggregate results
of this study may be used in reports, presentatimngublications but your name will
never be used.

If you have any questions concerning the resedtatysplease contact Peter Bartanen at
Peter.Bartanen@asu.eduDr. Kathleen Puckett &tathleen.Puckett@asu.edu

If you have any questions about your rights asbgest/participant in this research, or if
you feel you have been placed at risk, you canamrthe Chair of the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board, through the ASU OffieeResearch Integrity and
Assurance, at (480) 965-6788.

Completion of the questionnaire is your consergaudicipate.

Sincerely,

Peter Bartanen
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Please think about students you consider frequassmom disruptors. These are
students whose classroom behavior disrupts thea¢idunel process in your classroom,
not necessarily those who misbehave outside tlssrdam. Please answer the following
guestions as they relate to those students.

Part 1. Identifying Frequent Classroom Disruptors

How do you define “Frequent Classroom Disruptodfign response)

Part 2. Risks

Please rate your level of agreement with the falhgystatements.
Strongly | Agree Somewhat Somewhat| Disagree | Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

1. These students’” |Q O @) O O O

behavior in school is
affected by situations
outside of school.

2. These students | O O O O O O
generally lack
maturity compared to
students who do not
misbehave.

3. These students leaftQ)
poor behavior from
their families.

4. These students leahtQ
poor behavior from
society.

5. These students O
deliberately choose tg
misbehave.

6. These students O
believe they are
capable of succeeding
in school.
7. These students arel O
capable of succeeding
in school.
8. These students arel O O
treated fairly at
school.

o O O O
o O O O
o O O O
o O O O
o O O O

@
@
@
@
@

O
O
O
O

What risks or challenges do these students fasehaol and outside of school that other
students do not? (open response)
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Part 3. Resources

Please rate your level of agreement with the falhgystatements.

Strongly| Agree| Somewhat Somewhat Disagree| Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree|
1. Our school’s O O O O O O
behavior plan, as it
is currently
implemented, meet
the needs of
frequent classroom
disruptors.
2.Ourschoolis  |O O O O @) O
doing everything in
its power to meet
the needs of
frequent classroom
disruptors.

JJ

Again considering only frequent classroom disruptptease rate how effective you
perceive each of the following incentives and cqogaces.

Effective | Somewhat Not
effective | effective

1. Lunch detentions O O O
2. Meeting with an adult mentor O O @)
3. Parent meetings O @) O
4. After school detentions O O O
5. In-school suspensions O @) O
6. Out of school suspensions O O O
7. Placement in an alternative school O O O
8. After-school tutoring and clubs O O O
9. After-school sports programs O O O
10. Other incentives or consequences: (please | O O O
describe)

11. Other incentives or consequences: (please | O O O
describe)

12. Other incentives or consequences: (please | O O O
describe)

What resources does our school currently havecthdt be better utilized to meet the
needs of these students? (open response)

What resources should our school pursue that coekt the needs of these students?
(open response)
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Consider this scenario: A middle school studentbes in your classroom all year.
Since day one of school, this student has beemstaat disruption to your classroom.

He calls out at all the wrong times, pulls othexdsints off-task, and displays other
attention-seeking behaviors. Each time you call@amd consult with parents, his
behavior improves for a short period but then tfabjem behaviors return. The
disruption has reached a critical stage — actiostrne taken for the benefit of you and
your students. The school’s assistant principalses to suspend the student until the
classroom teachers have exhausted all of thetegies, with the rationale that all
students need to be given the opportunity for sse&ead suspension should only be used
as a very last resort.

As a classroom teacher, how would you handle ttuatson?(open response)
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This interview protocol is intended to facilitats@mi-structured interview with students who are
identified as frequent classroom disruptors acecgydd teacher documentation in the school’s
electronic tracking system. Follow up questiond &l based on participants’ responses.

Adapted from the PBIS Functional Behavioral AssesgiBehavior Support Plan (F-BSP)
Protocol, available ahttp://www.pbis.org/common/pbisresources/tools/HP B8otocol.doc

Introduction and Consent

Interviewer: Thanks for meeting with me today. Frare to learn about you and your behavior in
the classroom. Your other teachers and | are goinge this information to figure out how to
give you the help you need in order to be succédsiuay use some of your information in my
research study as well but | will not include yoame.

| have a few questions about your interests asasgejlour behavior during school. If there are
any questions that you’d rather not answer, youtd@mve to. You can also choose to not be
interviewed and it won't affect your grade or hoaure treated by me or any other teacher.

Your parents know that you are participating irs tsiudy and have given permission for you to
participate if you would like to. | am not tape oeding this interview but | may make a few
notes on my paper.

Study ID #:
Grade:
Date:

Student Profile:

1) What are things that you like to do, or do well jietat school?

2) What are things that you like to do while away freamool?

3) What are some things that you do that get youaultie or that are a problem at school?

4) (For each listed behavior) How often do you ?

5) (For each listed behavior) What kinds of things endkmore likely that you will have
this problem?

6) (For each listed behavior) When and where is tbhblpm most likely to happen?

7) (For each listed behavior) When is the problem tehndeast likely to occur?

8) (For each listed behavior) Is there anything tlegdgens before or after school or in-
between classes that make it more likely that ytaive a problem?

9) (For each listed behavior) What usually happeresr &fe problem occurs?
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Student Information:

Student ID:
Date:

Behavior Team members

Problem Behavior:
Inappropriate behavior(s)

Replacement Behavior:
What is expected of the
student?

Method ofTeaching
Replacement Behavior
and By Whom:

How will we teach the
desired behavior and whg
will teach it?

[direct instruction, by:
[Janger management, by:
[Crole playing, by:
[Ibehavior contract, by:
[Cdecision-making lesson, by:

[lother: (specify), by:

[social skills training, by:
[providing cues, by:
[CDmodeling, by:

[Istress management, by:

[Cuse of mentor(s), by:

Accommodations,
Interventions, and Who's
Responsible for Them:
What help will we give
the student to help
him/her succeed?

It is VERY important that
these accommodations
and/or recommendations
be followed consistently
by teacher(s), aides, and
school staff.

[Iclear, concise directions
[Ifrequent reminders/prompts
[Ifrequent breaks/vary activities
[lteacher/staff proximity
[reprimand the student privately
[CDmodify assignments

[review rules and expectations
[provide alternate recess

[provide cooling off period

Accommodations to assist the student in displatiegreplacement behavior:

[CIsupervise free time

[lavoid strong criticism
[predictable, routine schedule
[Ispecified study area
[preferential seating

[avoid power struggles
[specifically define limits
[lavoid physical contact

[provide highly-structured setting

[Jcommunicate regularly with parents[Jother: (specify)

Interventions and Who's Responsible for Them:

PwbdE

Method of Measuring
Progress:

How will we know if it's
working or not?

[CJdirect observation
[Ccharting/graphing

[J# of Pinpoint entries

[Idaily behavior chart

[CIself-monitoring

[J# of office referrals

[Cother: (specify)
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Length of Behavior Plan | [ Jone week [ Jtwo weeks [other: (specify)

Positive Consequences for [ Jverbal praise [Jimmediate feedback [Jcomputer time
Appropriate Behavior:
What can the student [Jearned privileges [earned tokens/points [ ]positive call home
earn?

[Ctangible rewards [free time [positive office visit

[Cother: (specify)

Negative Consequences | [_lloss of points/tokens [ Jloss of privileges [Ctime out

for Inappropriate

Behavior: [CIphone call home [CJcommunity service [Jdetention

What happens if the

student does not behave? [Isend to office [in-school suspension [Jout-of-school
suspension

[Cescort to another area [Jother: (specify)

(adapted fronittp://empeglow.angelfire.com/DisciplinePlan Jodf
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This interview protocol is intended to facilitats@mi-structured interview with teachers and
administrators. Further follow-up questions willleesed on participants’ responses but remain
within the scope of classroom discipline.

Introduction and Consent

Interviewer: Thank you for joining me today. | awnducting research about how this school
supports frequent classroom disruptors. | am isteckin your perspective! | have a set of seven
guestions to ask you but may also ask some follp\guestions based on your responses. |
expect the interview will take approximately 20 oiies of time. If there are any questions you
do not feel comfortable answering, please let n@kand we will move on to a different topic

of conversation.

With your permission | would like to record our e@nsation so that | may transcribe it later.
What you say will remain confidential. Your namdlwbt be included in the transcript and only
the research team will have access to what youl sagly use the information gathered or some
guotes in reports, presentations, or publicatiartsybur name will never be used. Is this
agreeable?

Semi-Structured Interview Questions
1) Please describe the characteristics of a “freqclessroom disruptor.”

2) What factors influence these students’ classrodnavier?

3) How does the school identify frequent classroomugiors?

4) Does the school’s behavior program meet the nekitiese students? Explain.

5) How does the school’s program and resources inflistudents’ classroom behavior?
6) What supports does the school provide for studemisteachers?

7) How did the following programs support students taathers this semester?

a. Pinpoint Tracker
b. Initial Behavior Team meetings where student data analyzed

Follow-up Behavior Team meetings to review and ssggerventions
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APPROVAL: EXPEDITED REVIEW

Kathleen Puckett

Division of Teacher Preparation - West

480/727-5206
Kathleen Puckett@@asu edu

Diear Kathleen Puckett:

On 11/1/2013 the ASU IRB reviewed the following protocol:

Tvpe of Review: | Initial Study
Title: | Data-Driven Disciplinary Decisionmaking:
Supporting Classroom Disruptors in an Urban School
Setting
Investigator: | Kathleen Puckett
IRB ID: | STUDYO00000157

Category of review:

{T)b) Social science methods, (7)(a) Behavioral
research

Funding- | None
Grant Title: | None
Grant ID: | None

Documents Reviewed:

= Consent Form - Teachers and Administrators pdf,
Category: Consent Form;

= Student Assent Form - simplified version pdf
Category: Consent Form;

= Parent Letter of Permission pdf. Category: Consent
Form;

= IRB Application - Social Behavioral - 2013 10

31 docx, Category: IRB Protocol;

= Pre-Intervention Survey for Staff and
Administrators, Category: Recruitment Materials;

= Staff Interview Protocolpdf. Category: Recruitment
Materials;

= Script to Recruit STAFF Participants pdf Category:
Recruitment Materials;

= Script to Recmuit STUDENT Participants - 2013 10
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31 pdf, Category: Recruitment Materials;
» Student Interview Protocol - 2013 10 31 pdf
Category: Recruitment Materials;

The IRB approved the protocol from 11/1/2013 to 10/31/2014 inclusive. Three weeks
before 10/31/2014 vou are fo submit a completed “FORM: Confinuing Review (HEP-
212)" and required attachments to request continuing approval or closure.

If continuing review approval is not granted before the expiration date of 10/31/2014
approval of this protocol expires on that date. When consent is appropriate, you must use
final. watermarked versions available under the “Documents™ tab in ERA-TRB.

In conducting this protocol vou are required to follow the requirements listed in the
INVESTIGATOR MANUAL (HRP-103).

Sincerely,

IEB Administrator

oo Peter Bartanen
Peter Bartanen
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APPROVAL:CONTINUATION

Kathleen Puckett

Division of Teacher Preparation - West

480/727-5206
Kathleen.Puckett@asu.edu

Dear Kathleen Puckett:

On 10/1/2014 the ASU IRB reviewed the following protocol:

Type of Review: | Continuing Review
Title: | Data-Driven Disciplinary Decisionmaking:
Supporting Classroom Disruptors in an Urban School
Setting
Investigator: | Kathleen Puckett
IRB ID: | STUDYO00000157

Category of review:

(7)(b) Social science methods, (7)(a) Behavioral
research

Funding: | None
Grant Title: | None
Grant ID: | None

Documents Reviewed:

* Student Assent Form - simplified version.pdf,
Category: Consent Form:

* Consent Form - Teachers and Administrators.pdf,
Category: Consent Form;

* Parent Letter of Permission.pdf, Category: Consent
Form;

The IRB approved the protocol from 10/1/2014 to 10/30/2015 inclusive. Three weeks
before 10/30/2015 you are to submit a completed “FORM: Continuing Review (HRP-
212)" and required attachments to request continuing approval or closure,

If continuing review approval is not granted before the expiration date of 10/30/2015
approval of this protocol expires on that date. When consent is appropriate, you must use
final, watermarked versions available under the “Documents™ tab in ERA-IRB.
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In conducting this protocol you are required to follow the requirements listed in the
INVESTIGATOR. MANUAL (HRP-103).

Sincerely,

IEB Administrator

ce:
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