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Session OQutcomes

 Understand the rationale for aligning academic and
behavior practices

e Understand similarities in academic and behavior
practices

 Learn how to align academic and behavior practices
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Academic Response to Intervention (RtI) and PBIS practices share many common features. Strategically aligned academic and behavior approaches can produce more effective outcomes and create a more efficient educational system. This session will provide rationale and strategies for aligning academic and behavior practices within the classroom.


Why Integrated Academics and
Behavior?
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S
Academic or Behavior Support Systems

« National Center on Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Supports directly supports over
18,000 U.S. schools in implementing PBIS
(Sugal, 2012, October).

* 68% of schools are in some stage of district-wide
RTI implementation, with 24% stating that RTI
was part of their typical practices (GlobalScholar,
2011).
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Considering that many schools also implement PBIS in absence of formal Center support, we conservatively estimate that at least 1 in 5 schools in the U.S. are implementing PBIS 

However, most schools reported implementing RTI only for reading and only at the elementary level. In that survey, 51% of elementary schools reported full implementation of RTI for reading, and 20% reported full implementation of RTI for behavior. In secondary schools, 13% reported full implementation in reading, and 8% reported full implementation for behavior. With all of these schools implementing one or both of these approaches, it is difficult to identify any other comprehensive school reform initiatives in this day and age that are in use in so many schools. 


Continuum of Academics and Behavior
Connectedness

Parallel

Alignment

Integration

« Academics and
behavior are
separate systems,
siloed from each
other

* Implementation
causes competition
for staff attention
and resources

Academics and
behavior are
separate systems that
are supportive of
each other

Features of the
practices are
leveraged to support
each other

Barriers for
Implementation
resources are
minimized cross
practices

Academics and
behavior are one
system woven
together

Seamless
connections

Resources are
leveraged to build
upon each other




Is Integration our goal?

Enablers Systems Goal
Features
Effective
Efficient
_ Improved
Integration Student
Outcomes
Equitable
Sustainable

&
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Interaction between academics and
behavior
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~ MIBLSI Schools and Reading MEAP: Average Total Office
Discipline Referrals per 100 Students per Day
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
State average on MEAP is 82% proficiency per school on Fall 2005 assessments


Chart1

		Schools Performing at or above MEAP State Avg. (n=46)

		Schools Performing below MEAP State Avg. (n=43)



Total ODR/100 students 2004-2005

Average Major Discipline Referrals
 per 100 Students per  Day

0.235

1.35



Sheet1

		Old

		Self-Assessment Survey

		Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number		Exclude WSTAR		ODR/100		Number		Percent

		>= 70		2005-2006		0.65		13				0.28454		12		14%				ODR/100		n =

		< 70		2005-2006		0.8033		75				0.8979		74		86%		Not Met Criteria (<70%)		0.8033		75				Self-Assessment Survey

		>= 70		2004-2005		1.172		5				0.8333		4		8%		Met Criteria (>70%)		0.65		13				Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number

		< 70		2004-2005		0.9494		44				0.9488		44		92%										>= 60		2005-2006		0.905		30

																										< 60		2005-2006		0.569		58

																										>= 60		2004-2005

		Team Checklist																								< 60		2004-2005

		Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number		Exclude WSTAR		ODR/100		Number		Percent

		>= 80		2005-2006								0.5433		19		30%										Self-Assessment Survey

		< 80		2005-2006								0.6731		45		70%										Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number

		>= 80		2004-2005								1.245		3		50%										>= 65		2005-2006		0.9889		21

		< 80		2004-2005								1.45		3		50%										< 65		2005-2006		0.6182		67

																										>= 65		2004-2005

		Team Checklist Spring																								< 65		2004-2005

		Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number

		>= 80		2005-2006		0.8		19																		Self-Assessment Survey

		< 80		2005-2006		0.7944		49																		Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number

		>= 80		2004-2005		0.6575		4																		>= 67		2005-2006		0.9877		20

		< 80		2004-2005		1.1443		25																		< 67		2005-2006		0.631		68

																										>= 67		2004-2005		1.172		5

																										< 67		2004-2005		0.9494		44

		Team Checklist winter or Spring 80%

		Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number				Percent  of schools meeting 80% TIC														Self-Assessment Survey

		>= 80		2005-2006		0.6274		28				26%														Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number		Exclude WSTAR		ODR/100		Number		Percent

		< 80		2005-2006		0.84066		22																		>= 70		2005-2006		0.65		13								0%

		>= 80		2004-2005		0.4888		7				Percent  of schools meeting 70% Survey														< 70		2005-2006		0.8033		75								0%

		< 80		2004-2005		1.45		3				12%														>= 70		2004-2005		1.172		5								0%

																										< 70		2004-2005		0.9494		44								0%

																										Self-Assessment Survey

																										Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number

		Team Checklist winter or Spring 90%																								>= 75		2005-2006		0.8		10

		Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number																		< 75		2005-2006		0.7569		78

		>= 90		2005-2006		0.7694		18																		>= 75		2004-2005		0.8066		3

		< 90		2005-2006		0.6734																				< 75		2004-2005		1.03		46

		>= 90		2004-2005

		< 90		2004-2005																						Self-Assessment Survey

																										Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number

		Team Checklist winter or Spring 85%																								>= 80		2005-2006		1.085		7

		Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number																		< 80		2005-2006		0.7192		81

		>= 85		2005-2006		0.6592		26																		>= 80		2004-2005

		< 85		2005-2006		0.8025		23																		< 80		2004-2005

		>= 85		2004-2005		0.562		5

		< 85		2004-2005		1.45		30

		Team Checklist Spring

		Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number

		>= 85		2005-2006		0.8		19

		< 85		2005-2006		0.6957		49

		>= 85		2004-2005

		< 85		2004-2005

		Winter or Spring >= 80% (TIC) and Self-Assessment >=70

		Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number

		>= 85		2005-2006		0.7777		9

		< 85		2005-2006		0.727		80

		>= 85		2004-2005

		< 85		2004-2005

		PET										Readin Team Checklist if winter or spring

		Criteria		Year		% @ benchmark		Number				Criteria		Year		% @ benchmark		Number

		>= 70		2005-2006								>= 70		2005-2006		52.06		15

		< 70		2005-2006								< 70		2005-2006		51.82		17

		>= 70		2004-2005

		< 70		2004-2005

		PET										Readin Team Checklist if winter or spring

		Criteria		Year		% @ benchmark		Number				Criteria		Year		% @ benchmark		Number

		>= 75		2005-2006		51.73		15				>= 75		2005-2006		50.33		12

		< 75		2005-2006		56.53		29				< 75		2005-2006		52.89		19

		>= 75		2004-2005		49.16		6

		< 75		2004-2005		51.06		15

		PET										Readin Team Checklist if winter or spring

		Criteria		Year		% @ benchmark		Number				Criteria		Year		% @ benchmark		Number

		>= 80		2005-2006		51.58		12				>= 80		2005-2006		47.85		7

		< 80		2005-2006		56.129		32				< 80		2005-2006		52.66		21

		>= 80		2004-2005		49		5

		< 80		2004-2005		51		16

		PET										Readin Team Checklist if winter or spring

		Criteria		Year		% @ benchmark		Number		Percent at Criteria		Criteria		Year		% @ benchmark		Number		Percent at Criteria

		>= 85		2005-2006		51.5		6		0.0560747664		>= 85		2005-2006		50.5		4		0.0373831776

		< 85		2005-2006		55.4		38				< 85		2005-2006		52.81		22

		>= 85		2004-2005		55.33		3

		< 85		2004-2005		49.72		18

		PET										Readin Team Checklist if winter or spring

		Criteria		Year		% @ benchmark		Number				Criteria		Year		% @ benchmark		Number

		>= 90		2005-2006		53.75		4				>= 90		2005-2006		50.5		4

		< 90		2005-2006		54.97		40				< 90		2005-2006		52.8		22

		>= 90		2004-2005		55		2

		< 90		2004-2005		50.05		19
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ODR/100

Major Dicipline Referrals per 100 Students

EBS Self Assessment Survey (schoolwide component) and Major Discipline Referrals per 100 Students



SURVEY

		TIC 05-06

		Criteria		ODR/100		Number		Criteria		ODR/100		Number

		>= 70		0.65		13		< 70		0.8033		75

																		ODR/100/day

						Not Met Criteria		Met Criteria										avg enrollment		avg enrollment

		2005-2006		ODR/100/Day		0.8033		0.65				ODR/100/day		ODR/100/day				3.61		3.61

												Met 80%		Not Met 80%		Difference		Met 80%		Not Met 80%		Difference

												0.65		0.8033		-0.1533		2.3465		2.899913		-0.553413

														Avg Days per school year		178

												Per school avergae of 361 students and average days per year of 178

														Met 80%		Not Met 80%		Difference		*20min/referral		/60 =hrs/day		7hrs day

														417.677		516.184514		-98.507514		-1970.15028		-32.835838		-4.690834

												By calculating that the average school enrollment is 361 (in our project) and the average school days per year is 178. At 20 minutes per referral the difference between schools who met criteria and those who have not met criteria of 70% on Self-Assessment

																								WHAT ABOUT SUSPENSIONS??

		Self-Assessment Survey

		Criteria		Year		ODR/100		Number

		>= 70		2005-2006		0.65		13

		< 70		2005-2006		0.8033		75

		>= 70		2004-2005		1.172		5

		< 70		2004-2005		0.9494		44
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ODR/100/Day

Discipline Referrals per 100 Students/Day

Office Discipline Referral Outcome-Criteria:   Self Assessment Survey



TIC

		TIC 05-06

		Criteria		ODR/100		Number		Criteria		ODR/100		Number

		Win or Spr >=100		0.95444		9		Win andSpr <100		0.6573		37

		Win or Spr >=95		0.95444		9		Win andSpr <95		0.6573		37

		Win or Spr>=90		0.7694		18		Win andSpr <90		0.6734		30

		Win or Spr >=85		0.6592		26		Win andSpr <85		0.8025		23

		Win or Spr >=80		0.6274		28		Win andSpr <80		0.8406		22

		Win or Spr >=75		0.5903		35		Win andSpr <75		0.9563		18

		Win or Spr >=70		0.7397		41		Win andSpr <70		0.4412		14

		Win or Spr >=65						Win andSpr <65

		Win or Spr >=60						Win andSpr <60

		Win or Spr >=55						Win andSpr <55

		Win or Spr >=50						Win andSpr <50

																		ODR/100/day

						Not Met Criteria		Met Criteria										avg enrollment		avg enrollment

		2005-2006		ODR/100/Day		0.8406		0.6274				ODR/100/day		ODR/100/day				3.61		3.61

												Met 80%		Not Met 80%		Difference		Met 80%		Not Met 80%		Difference

												0.6274		0.8406		-0.2132		2.264914		3.034566		-0.769652

														Avg Days per school year		178

												Per school avergae of 361 students and average days per year of 178

														Met 80%		Not Met 80%		Difference		*20min/referral		/60 =hrs/day		7hrs day

														403.154692		540.152748		-136.998056		-2739.96112		-45.6660186667		-6.5237169524

												By calculating that the average school enrollment is 361 (in our project) and the average school days per year is 178. At 20 minutes per referral the difference between schools who met criteria and those who have not met criteria of 80% on Team Implementa

																								WHAT ABOUT SUSPENSIONS??
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ODR/100/Day

Discipline Referrals per 100 Students/Day

Office Discipline Referral Outcome-Criteria: Team Implementation Checklist
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				Self-assessment survey

				Overall >= 70

				Met		Not Met

		Overall MEAP		76.68		81.4

		Number		10

																																																MEAP SCORE				Met or Above (Levels 1 & 2 )

																																																Grade		3		86.60%

																																																		4		83.20%

																				Percent Responses in Place on Survey -classroom spr 05																														5		80%

																				=>65		<65														State average MEAP score for grade 3 - 6 percent proficieny = 82.35% (Fall 2005)														6		79.60%

																		MEAP Overall																				Met/exceed 82%		below 82%				Met/exceed 82%		below 82%				7		75.80%

																		Number																		Total ODR/100 Spr0405		0.24		1.35		Number		46		43				8		72.90%

				The average ODR by classroom per 100 Students  =62.59																																TIC Fall05		63%		56%		Number		46		43

																																				SW Survey 0405		42%		38%		Number		46		43

														profenciency						Percent Responses in Place on Survey -classroom spr 05																Class Survey 0405		51%		48%		Number		46		43

		Percent from Classroom and ODR/Classroom/100																		=>60		<60														Overall Survey 0405		41%		37%		Number		46		43

				ODR from Class		MEAP Proficency												MEAP Overall																		Percent ODR Class 0405		40%		56%		Number		46		43										82.35%

				30		67.64%												Number																		Total Benchmark Fall05		48%		34%		Number		46		43

				35		67.64%																														PET 0506		57%		71%		Number		46		43

				40		66.68%																														ODR by Class/100 students 0405		11		122		Number		46		43

				45		66.35%														Percent Responses in Place on Survey -classroom spr 05

				50		65.14%														=>70		<70

				55		64.96%												MEAP Overall		80.99		77.99

				60		64.55%												Number		6		32

				65		64.55%

				70		64.55%

				75		62.88%

				80		60.57%

				85		59.18%

				90		59.18%

				95		59.18%												Percent Responses in Place on Survey -overall spr 05

				100		59.18%												=>70		<70

																MEAP Overall		87.96		77.82

				The averagepercent of ODR from classroom  = 46%												Number		2		36

		Percent from Classroom and ODR/Classroom/100

				ODR from Class		MEAP Proficency												Percent Responses in Place on Survey -overall spr 05

				45%		75.36%												=>65		<65																State average MEAP score for grade 3 - 6 percent proficiency = 82.35% (Fall 2005)

				50%		75.11%										MEAP Overall		87.96																				Percent at or above MEAP State Avg (82% Prefenciency)		Percent below MEAP State Avg (82% profiencency)

				55%		71.99%										Number		2																		Total ODR/100 Spr0405		0.24		1.35

				60%		68.52%																														TIC Fall05		63%		56%

				65%		67.44%												Percent Responses in Place on Survey -overall spr 05																		SW Survey 0405		42%		38%

				70%		57.83%												=>60		<60																Overall Survey 0405		41%		37%

				75%		53.30%										MEAP Overall		79.57																		Percent ODR Class 0405		40%		56%

																Number		5																		Total Benchmark Fall05		48%		34%

										Percent referrals from Classroom

										>=55%		<55%						Percent Responses in Place on Survey -overall spr 05

								MEAP Overall		71.99%		81.70%						=>55		<55																State average MEAP score for grade 3 - 6 percent proficiency = 82.35% (Fall 2005)

								Number		18		33				MEAP Overall		80.99																				Schools Performing at or above MEAP State Avg. (n=46)		Schools Performing below MEAP State Avg. (n=43)

								TIC score Fall 05		58.35%		64.30%				Number		6																		Total ODR/100 students 2004-2005		0.24		1.35

								SurveySW Score spr05		39.50%		41.93																								Percent ODR from Classroom 2004-2005		40%		56%

								Classrm Score spr05		47.90%		51.66

								Overall Survey spr05		38.00%		41						Percent Responses in Place on Survey -overall spr 05																		TIC Fall05		63%		56%

								ODR/Class/100 students 0506		112.67		35.29%						'=>55		<55

								ODR/100 students 0405		1.23		0.84				MEAP Overall		80.99

								ODR/100 students 0506		0.91		0.49				Number		6

								SurveySW Score spr06		61.29%		64.73%

								Classrm Score spr06		61.29%		61.36%

								Overall Survey spr06		56.50%		59.36%
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Total ODR/100 students 2004-2005
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TIC Fall05

Percent Achieved on TIC (Fall 2005)



		



Percent ODR from Classroom 2004-2005



		

				All data

				ODR/100

		Cohort		02-03		03-04		04-05		05-06																				Percent schoolwide at benchmark

		1		0.4667		0.65625		0.728		0.502																				Data in each assessment year

		2						1.228		0.756																		Cohort		Spr '04		Spr '05		Spr '06		n=

		3		0.57						0.754																		Cohort 1		38.8		51.55		57.1		20

																												Cohort 2		44.9		49.2		54.7		10

																												Cohort 3		52.5		57		57		8

				Number of cases

		Cohort		02-03		03-04		04-05		05-06																		Cohort		Spr '04		Spr '05		Spr '06		n=

		1								21																		Cohort 1				50.52		56.52		21

		2								31																		Cohort 2				43.17		49.07		29

		3								55																		Cohort 3				51.64		51.57		14

																														Cohort		Spr '04		Spr '05		Spr '06		n=

																														Cohort 1		38.8		51.55		57.1		20

						ODR/100																								Cohort 2				43.17		49.07		29

						Data in each assessment year																								Cohort 3				51.64		51.57		14

				Cohort		02-03		03-04		04-05		05-06

				Cohort 1

				Cohort 2

				3

								03-04		04-05		05-06

				1				0.875		0.776		0.656		8

						Year		Cohort 1		Cohort 2

						04-05		0.728		1.228

						05-06		0.528		1.009

						n =		18		8





		



Year

Major Discipline Referrals per 100 Students

Cohort 1: Major Discipline Referrals over 3 yrs w/ 8 Schools



		



04-05

05-06

Year

Major Discipline Referrals per 100 Students

Major Discipline Referrals per 100 Students by Cohort



		



Spr '04

Spr '05

Spr '06

Cohort

Percent

Percent of Students at DIBELS Benchmark level: Schoolwide




Distribution of Elementary Reading Intervention Level a
Michigan Example (based on DIBELS assessment)

100% (n = 4074)
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Presentation Notes
Behavior and Reading Federal Grant 2003

Students with 6+ referrals represent 5% of student population in this sample


6+ ODR by Read level

		All Students		All Students		All Students

		Students with 6+ ODRs		Students with 6+ ODRs		Students with 6+ ODRs



Benchmark

Strategic

Intensive

0.4256259205

0.3330878743

0.2412862052

0.1990049751

0.2388059701

0.5621890547



Intensive by ODR

		All Students		All Students		All Students

		Students in Intensive Reading Intervention Level		Students in Intensive Reading Intervention Level		Students in Intensive Reading Intervention Level



Little or No Problem (0-1 referrals)

At Risk (2-5 referrals)

Identify Problem (6+ referrals)

0.7929416667

0.1275

0.07955

0.7723577236

0.1382113821

0.0894308943



Data

		

		All Students				All students		PERCENT		Students with 6+ ODRs				Reading level

								All Students								Students with 6+ ODRs

		Benchmark		1734		Benchmark		43%		Benchmark		40		Benchmark		20%

		Strategic		1357		Strategic		33%		Strategic		48		Strategic		24%

		Intensive		983		Intensive		24%		Intensive		113		Intensive		56%

				4074				100%				201				100%

						All students								ODR		Percent

								All Students		ODR						Students in Intensive Reading Intervention Level

						Little or No Problem (0-1 referrals)		79%		Little or No Problem (0-1 referrals)		190		Little or No Problem (0-1 referrals)		77%

						At Risk (2-5 referrals)		13%		At Risk (2-5 referrals)		34		At Risk (2-5 referrals)		14%

						Identify Problem (6+ referrals)		8%		Identify Problem (6+ referrals)		22		Identified w/ Problem (6+ referrals)		9%

								100%				246				100%
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- Cycle of Academic and Behavioral

Failure: Aggressive Response
(Mcintosh, 2008)

Teacher presents

Not sure...

Stu : : gages
siil  Probably a combination of both  =m
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Lowucm esLapes Ieacrier reroves J

academic task academic task or
removes student
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
McIntosh, K. (2008) Further analyses of relations between reading skills and problem behaviour. DIBELS Summit.

Many students struggle academically and exhibit problem behaviors.
Some students will misbehave because they “won’t do it,”
Others will misbehavior because they try and “can’t do it.” 

Social behaviour deficit model 
Social skills problems may lead to academic   problems (Dishion, French, & Patterson, 1995; Hinshaw, 1992; Reid and Patterson, 1991; Wehby, Lane, & Falk, 2003) 
Academic skill deficit model
Academic problems may lead to behavior  problems (Lee et al., 1999; Roberts et al.,2001)




Possibilities of Behavior/Academic Concerns
around function of problem

Behavior Interrelated Academic
Problems Behavior and Problems

Academic

Problems

Nonrelated Behavior and

oy
Academic Problems MICHIGHN

iEducation
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Presentation Notes
Integrated Function: 1)Team Approach, 2) Universal Screening, 3) Evidence-Based Practices, 4) Progress Monitoring, 5) Data-Based Decisions

Example:
Behavior Problems- student pushes another to get favorite swing on playground

Academic Problems- student has difficulty with long division

Interrelated Behavior and Academic- student engages in inappropriate language to escape reading task and is reading below grade level

Non related Behavior and Academic Problem- student engages in bullying to get attention from peers, also student has difficulty reading




Integrated Systems of Behavior and
Academic Support

e Given these economic times, schools are
required to “do more with less”

* It may be necessary and more efficient to have
a single, integrated system of supports vs.
separate, parallel systems

 Incorporate academic and behavior into school
Improvement process
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Why Is Integration Important?

e |Integrated approaches may be more
sustainable

e Less competition cross content area
Initiatives

o Capacity building of educator skills In
one MTSS area can be applied in other
areas of MTSS (data analysis, problem
solving, etc.)

< T
2 MIBLS! MIGHIGAN




Systems of Academic and Behavior
Practices
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Behavior and Reading 3-Tier Model

Intensive, Individual Interventions
e|ndividual Students

e Assessment-based ﬂ%
<High Intensity

«Of longer duration

Intensive, Individual Interventions
e|ndividual Students

= Assessment-based

e|Intense, durable procedures

Targeted Group Interventions
=Some students (at-risk) «
=High efficiency 5-10%
<Rapid response

Targeted Group Interventions
=Some students (at-risk)
<High efficiency

<Rapid response

Universal Interventions
< All students
<Preventive, proactive

Universal Interventions
=All settings, all students
<Preventive, proactive

80-90%

80-90%

Academic Systems Behavioral Systems

G
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Behavior and Reading 3-Tier Model

Intensive Intervention
Individualized, functional
assessment, highly specific

Targeted Intervention
Supplemental, some

Universal Intervention students, reduce risk

Core Instruction,
all students
Preventive

G
Cir. 2006 MICHIGHN
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Implementing a school wide model for student success can be conceptualized using this multi-tiered framework across the behavior or reading domain. Recent research suggests that a research based core instructional program, if implemented well, should be effective for about 80% of all students in the building. This is the first tier of intervention referred to as universal intervention, because it includes all students. The best universal intervention will address the needs of most, but not all. Some students will need additional support and practice. The second tier of intervention is referred to as targeted intervention and is usually appropriate for a smaller portion of students with some risk. The goal of this intervention is to reduce or eliminate this risk. Usually this tier of intervention is short term, maybe 10-20 weeks, and it focuses on specific skills. The third tier of intervention is referred to as intensive intervention. Like the medical model, these students have an immediate and intense need. The intervention is highly specific, requires frequent monitoring and is individualized. Students with this level of need may require several months or years of intervention.   


Parallel Systems to Integrated Systems
of Academic and Behavior Supports

Academic Supports Educational Supports Behavior Supports

G
Cir. 2011 MICHIGHN
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Given these economic times, schools are required to “do more with less”
It may be necessary and more efficient to have a single, integrated system of supports vs. separate, parallel systems



Integrated Functions Across Academic and
Behavior Supports

<f.mAm>

<L.m\/,a. wk?.ng>

Behavior Support
1Joddnsg dl1wapeay

MICHIGAN
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Aligning Reading and Behavior

Reading RTI

Specific academic
assessments and
interventions

Use of published
curricula selected by
school or district

Use of direct
assessment of skills

Periodic assessment
through benchmarking
periods

Focus on grade-level
teaming

Described in IDEA as
SPED eligibility
determination approach

"2 MIBLSI

Scientifically-based
interventions

Instruction as prevention

Tiered continuum of
supports with increasing
intensity based on need

Regular screening for
early intervention

Use of a problem-solving
model and data-based
decision rules

Focus on teaming
Emphasis on improving
guality of implementation

Embedded into school
improvement plan

PBIS

Specific social behavior
assessments and
interventions

Use of free materials that are
adapted to fit the school’s
context

Use of indirect assessment of
behavior

Continuous assessment of
social behavior with existing
data sources

Focus on school-wide teaming

Described in IDEA as school-
wide prevention and individual
intervention approach

MICHIGAN
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= Quality instruction can reduce student
engagement in problem behavior

Sanford (2006)

Explicit instruction
Frequent opportunities to respond
Appropriate placement (95% correct in text)

* Preciado, Horner, Baker (2009)
Teaching decoding skills
Review/Preview of grade level story
Review 2-3 key vocabulary words in the story

Review directions and help student complete the next day’s
reading independent task

Teach student how to ask for a break from task

Teach student how to ask for peer or adult assistance to complete
a reading task
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Sanford (2006) 
Explicit instruction
Frequent opportunities to respond
Appropriate placement (95% correct in text)
Preciado, Horner, Baker (2009)
Teaching decoding skills
Review/Preview of grade level story
Review 2-3 key vocabulary words in the story
Review directions and help student complete the next day’s reading independent task
Teach student how to ask for a break from task
Teach student how to ask for peer or adult assistance to complete a reading task



Amanda Sanford- Dissertation
The effects of function-based literacy instruction on problem behavior and reading growth
by Sanford, Amanda Kathleen Connor, Ph.D., University of Oregon, 2006, 155 pages; AAT 3251871
Abstract (Summary)
There are an alarming number of students who struggle with reading difficulties and antisocial behavior. In fact, reading difficulties and antisocial behavior are two of the strongest predictors of later life success or failure (Walker & Shinn, 2002). Prevention of reading difficulties and antisocial behavior begins with effective interventions that focus on both academic and behavioral features of instruction. This study examined the effects of function-based literacy instruction on student problem behavior and reading acquisition. Function-based literacy instruction is instruction that aims to (a) increase students' literacy skills, and (b) reduce presentation of aversive academic tasks that occasion problem behavior in the classroom. The study found that there is a functional relationship between implementation of function-based literacy instruction that is (a) effective and (b) at students' appropriate instructional level and reduced levels of disengaged problem behavior for second and third grade students who engaged in escape-maintained problem behavior during reading instruction. Data were inconclusive with respect to the relationship between function-based literacy instruction and reading growth. Implications and future directions for research are discussed.


Jorge Preciado- Dissertation
Using a function-based approach to decrease problem behaviors and increase reading academic engagement for Latino English language learners
by Preciado, Jorge A., Ph.D., University of Oregon, 2006, 136 pages; AAT 3238462
Abstract (Summary)
This study evaluates the effectiveness of a function-based intervention to improve behavior and academic reading outcomes for Latino English Language Learners (ELLs) who demonstrate escape maintained problem behaviors. The participants, four Latino ELLs in an elementary school general education setting (i.e., 2 nd , 3 rd , and 4 th grade), were directly observed over a 14-week period. Indirect teacher interviews along with archival reviews were conducted to establish a hypothesis statement regarding function of problem behavior. A functional analysis was implemented to determine and verify the function of problem behavior (e.g., escape-maintained). A single subject multiple baseline across participants design was used to document the relationship between reduction in problem behavior and implementation of a Language Matched Intervention Priming. The intervention involved daily mentoring by a bi-lingual mentor who (a) reviewed the lesson for the next day, (b) taught vocabulary associated with the next day lesson, and (c) reviewed the instructions for reading learning activity assignment for the next day. Results documented a functional relationship between implementation of the intervention and reduction in problem behavior.

This version was published on February 1, 2009
The Journal of Special Education, Vol. 42, No. 4, 227-240 (2009)
DOI: 10.1177/0022466907313350

Using a Function-Based Approach to Decrease Problem Behaviors and Increase Academic Engagement for Latino English Language Learners

Jorge A. Preciado
University of Oregon, Eugene, jpreciad@uoregon.edu

Robert H. Horner

University of Oregon, Eugene

Scott K. Baker

University of Oregon, Eugene

This study evaluates the effectiveness of a function-based intervention to improve behavior and reading outcomes for Latino English language learners (ELLs). The participants, four Latino ELLs in an elementary school general education setting, were directly observed over a 14-week period. Functional behavioral assessment via teacher interviews and archival reviews were conducted to establish a hypothesis regarding the maintaining function of students' problem behavior. A functional analysis was conducted to verify the function of students' problem behavior, and a single-subject, multiple-baseline, across-subjects design was used to document the relationship between reduction in problem behavior and implementation of language-matched instructional priming. Results documented a functional relationship between intervention and reduction of problem behavior.



Implementation of schoolwide positive
behavior support leads to increased
academic engaged time and enhanced

academic outcomes

(Algozzine & Algozzine, 2007; Horner et al., 2009;
Lassen, Steele, & Sailor, 2006)
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Proficiency on 4t Grade and Percent of Major Discipline
Referrals from Classroom: 132 Elementary Schools

100%
90%
80%
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -

0% -

Percent of Students Proficent

Schools with <50% Major  Schools with >50% Major
Discipline Referrals from Discipline Referrals from
Classroom Classroom
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h Cycle of Academic and Behavioral

Failure: Aggressive Response
(MclIntosh, 2008)

Teacher presents

Not sure...

Stu : : gages
siil  Probably a combination of both  em

or

Lomucm esLaped> leacrier rerrnoves )

academic task academic task or
removes student
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
McIntosh, K. (2008) Further analyses of relations between reading skills and problem behaviour. DIBELS Summit.

Many students struggle academically and exhibit problem behaviors.
Some students will misbehave because they “won’t do it,”
Others will misbehavior because they try and “can’t do it.” 

Social behaviour deficit model 
Social skills problems may lead to academic   problems (Dishion, French, & Patterson, 1995; Hinshaw, 1992; Reid and Patterson, 1991; Wehby, Lane, & Falk, 2003) 
Academic skill deficit model
Academic problems may lead to behavior  problems (Lee et al., 1999; Roberts et al.,2001)




Steps in Aligning Systems
1. ldentify shared, valued outcomes across

academic and behavior

2. Find common structures (and language) that can
be integrated

- Teams
- Data
- Professional development

3. Minimize activities that don’t help us achieve
these outcomes

< T
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Practices In aligned academic and
behavior systems
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Tiered | Logic for Aligning and
Integrating Practices

MICHIGAN
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Principles of effective instruction for academic and social behavior

based on Coyne, Kame’enui, & Carnine, 2007

Principle Integrated Examples
Focus on big Directly connect behavioral expectations to academic
iIdeas expectations (e.g., be responsible means engaging in class

Instruction)

Conspicuous

Directly teach academic facilitative behaviors (e.g., attending,

strategies engagement responses)

Mediated Prompt what the student should be doing (academic

scaffolding engagement) rather than not doing (problem behavior),
schedule instruction to increase successful responding and
reduce behavior problems

Strategic Teach students to use skills learned in reading problem solving

integration to apply to social problem solving (e.g., identifying context cues,
understanding meaning)

Primed Make connections from concepts previously learned in one area

background (e.g., content from story) as background knowledge for another

knowledge area (e.g., importance of responsibility)

Judicious review

Monitor student performance within the instructional setting
regarding need for review in both behavior AND academic
variables




* Questions/comments regarding Tier |
Integration?
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Tier I

 AImS:
- Provide supplemental (not supplantive) support

- Can rely on quality Tier | practices for some
iIntegrated support

e |ntegration considerations

- What is needed to maximize existing Tier |
supports?

- Efficiency comes from thoughtful selection

< T
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Tier Il Interventions Check-in

Check-out
Features
U

Access to adult attention X
Access to peer attention
Access to choice of

. o X
alternative activities
Options for avoiding X

aversive activities

Options for avoiding

aversive social attention

Additional structural

prompts for ‘what to do’ X
throughout the day

At least 5 structured times

each day to receive X
feedback

School-home X
communication system

Option to adapt into a self- X

management system

Social Skills
Club

X X X X

Grief/Loss Lunch
Group Buddies
X X
X X
X X
X X
X X

Horner &
Todd, 2002
X




Tier Il Interventions

Open Court PALS REWARD RN

S Naturall
Features y
. B
Access to adult attention X X
v
Access to peer attention X X
Options for avoiding X
aversive activities
Options for avoiding X
aversive social attention
Miller &

Goodman, 2012
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Smarter Integration

Two step process:

1. Place students into instructional groups
based on their primary academic needs

2. Add accommodations and differentiation of
Instruction for social behavior

< T
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Tier Il Accommodations by Function
of Problem Behavior

1. Student engages in problem behavior to obtain adult
attention during instruction

2. Student engages in problem behavior to obtain peer
attention during instruction

3. Student engages in problem behavior to avoid or escape
Interactions with adults or peers during instruction

4. Student engages in problem behavior to avoid or escape
academic tasks

5. Student engages in problem behavior due to deficits In
academic facilitative behaviors

< T
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* Questions/comments regarding Tier Il
Integration?
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Tier I

* Integrate supports to students to
maximize effectiveness

* Function-based support is a critical driver
of intervention selection

e Take care to consider both academic and
behavior at the same time

< T
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Functional Assessment of Behavior or
Academic Problems

e A process for identifying the conditions that

reliably contribute to behavior and/or academic
problem.

- Use of existing data
« SWIS
- DIBELS/AIMSWeb
- Teacher Interview
. Student Interview
- Observation

wMBLSI ® MICHICAN

DDDDDDD “Education




Functional Assessment of
Behavior and Academics

Behavior Academic

To obtain |Can’ tdog

* Objects/activities e Accuracy deficit

« Attention from peers - Deficit in targeted skills

« Attention from adults - Deficit in prerequisite skills
To Escape/avoid . Application of misrules

« Dbjects/activities | « Fluency deficit (not enough time
« Attention from peers doing it)

« Attention from adults « Generalization deficit

 Mismatch between skill level and
task difficulty (too hard)

[Won’ t dd
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Integrated Process
Referral

Student is referred for additional support

Academic_s initial concerin, Behavior ~Tier | behavio
academic, supports
implemented with behavior, or implemented with
fidelity? both? fidelity?

ier | academi
supports

Document previous , : Document
strategies Document previous previous strategies
implemented to ~ strategies implemented to
address problem implemented to address problem
address problem

Does student’s Is function to

behavior interfere escape/avoid
with learning? academic tasks?
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Tier Il Support Example: Eddie

« 3 Grade Student

* Problem: Disruptive and argumentative
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Demonstration Behavior Data from
School-Wide Information System: Eddie

Referrals by Location
All, Aug 1, 2013 - Apr 19, 2014

—
Fed
1 ]

Problems iIn

Classroom \

%8
]

Mumber of Referrals
I
|

&

Location
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Demonstration Behavior Data from
School-Wide Information System: Eddie

Referrals by Problem Behavior
All, Aug 1, 2013 - Apr 19, 2014

E_

Number of Referrals
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Demonstration Behavior Data from
School-Wide Information System: Eddie

Referrals by Perceived Motivation
Drill Down

Avoid Task

E__ Avoid Adult /

Referrals
T
|

® e
Qiz? & b‘f
e s :
C ?.P
Motivation

MICHIGN
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Demonstration Behavior Data from
School-Wide Information System: Eddie

Referrals by Time
All, Aug 1, 2013 - Apr 19, 2014

8 Social

= Studies

5 6- “ _

T - Reading

=

s 4 —

g

= 27

-

=
I:'IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII
' .r_::':’? _r;.a’:’wr .r_:.-:’:ﬁr _r;:’:’? r;ﬁ""’q & & & _;F’ﬁ &
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Demonstration Reading Data: DIBELS Class Progress Report

Class Progress Graph - DIBELS Next

District: Springfield School District i i
S Hilison Flementary [: T Center on Teaching & Leaning
Year: 2013-2014 U0 DIBELS Data System
Grade: Third Grade

Class: Morrison

Need For Support: Recommended Goals
DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Words Correct

200 Legend
Benchmark Goal
123 at End
175 of Third Grade

Scores per period
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H150* [ Hidale

§ M End
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S 2 DIBELS® Oral Reading Fluency
Grade 3/Benchmark 2.2

P> Now read this story to me. Totalwerds D [
Please do your best reading. '
Ready, begin. Errors (include skipped words): — | 6

Words correct: = 4 1

Raising a Calf o Oth
So re er
0 Soute of your friends p%;bﬁbl}?l haffe pet dogs or cats. O)Ja::rs might 12
0ars an
12 have ils or go . But do you know auygﬂcﬁqmi.rl]a) has a baby 25
et A r !
25 "i' w?sIt might as;ol\a/‘gls% you to_lénow that many c@lﬁ_&cu do! En‘f.\rmy year, 38
ose rise carts come |
38  thousdnds of young people rgist baby cows. or c&es, to coigpete in 50

Al
50 lnlwe\:/ shows. 52
52 Im i_ltpthat you are go'mgtﬂ raise a calf for a livestock competition. 65

65 Getready to work hard! First, you must prepare a place for your calf. It 80
80 needs a clean, dry pen that is roomy enough to run around. The enclosure 94
94 should have a good fence so the calf can’t escape and get injured or lost. 109
109  Before you put the calf in its new home, check to make sure there is 124
124  nothing sharp or dangerous. Calves like to explore and put everything in 136

136  their mouth. It is your responsibility to watch out for them and protect 149 H |(§?’N

149  them. 150 |18 00)1)



Presenter
Presentation Notes
To gather even more specific information, the team reviews Eddie’s winter benchmark DIBELS Next Oral Reading Fluency protocol (see Figure 3V.8). They notice that he showed low fluency and low accuracy for his grade level. Because his teacher recorded his specific errors (an option in assessment) the team sees that during Eddie’s errors, he often substituted incorrect words with the same initial letter sounds. This pattern of errors suggests that he may need remediation in decoding skills. To test this hypothesis, the team examines his past benchmark performance on early literacy measures and finds that he has mastered phonemic awareness but never successfully mastered alphabetic principle. Additionally, his reading fluency has been consistently below the benchmark goal for his grade level.

Begin WRC70 (55), Accuracy 95% (89%)
Middle WRC86 (68), Accuracy 96% (92%)
End WRC100 (80), Accuracy 97% (94%)


Individual Student Performance Profile

I&IBELS Next A . . .
ame: ., Eddie
e LRI L Teaching & Leaming
Class: Morrison U0 DIBELS Data System
Grade: Third Grade
g(i(l).-ol: %(])]ig ;ﬁ%ﬁmmm Legend ® Benchmark A.t;sm%sment A Score Above Graph Bounds
District: Target Bar O Progress Monitoring Assessment /. Score Above Graph Bounds
de fr Quinnrat- Racammandad (Taale
Deficit i Phonemic Awareness
eficit in _
First Sound Fluency Phoneme Segmentation Finency
Prerequisite | ot .
- ) E gg .
[
Skills . T |
— E ?ztg
(b e I ow ' A 10
' s o N 3 F L 3 F M A M ] s o N
g Oal) Kindergarien Kindergarien First Grade

Alphabetic Principal ~

Nonsense Word Fluency - Correct Letter Sounds
120
ElQwo
Z |0 80
b 60
% E 40 Ld
& 20 R - . o .
b T F M A M 1 s o N D T F M A M T s o N
1] 1] 4 9 16 28
Kindergarien First Grade Second Grade
Nansense Word Fluency - Whole Words Read
5E 2
18 2
= E 15
- - E : — = = —
DefICIt b E F M A LZI T s; o N D ; F M A LZI ] s o N
in Kindorgarton Fimst Grade Socond Grade
Target Fluency and Comprehension
. ~ DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Wards Correct
Skills
(below

goal) s — "MICHIGHN
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The Competing jDesired
Pathways chart for 56 work
our friend Edd|e successfully

w/o complaints

\ Strengthened | S 3
' What we want | | through Core || consequences
. Program
Vil strengthened
through
Universal
Supports
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Problem behaviors are irrelevant when
		Child doesn’t need to escape anymore
		Child has access to positive events more commonly
Problem behaviors are inefficient when
		Alternative behavior is available
		Alternative behavior is taught
Problem behaviors are ineffective when
	Problem behavior NO LONGER works- it does not get the child what they want to obtain or what they want to avoid.


The Competing
Pathways chart for

our friend Eddie

Desired
Alternative

Do work
successfully
w/o complaints

-

Typical
Consequence

Told “good job”
Grades

What we got

N\

Setting Events

Reading
curriculum that
Is at frustration

level

Triggering
Antecedents
Asked to
complete
reading
assignmen

'y

Problem
Behavior

Argues,
threatens
uses profanity

-

Maintaining
Consequences

Remove from
class

Function

‘ Avoid task

L

MICHIGAN
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Problem behaviors are irrelevant when
		Child doesn’t need to escape anymore
		Child has access to positive events more commonly
Problem behaviors are inefficient when
		Alternative behavior is available
		Alternative behavior is taught
Problem behaviors are ineffective when
	Problem behavior NO LONGER works- it does not get the child what they want to obtain or what they want to avoid.


The Competing
Pathways chart for

our friend Eddie

Desired
Alternative

Do work
successfully
w/o complaints

-

Typical
Consequence

Told “good job”
Grades

Function

‘ Avoid task

Setting Events Triggering Problem Maintaining
_ Antecedents Behavior Consequences
Readmg Asked to
curriculum that complete Argues, # Remove from
is at frustration reading threatens class
: uses profanit
level assignmen P y
T
Acceptable
Alternative
What we Ask for break,
could put up ask for help

with (for now)

MICHIGAN
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Problem behaviors are irrelevant when
		Child doesn’t need to escape anymore
		Child has access to positive events more commonly
Problem behaviors are inefficient when
		Alternative behavior is available
		Alternative behavior is taught
Problem behaviors are ineffective when
	Problem behavior NO LONGER works- it does not get the child what they want to obtain or what they want to avoid.


Desired
Alternative

Do work
successfully
w/o complaints

.

Typical
Consequence

Told “good job”
Grades

Setting Events

Reading
curriculum that
Is at frustration

level

Triggering
Antecedents
Asked to
complete
reading
assignmen

Problem
Behavior

Argues,
threatens
uses profanity

-

Maintaining
Consequences

Remove from
class

Function

‘ Avoid task

"2 MIBLSI
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Acceptable
Alternative

Ask for break,
ask for help
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Problem behaviors are irrelevant when
		Child doesn’t need to escape anymore
		Child has access to positive events more commonly
Problem behaviors are inefficient when
		Alternative behavior is available
		Alternative behavior is taught
Problem behaviors are ineffective when
	Problem behavior NO LONGER works- it does not get the child what they want to obtain or what they want to avoid.


Qhe Competing Desired Typical
Alternative Consequence
our friend Eddie successfully B e
w/o complaints
/
What we Academic Skill
need to do | ——> | Development
=7 ] Reading:
A ‘ decoding
skills
Setting Events Triggering Problem Maintaining Function
Antecedents Behavior Consequences

Reading
. Asked to
curriculum that # q Argues, # Remove from ‘ Avoid task

) . complete
is at frustration reaging threatens class
. uses profanit
level assignmen P y

'y

L

\

Acceptable
Alternative

Ask for break,
ask for help
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Problem behaviors are irrelevant when
		Child doesn’t need to escape anymore
		Child has access to positive events more commonly
Problem behaviors are inefficient when
		Alternative behavior is available
		Alternative behavior is taught
Problem behaviors are ineffective when
	Problem behavior NO LONGER works- it does not get the child what they want to obtain or what they want to avoid.


The Competing
Pathways chart for

our friend Eddie

Desired
Alternative

Do work
successfully
w/o complaints

-

Typical
Consequence

Told “good job”
Grades

Academic Skill
Development

Reading:
decoding
skills
Setting Events Triggering Problem Maintaining
_ Antecedents Behavior Consequences
Readmg Asked to
curriculum that complete q Argues, # Remove from
is at frustration reading threatens class
: uses profanit
level assignmen P 4

Function

‘ Avoid task

"2 MIBLSI

L

N\

Acceptable
Alternative

Ask for break,
ask for help
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Problem behaviors are irrelevant when
		Child doesn’t need to escape anymore
		Child has access to positive events more commonly
Problem behaviors are inefficient when
		Alternative behavior is available
		Alternative behavior is taught
Problem behaviors are ineffective when
	Problem behavior NO LONGER works- it does not get the child what they want to obtain or what they want to avoid.


Desired
Alternative

Do work
successfully
w/o complaints

-

Typical
Consequence

Told “good job”
Grades

Academic Skill
Development

Reading:
decoding
skills
Setting Events Triggering Problem Maintaining
_ Antecedents Behavior Consequences
Readmg Asked to
curriculum that complete q Argues, # Remove from
is at frustration reading threatens class
: uses profanit
level assignmen P 4

Function

‘ Avoid task
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Acceptable
Alternative

Ask for break,
ask for help
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Problem behaviors are irrelevant when
		Child doesn’t need to escape anymore
		Child has access to positive events more commonly
Problem behaviors are inefficient when
		Alternative behavior is available
		Alternative behavior is taught
Problem behaviors are ineffective when
	Problem behavior NO LONGER works- it does not get the child what they want to obtain or what they want to avoid.


Strategies that are contraindicated

e Provide opportunity for escape but without
addressing academic deficit

 Provide extra dose of academic intervention
but at a level that I1s not successful for student
and will not address need for skill
development
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Desired Typical
Alternative Consequence

Behavior
Support uccessuty ) morewor
Planning for —

. Academic Skill
Eddle Development

Reading:
’ decoding
words fluently

Do work # Told “good job,”

Setting Events Triggering Problem Maintaining Function
Antecedents Behavior Consequences
Corrected for Asked to
reading error complete # tr:}“xrgl:es, # Removed ‘ Esfﬁpet y
earlier in period reading reatens, from class academic tas
: uses profanity
assignment
Acceptable
\ Alternative
Ask for break, /
ask for help
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* Questions/comments regarding Tier Il
Integration?
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Smarter Integration

 The main goal of integrated MTSS models is
iImproved effectiveness and efficiency, not
Integration

 For Tier I, quality support in all domains is more
important than integrated support

e For Tier ll, provide academic support and then
differentiate or accommodate for social
behavior

 For Tier Ill, conduct functional assessments
and build plans from these results
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Discussion

What advice would you share with
others for implementing an integrated
behavior and academic model?
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