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Abstract

To best support all students’ academic, behavioral, and social needs, an integrated
systems approach is necessary. In such systems, all faculty and staff ideally recognize
student success is a shared responsibility and collaborate in a data-informed process to
define common student behavioral expectations to facilitate success academically,
behaviorally, and socially. By defining behavioral expectations, clarity is provided for all
students regardless of skill set, allowing equitable access to all areas of instruction. In
this dissertation, Chapter 1 frames the need for clearly defined student expectations
within three-tiered models of support for both instructional and non-instructional settings.
Chapter 2 reviews the literature and determined most schools in published studies used a
leadership team to build expectation matrices, sometimes obtained faculty and staff
feedback, and rarely used a data-informed decision making process including faculty and
staff input. Chapter 3 and 4 explore educator priorities of behavioral expectations in
classroom and non-instructional settings—a previously unstudied area of inquiry—for
students as measured by the Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific Settings
(SESSS; Lane, Oakes, & Menzies, 2010). Data are analyzed from a cohort of 10 schools
that participated in a year-long comprehensive, integrated, three-tiered (Ci3T; Lane,
Oakes, & Menzies, 2014) model of prevention professional learning series. Results
indicated educators across school levels (elementary, middle, high) had similar views on
what skills should be prioritized for student success, with significant differences found
for the hallway setting. Additionally, participant gender and professional development
on behavior screeners predicted mean scores for the hallway setting. Chapter 5 discusses

implications of these findings and future directions for research in this area.
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Chapter 1
Statement of the Problem
The rich demographic diversity of the United States continues to grow and be
embraced by inclusive K-12 classrooms working toward rising accountability measures
(Gandhi, 2007; Kozleski, Artiles, McCray, & Lacy, 2014). Along with greater variety in
student ethnic and cultural backgrounds, teachers welcome students representing a
variety of ability levels, relying on practices such as differentiated instruction to provide
students with needed supports to meet standards (Courey, Tappe, Siker, & LePage, 2013).
To support the range of student ability levels, tiered systems have fostered partnership
between general and special education to promote collective, collaborative efforts and
support students more efficiently than individual teacher or service provider efforts
(Fuchs, Fuchs, & Stecker, 2010; Kozleski, Gonzalez, Atkinson, Mruczek, & Lacy, 2013;
Sailor, 2008; van Garderen, Scheuermann, Jackson, & Hampton, 2009). General
education teachers collaborate with multiple staff members to provide instruction to
students of all ability levels, including those with or at risk for disabilities such as
emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD; Sawka, McCurdy, & Mannella, 2002). Special
education teachers collaborate across faculty and staff to manage their caseload of
students (instead of working in isolation), and participate in general education progress
monitoring and student assessment (van Garderen et al., 2009). Such integral
cooperation among general and special educators allows a school to support success for
all students via a systems approach where collective efforts can be more efficient than

siloed energy (Lane, Menzies, Ennis, & Bezdek, 2013). This becomes particularly



relevant when considering the percentage of students with mild to moderate EBD who
are not served by special education but will require additional supports to be successful.
Specifically, 0.5% of students received services in school under the emotional
disturbance category of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; 2004)
each year from 2011-2014 (latest data); this percentage is down from 0.7% in years 2005-
2007 and 0.6% in years 2008-2010 (U.S. Department of Education, 2016). In great
contrast, point prevalence estimates indicate 12% of students have at least a moderate
EBD and 20% have at least a mild EBD (Forness, Freeman, Paparella, Kauffman, &
Walker, 2012). Meaning most students with EBD, those classified as both externalizing
(e.g., yelling, vandalism, aggression; Hallahan & Kauffman, 2006; Turnbull III, Wilcox,
Turnbull, & Sailor, 2001) and/or internalizing (e.g., depression, withdrawal, anxiety,
passivity; McIntosh, Ty, & Miller, 2014; Turnbull III et al., 2001), attend general
education classes and do not receive special education support. When mental health
supports are provided, they are often through a system separate from academic and
behavioral supports (MclIntosh, Bohanon, & Goodman, 2010), which is an inefficient
method to sustain effective supports capable of addressing the wide range of student
needs (Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, & Wallace, 2005). To best support all students’
academic, behavioral, and social needs, an integrated systems approach is necessary. In
such systems, all faculty and staff ideally collaborate in a data-informed process to define
common student behavioral expectations to facilitate success academically, behaviorally,
and socially, recognizing student success is a shared responsibility.

Teacher Expectations



There are great benefits to having clearly defined expectations for adult and
student navigation of the K-12 continuum (Lane, Pierson, & Givner, 2003). By defining
behavioral expectations, clarity is provided for all students regardless of skill set,
allowing equitable access and, in essence, “leveling the playing field.” Additionally,
having school-wide behavior expectations provides common language to be used by all
adults in a building, where any educator (e.g., related service provider, special education
teacher, itinerant teacher) can teach behavioral expectations to a student as they would
academic skills, and all other adults (e.g., general education teachers, cafeteria stafft) can
reinforce expected behaviors throughout settings (Fenning, Theodos, Benner, &
Bohanon-Edmonson, 2004; Kerr & Zigmond, 1986). To better understand expectations
teachers hold for students, Lane, Carter, Common, and Jordan (2012) reviewed studies
conducted after the Education for all Handicapped Children Act (1975) and its
reauthorizations as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (1997, 2004), where
access to general education curricula by students with disabilities was emphasized.
Authors suggested explicit instruction of teacher expectations for student behavior can
facilitate inclusive programming, make grade level transitions easier (e.g., elementary to
middle school), support secondary students’ daily transitions between teachers, and
inform interventions at all levels (Lane, Carter et al., 2012).

In broad view, both general and special educators often had similar expectations
of students (Lane et al., 2003). High ranked behaviors involve those facilitating
classroom control such as student self-control, study habits, following rules, paying
attention to the teacher, and compliance, with low priority given to peer-to-peer

interaction skills such as initiating a conversation with a peer, complimenting peers, or



4
being afraid to ask to join an activity (Kerr & Zigmond, 1986; Walker & Lamon, 1987).

With the large majority of office discipline referrals coming from general education
teachers, it is important each school learn in more detail what specific behaviors teachers
expect of students (Lane, Givner, & Pierson, 2004). Across five studies surveying 2,752
general and special education teachers at 44 elementary, 24 middle, and 16 high schools
in various geographic regions, four behavior expectations were ranked as essential for
student success by the majority of teachers: (1) follows directions, (2) listens to
instruction, (3) controls temper with peers, and (4) controls temper with adults (Lane,
Givner et al., 2004; Lane et al., 2003; Lane, Pierson, & Givner, 2004; Lane, Pierson,
Stang, & Carter, 2010; Lane, Wehby, & Cooley, 2006). Except for listens to instruction,
three of the same behaviors were also identified as essential by 35 teachers at three
preschools (Lane, Stanton-Chapman, Jamison, & Phillips, 2007). In some studies
additional behaviors were identified as essential by a majority of teachers, such as
responds appropriately to peer aggression, gets along with people who are different, uses
free time appropriately, and transitions easily between activities.

Examining cooperation skills specifically, Beebe-Frankenberger, Lane, Bocian,
Gresham, and MacMillan (2005) surveyed 26 elementary and 27 secondary teachers and
found four skills rated critical by both groups: (1) produces correct work, (2) ignores peer
distractions when working, (3) easily transitions between activities, and (4) timely
finishes work. Three additional skills were rated as critical by secondary teachers: (1)
listens to instructions, (2) uses time appropriately, and (3) follows directions. McMullen,
Shippen, and Dangel (2007) examined organization skills 12 teachers expected for

students with learning disabilities and found the five top ranked behaviors were (1) turns
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in homework, (2) starts working immediately, (3) requests help as needed, (4) completes
work, and (5) writes down homework assignments.

Beyond these commonly high-ranked behaviors found across studies, teachers can
have a variety of expectations, making it especially challenging for middle and high
school students to navigate multiple classes throughout each day where expectations
differ (Lane, Pierson et al., 2004). Additionally, as elementary students transition to
secondary schools, expectations adults have for student success shift with the
developmental priorities that come with adolescence. For example, middle and high
school educators may not value playground or hallway expectations the same as
elementary teachers (where unstructured play and quiet transitions are important), instead
expecting adolescents and young adults to socialize with peers (Fuligni, Eccles, Barber,
& Clements, 2001; Furman & Buhrmester, 1992). Explicitly teaching school-wide
expectations likely to be reinforced by all adults (e.g., when all faculty and staff
collaborated to build expectations) across settings may alleviate challenges associated
with changing procedures and expectations across school levels. Teaching the agreed
upon expectations may increase the likelihood students will learn what is needed for
school success in all contexts, maintain skills over time (with adults providing
reinforcement when expectations are exhibited across settings), and generalize
expectations to new settings and teachers (Lane, Carter et al., 2012). Building school-
wide expectations within the continuum of supports found in tiered models of prevention
can maximize the potential for all faculty and staff to (a) contribute to expectation

development, (b) teach behavior expectations as they would academic skills, and (c)



reinforce desired student behaviors in all settings to help maintain what is socially
acceptable.
Tiered Models of Prevention

Schools and districts are moving toward prevention models exemplified in tiered
systems and away from reactive models where supports are provided after student failure
or disciplinary referral (Lane, Menzies, Oakes, & Kalberg, 2012). Educational leaders
recognize the increasing accountability measures for all students (e.g., Every Student
Succeeds Act, 2015) and the continuous drive to help students lead positive, productive,
full lives. These leaders endeavor to identify students at risk for academic failure and
EBD at the earliest signs of concern (e.g., academic and behavior screenings). Tiered
systems match such initiatives, offering a school-wide system organized into three levels
of graduated support to address the needs of the majority of students (about 80%) through
primary (Tier 1) prevention efforts, additional targeted supports for some students (10-
15%) who will require secondary (Tier 2) interventions, and more individualized and
intensive interventions for a few students (about 5%) who will need tertiary (Tier 3)
supports. Sugai and Horner (2009) described how common features among tiered
systems include shared leadership through strong school teams, universal screening, data-
based decision making, research-based instruction and interventions, and measurement of
treatment integrity (e.g., Tiered Fidelity Inventory; Algozzine et al., 2014). There are
several tiered models that apply these common elements in different ways, in addition to

unique features.



Response to Intervention (Rtl)

Rt is a tiered system originally designed to address reading achievement and
expanded to include mathematics, part of IDEA (2004) as an alternative to the 1Q-
discrepancy model for identifying students with specific learning disabilities (Fuchs,
Fuchs, & Compton, 2010). RtI combines general, remedial, and sometimes enrichment
academic services, provided to all students, to where all faculty and staff are responsible
for the success of all students (Pennsylvania Training and Technical Assistance Network,
2011). With Rtl, approximately 80-90% of student needs are met at the primary (Tier 1)
level where validated core curricula are provided schoolwide (Gresham, 2005).
Academic screeners are conducted with all students when school starts and again toward
the end of each grading period to determine who might need additional support. Based
on academic screeners, students are either provided more intensive instruction at the
secondary (Tier 2) or tertiary (Tier 3) level—depending on severity of need—or are
frequently monitored for progress to allow data driven decisions about needed supports
(Fuchs & Fuchs, 2016). Curriculum-based measures are typically used to screen and
monitor progress, such as AIMSweb (NCS Pearson, 2014) or Dynamic Indicators of
Basic Early Literacy Skills (Good, Kaminski, Smith, Laimon, & Dill, 2003), which have
benchmarks for different grade levels (Floress & Jenkins, 2015). Thus, students
performing below benchmark can be monitored for improvement or receive needed
supports, and when receiving supports monitoring continues in order to determine how
students respond to interventions. When more customized and intensive supports are
provided at the tertiary (Tier 3) level, if a student does not show expected improvement

he or she may be referred for a comprehensive evaluation to determine if special



education services are needed (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). This tiered structure of
increasingly intensive supports adds clarity for faculty and staff regarding academic
interventions and what is available to aid students who need more than Tier 1 instruction.
Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS)

PBIS is a tiered system to prevent and respond to challenging behavior through
tenets of applied behavior analysis scaled to the school-wide level (Horner & Sugai,
2015). Within a PBIS framework, schools implement concepts of applied behavior
analysis to increase socially acceptable behavior and to prevent and address student
misbehavior (Carr et al., 2002). Specifically, a school designing a PBIS framework will
examine and improve environmental conditions (setting events; discriminative stimuli)
and reinforcing consequences to improve socially important student behavior (response to
stimuli; Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). By increasing the density of reinforcement for
appropriate behavior (Flora & Pavlik, 1992), students learn socially acceptable behaviors
(including academic behaviors) and are more likely to engage in them, contributing to a
warm, supportive classroom environment and academic success (Lane, Menzies, Bruhn,
& Crnobori, 2011). To determine what is socially important and will contribute to a
positive climate supporting all students’ success, the school community identifies three to
five major behavioral expectations (e.g., be ready, be responsible, be respectful). Then
the broad expectations are operationally defined for different school settings with three to
five examples each (e.g., respect in the classroom means waiting your turn to talk,
cleaning up your workspace, and using kind words; Bradshaw, Koth, Bevans, lalongo, &
Leaf, 2008). Next, schools assemble all behaviors (including academic enablers) into a

table or matrix of expectations. During the next year when PBIS is implemented,



educators explicitly teach expectations, students are provided opportunities to practice,
and faculty and staff reinforce desired behaviors (e.g., provide a “ticket” or “token”
paired with behavior-specific praise). Acknowledging behavior with tokens has been
shown in behavior analysis studies to make it more likely for those behaviors to occur
again in the future, supporting maintenance and generalization (Kazdin, 1977, 2012).
Such tokens or tickets can later be exchanged for tangible (e.g., school supplies, toys,
food, event tickets, a yearbook) and non-tangible (e.g., homework pass, first in line for
lunch, five minutes of extra recess with a friend) rewards or entered in drawings for the
chance to win such items or prizes of larger monetary value.

Finding what is reinforcing to students can be key to promoting socially desired
behavior. For many students, adult attention in the form of specific praise is sufficiently
reinforcing (e.g., “Enrique, I like the way you raised your hand and waited to be
acknowledged, that showed respect”). Others, especially at earlier ages, might need more
tangible rewards before fading them to intermittently maintain new behaviors when
natural reinforcers (e.g., peers asking a student to join their group) and intrinsic
motivation develop (Epstein, Atkins, Cullinan, Kutash, & Weaver, 2008; Shull &
Lawrence, 1998; Strain & Joseph, 2004). Concurrent with reinforcement, educators
withhold consequences that previously maintained minor behaviors (i.e., extinction
procedures) such as ignoring behaviors previously maintained by attention, instead
providing attention for desirable behaviors (e.g., reinforcing desired student behavior;
Umbreit, Ferro, Liaupsin, & Lane, 2007). Additionally, faculty and staff precorrect for
desired behaviors (Faul, Stepensky, & Simonsen, 2012) in an upcoming context (e.g., “As

we line up for lunch, who can remind us of one way we show responsibility in the
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hallway?”). When schools build and teach school-wide behavior expectations, provide
expectation posters as discriminative stimuli (e.g., reminders, prompts), and provide
consequences that reinforce meeting expectations while not reinforcing undesired
behaviors, the learning environment can be transformed from reactivity (e.g., only
providing attention to students when correcting misbehavior) and punishment to
positivity, prevention, and recognition for meeting behavior expectations (Lane, Oakes, &
Mengzies, 2014).
Multi-tiered System of Supports (MTSS)

Recently, MTSS began blending academic and behavioral tiered frameworks into
a unified program (Batsche, 2013). This blending of existing academic (RtI) and
behavior (PBIS) systems initiatives allows for a more whole-school framework
recognizing the intertwined nature and reciprocal influence of behavior and academics
(Wheldall, 1991). Schools with MTSS retain the tiered structure and features of Rtl and
PBIS previously described, blended for a more balanced view of students with a system-
wide continuum of supports (Averill & Rinaldi, 2011; Sugai & Horner, 2009). A district
building MTSS will often train on RtI one year then PBIS the next, or vice versa,
supporting full MTSS implementation in year three (e.g., [Anonymous, 2012]). The
complexities involved with changing to a tiered system of prevention are
multidimensional enough many schools and districts choose to spread changes over time,
or may only have capacity to support gradual change as they continue to provide
professional learning and time for the maturation of organizational culture (Fixsen et al.,

2005). It takes time for school culture to change, just as it does for social cultures to
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evolve, and providing new information in an professional learning format can be part of a
set of contingencies to facilitate such change (Glenn, 2004).
Comprehensive, Integrated, Three-Tiered (Ci3T) Models of Prevention

Ci3T models of prevention—the model used in this dissertation—integrate
systems of RtI for academics, PBIS for behavior, and tiered logic for a validated social
skills curriculum into one comprehensive system (Lane, Oakes, & Magill, 2014; Lane,
Oakes, & Menzies, 2014). The integration of school-wide social skill instruction, unique
to Ci3T, creates an opportunity to explicitly prioritize social and emotional learning.
Doing so creates opportunities for all students to learn and practice self-determined
behaviors supporting success along multiple dimensions, such as self-regulation skills
and interpersonal relations. In Ci3T models, school leadership teams collaborate with
district leaders over a year-long six-session professional learning series to (a) choose core
academic curricula shown to be effective when implemented as designed, (b) build their
PBIS framework, and (c) choose a relevant validated social skills curriculum (Lane,
Oakes, Cantwell, & Royer, 2016). Between sessions, teams share information with and
obtain feedback from faculty and staff using validated measures (e.g., Primary
Intervention Rating Scale; Lane et al., 2009; Lane, Robertson, & Wehby, 2002), in
preparation for implementing their Ci3T plan the following academic year with all
components in place (i.e., academic, behavior, and social skill domains; Lane, Oakes,
Jenkins, Menzies, & Kalberg, 2014). This focused simultaneous approach exemplifies
Ci3T’s commitment to integrating new practices, policies, and procedures as the new

status quo (full operation) after one year of professional learning instead of over time.
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Design. Ci3T primary (Tier 1) plans can be fully implemented after the

professional learning year concludes partly due to clearly outlined roles and
responsibilities for all stakeholders (students, faculty and staff, administrators, parents,
community) as they teach, reinforce, and monitor the plan. Lane, Oakes, Cantwell, and
Royer (2016) provide exemplars of these responsibilities and procedures, which include
academic and behavioral benchmarking three times a year (fall, winter, spring) following
an at-a-glance assessment schedule and progress monitoring for students at elevated risk
levels. Exemplars additionally include core instruction dosages (reading, math, and
social skills), low-intensity teaching strategies (e.g., precorrection, behavior-specific
praise, instructional choice, increased opportunities to respond; Lane, Menzies, Ennis, &
Oakes, 2015), and classroom management specifics (e.g., room arrangement, predictable
routines; Simonsen, Fairbanks, Briesch, Myers, & Sugai, 2008). Examples for teaching
include how to respond when students do not meet expectations (e.g., reactive plan), how
to teach the Ci3T plan to existing, new, and itinerant faculty and staff, and when to teach
behavior expectations to students throughout the year. Procedures for teaching also
include how to reinforce desired student and staff behavior. Exemplars for monitoring
include student outcome measures (e.g., district and state assessments, office discipline
referrals, attendance, visits to the nurse), Ci3T plan implementation measures (e.g.,
teacher self-report and direct observation treatment integrity), and how stakeholders view
the Ci3T plan procedures and outcomes (social validity).

Establishing, explicitly teaching, and reinforcing clear behavior expectations for
all students is also delineated in Ci3T primary (Tier 1) plan roles and responsibilities, a

core feature of PBIS which is the behavioral component of Ci3T models of prevention.
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Schools building a Ci3T model foster faculty and staff collaboration to operationally

define behaviors customized for various settings and to modify environmental antecedent
conditions. Behaviors for each setting are organized into a school’s behavior expectation
matrix, unique to each school based on current needs and reflective of its diverse
community’s harmonic values. However, how PBIS schools choose behavior
expectations and who is involved in building a school’s matrix bears investigation and is
the focus of the systematic literature review in Chapter 2 (Lynass, Tsai, Richman, &
Cheney, 2012).

Implementation. Once expected student behaviors are operationally defined and
agreed upon as part of the Ci3T blueprint through faculty and staff feedback, the plan is
implemented when the academic year begins in fall (Lane, Oakes, Cantwell, & Royer,
2016). Academic and social skill curricula, along with direct instruction of school-wide
behavior expectations, are taught according to roles and responsibilities outlined in the
primary (Tier 1) plan for all students. Faculty and staff reinforce displays of the agreed
upon school-wide expectations in all settings using tickets paired with behavior-specific
praise, and monitoring of Ci3T plan implementation begins. Procedures for monitoring
are delineated in the school’s Ci3T blueprint, including student outcome measures
(academic, behavior, and social skills) and program measures at the school level (social
validity, treatment integrity, and program goals).

As the Ci3T plan is monitored, if data from academic and behavior screeners
indicate elevated levels of risk for a student, class, or school, teachers revisit Tier 1 roles
and responsibilities outlined in the Ci3T primary plan to ensure they are following the

plan with fidelity. Are school-wide expectations being taught and reviewed at key time



14

points throughout the year? Are students being reinforced for meeting expectations at a
high enough rate? Are social skills lessons being taught with integrity, then modeled,
prompted, and practiced during core academic instruction? The shared descriptions of
expected behaviors help prompt an increased use of behavior-specific praise, as students
see expectations posters (discriminative stimuli) and remember what behaviors are
expected in each setting, and faculty and staff see posters and are reminded to praise
students displaying expectations. It is essential such self-reflection occur at Tier 1 where
class-wide evidence-based practices are implemented before teachers or school teams
consider more student-centered secondary (Tier 2) interventions (Lane et al., 2013); to
show students need additional supports it must first be shown they have received Tier 1
with fidelity (Lane, Oakes, Ennis, & Hirsch, 2014).

Ci3T primary (Tier 1) plan academic, behavioral, and social elements might
include optimal physical arrangements, predictable procedures and routines,
differentiation, appropriate challenge level, consistent instruction of academic and social
skills curricula, and the teaching and reinforcement of behavior expectations following
school-wide PBIS procedures (e.g., tickets paired with behavior-specific praise when
expectations are met). When these elements are confirmed, teachers can implement or
increase use of low-intensity strategies (Lane, Oakes, Cantwell, & Royer, 2016).

A key feature of Ci3T primary (Tier 1) plan efforts is the incorporation of low-
intensity teacher-delivered strategies to promote students’ academic engagement and
prevent or reduce behavior concerns (Lane, Oakes, Menzies, & Germer, 2014). Research
has shown many low-intensity strategies can be powerful influences on desired academic

and prosocial behaviors (e.g., those defined with faculty and staff input found in school-
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wide expectation matrices; Lane et al., 2015). Such strategies include increasing

opportunities to respond (Common, Lane, Cantwell, Brunsting, & Oakes, 2016),
behavior-specific praise (Royer, Lane, Dunlap, & Ennis, 2017), active supervision
(Haydon & Kroeger, 2016), high-probability request sequences (Common, Bross, Oakes,
& Cantwell, 2016), precorrection (Ennis, Royer, Lane, & Griffith, in press), and
instructional choice (Royer, Lane, Cantwell, & Messenger, 2017).

Behavior-specific praise is particularly well suited to PBIS and Ci3T
implementation as reinforcing students who meet expectations (e.g., tickets paired with
behavior-specific praise) is critical to helping students generalize and maintain skills
(Allday et al., 2012). Being specific with praise is more effective than general praise
because students may not understand what precisely they have done well or which
expectation they met when told, “Good job,” compared to, “Good job having your

b

supplies organized and ready to go.” This is especially true for students with a history of
challenging behaviors at school who tend to receive even less teacher praise (Lane et al.,
2015). With practice, using behavior-specific praise daily is simple to integrate in
instruction without disruption and is versatile for use in all settings, subject areas, and
with all ages. Providing students feedback with behavior-specific praise is an essential
way to reinforce school-wide expectations for establishing and maintaining a safe,
positive, warm school climate (Lewis & Sugai, 1999).

Teachers learn about these and additional low-intensity strategies through Ci3T
professional learning presentations provided on site by school Ci3T leadership teams or

at district-wide staff development (Oakes, Lane, & Germer, 2014), as well as by

reviewing resources found at ci3t.org. Such ongoing professional learning is an essential
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element of the Ci3T training year and implementation years. Through these low-intensity
strategy professional learning sessions, teachers learn they no longer have to wait for
behavior specialists or other “experts” to arrive. Instead, teachers are empowered to
implement effective strategies with fidelity, to collect class-wide data, and/or collect data
at increased rates for targeted students as secondary (Tier 2) supports. Ci3T models of
prevention are designed, installed, and sustained through ongoing, high-quality
professional learning for faculty and staff as new evidence-based practices are identified,
empowering classroom teachers and staff with proven strategies for prevention of
academic and behavior problems (Oakes et al., 2014). These professional learnings also
equip teachers to intervene at the first sign of concern or with students who have an
established pattern of behavior, increasing teacher sense of self-efficacy and reducing
dependence on support staff (Oakes, Lane, Jenkins, & Booker, 2013). Empowering
teachers with a variety of skills and strategies is imperative considering discipline is a
major source of teacher stress, emotional exhaustion, and burnout (Fenning et al., 2004).
Thus, having the skills to respond to student behavior and support student needs allows
teachers to feel effective, accomplished, and spend more time on academic instruction
(Oakes et al., 2013).

When the Ci3T primary (Tier 1) plan with low-intensity strategies has been in
place with integrity, students for whom data show need additional supports
(approximately 15-20%) can be provided higher-intensity interventions, such as self-
monitoring, behavior contracts, or functional assessment-based interventions (Lane et al.,
2011). Faculty and staff at Ci3T schools gather multiple sources of school-wide data

from regular school practices following their assessment schedule, then refer to
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secondary (Tier 2) intervention grids to determine which supports might benefit which
students based on intervention descriptions and school-wide entry criteria (Lane, Oakes,
Ennis et al., 2014). There is no single intervention proven to work for all students or
even for all members of a particular group (e.g., specific learning disability identification
category; Fuchs, Mock, Morgan, & Young, 2003), so teachers may need to try more than
one Tier 2 intervention to meet the needs of some students. When Tier 2 interventions
are insufficient, tertiary (Tier 3) intervention grids are used to find more intensive,
individualized supports (e.g., functional assessment-based interventions; Umbreit et al.,
2007) for which data-based entry criteria are met. However, Tier 2 and 3 supports are
most effective and efficient when the school-wide prevention plan is first in place with
fidelity, allowing all students to know what behaviors teachers expect across classrooms
and grade levels (Everett, Sugai, Fallon, Simonsen, & O’Keeffe, 2011; Lane, Oakes,
Ennis et al., 2014). Thus, clearly established, taught, practiced, and reinforced
expectations are the cornerstone of many tiered systems of support.
Building Expectation Matrices

Understanding teacher expectations across grades and disciplines has been
explored in the literature over the last several decades, as reviewed earlier. How
expectation matrices are built, however, has not been as thoroughly researched and is the
topic for the systematic literature review in Chapter 2. When school teams train with the
Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs Technical Assistance
Center on PBIS (OSEP TAC PBIS; see pbis.org), a team of 10 school representatives
(e.g., administrators, general education teachers, special education teachers, and

classified staff) typically determine expectations. First, the team chooses three to five
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major school-wide behavior expectations to address school needs. Then the team shares
the expectations with faculty and staff and determine if 80% buy in (OSEP TAC PBIS,
n.d.-c), based on the belief if 80% or more of faculty and staff agree on school-wide
behaviors they will be taught schoolwide and reinforced (e.g., be effective; Horner et al.,
2004). Next, the team builds most of the matrix, defining each expectation for non-
classroom areas with three to five examples, shared with faculty and staff again for 80%
buy-in. Finally, the PBIS team works with teachers to define three to five classroom
examples for the school-wide expectations — this might be accomplished through a
survey, brainstorming, election, written or verbal feedback, or other means (OSEP TAC
PBIS, n.d.-a).

In each Ci3T professional learning series, faculty and staff complete the
Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific Settings (SESSS; Lane, Oakes et al., 2010)
before the first session. Surveying faculty and staff before the Ci3T leadership team
meets allows all adults in the building to help define common student behaviors critical
for school success, an essential collaboration when faculty and staff share responsibility
for student achievement. Faculty and staff rate behaviors on the SESSS in three domains
(respect, responsibility, best effort) across seven settings (classroom, hallway, cafeteria,
playground, restroom, bus, arrival/dismissal) as either 0 = not important for success, 1 =
important for success, or 2 = critical for success (Lane, Oakes, Jenkins et al., 2014). The
Ci3T leadership team then determines from SESSS report data which expectations were
rated by 75% or more of faculty and staff as critical for success and decides which to
place in the first draft of their expectation matrix. The team then gives additional

consideration to behaviors rated by 50% or more of faculty and staff as critical and
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decides if any should be placed in the draft matrix. In addition to this data-informed
decision-making process of considering items from the SESSS, Ci3T leadership team
members also propose expectations from their educational experience and other data
sources (e.g., office discipline referral patterns). The drafted expectation matrix is then
presented to faculty and staff at two time points throughout the training year for
additional feedback and revisions for continued buy-in of all adults.

As illustrated, the SESSS provides a systematic data-informed process to build
expectation matrices. Through continued faculty and staff feedback, everyone
collaborates to create what will become foundational antecedents to prompt desirable
student behaviors maintained through consequences (e.g., positive reinforcement) — the
three-term contingency model of behavior analysis (Killeen & Jacobs, 2016). Additional
investigation regarding the functional utility of the SESSS is needed in order to better
understand how the SESSS is utilized as part of a data-informed building process for
creating expectation matrices.

Purpose

Schools may benefit from using a systematic data-informed method to build
school-wide behavior expectation matrices such as the SESSS by obtaining input from
every adult in a school building — ideally all faculty and staff would contribute (Valenti &
Kerr, 2015). Other methods for building behavior expectation matrices bear investigation
(Lynass et al., 2012). In this dissertation I examined:

A. Existing literature for how school-wide expectation matrices were typically built

(Chapter 2). Research questions were: (a) What were the nature and

characteristics of articles published involving the building and/or use of school-
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wide behavior expectations? (b) What were the characteristics of stakeholders
involved in the construction of school-wide behavior expectations? (c) What
procedures were followed in the building of school-wide behavior expectations?
(d) What was the nature of school-wide behavior expectation matrix content? (e)
What procedures were followed in the teaching and reinforcing of school-wide
behavior expectations, and how was matrix content otherwise used?

. Behaviors considered not important, important, or critical for the success of all
students according to faculty and staff as measured by the SESSS. I explored data
from a cohort of 10 schools where all faculty and staff were invited to complete
the SESSS as part of a year-long Ci3T professional learning series (Chapters 3-4).
Specifically, I examined educator priorities of behavioral expectations in
classroom and non-instructional settings for students as measured by the SESSS
with one Ci3T training cohort. Specific research questions were: (a) To what
extent did elementary, middle, and high school faculty and staft converge and
diverge on expectations viewed as not important for success, important for
success, and critical for success in the classroom and non-instructional settings as
measured by the SESSS? (b) To what extent did school level (elementary, middle,
high) differentiate participants’ mean scores for each setting (classroom, hallway,
cafeteria, playground, restroom, bus, arrival/dismissal) regarding expectations for
student success as measured by the SESSS? (c) What participant characteristics
(gender, age, degree earned, experience in education, experience at current school
level, academic screening training, behavior screening training, classroom

management course history) predicted their views on student behavior
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expectations in classroom and non-instructional settings as measured by the
SESSS? (d) To what extent did the four behavior expectations ranked as essential
for student success in the classroom setting (i.e., follow directions, listen to
instruction, control your temper with peers, control your temper with adults) by
the majority of teachers in previous teacher expectation studies (i.e., Lane, Givner
et al., 2004; Lane et al., 2003; Lane, Pierson et al., 2004; Lane, Pierson et al.,
2010; Lane et al., 2006) compare to behavior expectations prioritized by
participating faculty and staff as measured by the SESSS?

. A discussion and educational implications of using the SESSS as part of a data-

informed process to build behavior expectation matrices (Chapter 5).
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Chapter 2

A Systematic Review of the Development and Use of Schoolwide Expectations
Within Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Frameworks

As of 2016, positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS; Horner &
Sugai, 2015) have been implemented in 23,363 schools since being included two decades
ago in the 1997 reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA;
Office of Special Education Programs Technical Assistance Center on Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports, n.d.-b). This movement away from reactive
behavior models toward proactive, prevention-based tiered systems is an effort to
respectfully support all students at the earliest sign of need. Respect is a highly-
prioritized expectation within PBIS frameworks across the county (Lynass et al., 2012),
and the importance of defining respect along community values and cultures cannot be
overstated (Vincent, Randall, Cartledge, Tobin, & Swain-Bradway, 2011). Understanding
cultural values is key to avoiding subjective interpretations of student behavior when
monitoring student progress.

Universal academic and behavior screenings are an important initiative within the
tiered-system approach embraced by schools and districts to facilitate student success,
including the detection of students who need extra supports. Behavior screenings are an
essential school practice considering point prevalence estimates indicate up to 20% of
school-age students have at least a mild emotional and/or behavior disorder (EBD;
Forness et al., 2012), while only 0.5% of students receive services under the emotional

disturbance category of IDEA (U.S. Department of Education, 2016). This means most
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students with EBD attend general education classes and often do not receive special
education services.

EBD is a general term encompassing externalizing (e.g., yelling, vandalism,
aggression; Hallahan & Kauffman, 2006; Turnbull III et al., 2001) and internalizing (e.g.,
depression, withdrawal, anxiety, passivity; McIntosh et al., 2014; Turnbull III et al.,
2001) behavior patterns. Teachers need skills and strategies for supporting students with
both externalizing and internalizing behavior patterns, in addition to research-based
academic strategies and interventions. To support students with EBD and a// students’
success in school, educators can collaborate to build a school-wide behavior expectation
matrix (which include academic enabling behaviors), teach expectations to students,
provide practice opportunities, and reinforce desired behaviors in all school settings
(Lane, Oakes, Cantwell, & Royer, 2016).

The Promise of Supporting Students Within Tiered Systems of Support

Compared to isolated efforts, teachers are able to more effectively and efficiently
support the behavioral needs of all learners when they are part of school-wide PBIS or
comprehensive, integrated, three-tiered (Ci3T) models of prevention which address
academic, behavior, and social learning domains (Lane, Oakes, & Menzies, 2014). Such
tiered models provide clarity to faculty and staff as to their roles and responsibilities for
teaching all students at Tier 1 and how to provide and/or connect students with additional
supports at Tiers 2 and 3. In a PBIS framework and Ci3T models of prevention that
apply a PBIS framework as the behavioral component, expectations are established and
taught to students to ensure they acquire and utilize requisite skills to be successful in all

school settings. Ci3T models, in addition to incorporating a PBIS framework to support
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students’ behavioral success, include academic and social skills components to address
student needs in these areas along a continuum of supports.

In these tiered models, all faculty and staff have opportunities to access
professional learning on effective classroom management, effective instruction, and low-
intensity strategies, promoting school-wide consistency and a positive, supportive
environment for all students. Districts have realized the need for such improvements at
the system level, as classroom management and behavior strategies limited to individual
teacher classrooms are typically not sufficient to sustain prosocial behavior without
consistent reinforcement from all faculty and staff (Sugai & Horner, 2002).

PBIS has been successful at reducing inappropriate behavior and increasing
prosocial behavior, emotional regulation, and academic performance through
implementation of applied behavior analysis (ABA) principles at the school-wide level
(Bradshaw, Mitchell, & Leaf, 2010; Bradshaw, Waasdorp, & Leaf, 2012; Horner & Sugali,
2015). For example, establishing school-wide behavior expectations, explicitly teaching
expectations to students, providing opportunities to practice expectations, and using
positive reinforcement when students meet expectations (e.g., behavior-specific praise
paired with token economy “tickets”) are all ABA principles taken to scale. As part of
Tier 1 practices, faculty and staff address socially significant goals, incorporate
antecedent adjustments (e.g., posting expectation matrices in key settings), operationally
define behaviors, and implement a school-wide reinforcement structure (Baer, Wolf, &
Risley, 1968; Cooper et al., 2007). Operationally-defined behavior expectations posted
throughout school settings become discriminative stimuli not only for student behavior,

but for teachers to improve the environment through teaching, practicing, and reinforcing
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desired student behavior. These practices simultaneously (a) reduce or eliminate
behaviors that previously reinforced undesirable student behavior (e.g., teachers ignore
minor disruptions) and (b) acknowledge students who meet expectations (e.g., increased
density of reinforcement for on-task behaviors).
The Promise of Clear, Consistent Expectations

Beyond a few consistent classroom expectations teachers have for students across
grade levels (e.g., listen, follow directions, control temper; Lane, Givner et al., 2004;
Lane et al., 2003; Lane, Pierson et al., 2004; Lane, Pierson et al., 2010; Lane et al., 2006),
expectations typically vary from classroom to classroom, and non-instructional settings
remain unexplored (e.g., expectations for the hallway, cafeteria, arrival/dismissal). This
can become especially challenging for middle and high school students as they attend
multiple classes throughout each day, transition through multiple settings, and must
remember the different rules and what each adult expects as each hour changes. As
expectations fluctuate from setting to setting, a student’s behavior might be reinforced in
one classroom but reprimanded in another (e.g., shouting out a correct answer, making a
comedic aside). Having school-wide expectations for instructional and non-instructional
settings can help by creating a common language for all adults to use to teach and
reinforce the same behaviors identified as critical for school success (Lane, Pierson et al.,
2004). Therefore, one of the first steps toward building a primary (Tier 1) plan to support
all students’ achievement academically, behaviorally, and socially is for faculty and staff
to choose three to five broad school-wide expectations and operationally define them
with examples for various settings. A number of reputable sources offer direction on how

to establish school-wide expectations, including the Office of Special Education
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Programs Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports
(OSEP TAC PBIS; pbis.org), Michigan's Integrated Behavior and Learning Support
Initiative (MIBLSI; miblsi.org), and Ci3T (ci3t.org).

Recommendations From PBIS Technical Assistance Center. OSEP TAC PBIS
(2007) provides seven recommendations for building school-wide expectations: (a)
establish three to five major school-wide expectations, short and stated positively; (b)
consider using a mnemonic tied to a school attribute; (c) refer to the expectations by a
special name, being creative but simple (e.g., the 3 Rs, your Bulldog BEST); (d)
operationally define each major school-wide expectation for each school setting into a
matrix with two to four positively stated examples per cell; (e) post the three to five
major school-wide expectations in all settings; (f) consider posting each setting’s
expectations in that setting; and (g) consider adopting the same school-wide expectations
across schools within a feeder system.

Further, OSEP TAC PBIS (2007) provided three considerations for teaching
setting lessons. First, teach what is in the matrix. Second, staff in each setting should
teach that setting’s lesson (e.g., cafeteria staft teach cafeteria expectations, physical
education teacher teaches gym expectations). Expectations should be taught using a
standardized scripted lesson plan following a schedule, including start of year, after
winter break, before spring testing, and more often as needed. Behavior expectations
should be taught just as academic skills are taught, in the context and setting where the
behaviors will occur (e.g., teach cafeteria expectations in the cafeteria). Third, lesson
plans should include the major school-wide expectations, examples, nonexamples, and

either role play (younger students) or self-reflection activities (older students).
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To broaden the teaching of expectations and reinforce desired student behavior,
OSEP TAC PBIS (2007) made four recommendations. First, have a morning pledge
where all students recite the major school-wide expectations. Second, consider focusing
on one example of an operationalized school-wide expectation in a setting each week and
seeing which classroom earns the most acknowledgements (e.g., tickets for being safe by
walking on the right in the hallway). Third, use a high rate of reinforcement (tickets)
paired with behavior-specific praise. Finally, have end-of-day announcements where
students are specifically recognized for meeting expectations.

Recommendations From MIBLSI. Similar to OSEP TAC PBIS, MIBLSI
(2016a) provides critical feature checklists for building major school-wide expectations,
operationally defining them into a matrix, teaching them, and developing an
acknowledgement system. The five critical features for identifying school-wide
expectations are to have three to five major expectations with one to three words each,
positively stated, applicable to all people in all settings, reflective of community values,
and appropriate for student age, level, and culture. Five critical features for operationally
defining school-wide expectations for each setting are to check: (a) There is a matrix, it
includes the major school-wide expectations, and all settings are listed; (b) Each
expectation is defined in observable, specific language; (c) Examples are concise,
framing what students should do instead of what not to do; (d) There is a plan for
teaching the expectations to all stakeholders, including parents; and (e) Expectations are
posted in all settings.

The MIBLSI (2016a) critical features checklist for teaching setting expectation

lessons includes similar items as OSEP TAC PBIS’s (2007) recommendations, such as to
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teach lessons in the natural setting and to include examples and nonexamples. For lesson
plans, MIBLSI critical features include choosing role play, assembly, video, or
PowerPoint; scheduling lessons (including refresher lessons); staff practice; and
developing a method for ensuring lessons are taught. The MIBLSI critical features for an
acknowledgement system are to check behaviors that will be reinforced are in the matrix,
all students have access to reinforcement, ensure a 4:1 ratio of praise to correction, plan
school-wide celebrations and individual recognitions, and acknowledge staff behavior.

MIBLSI (n.d.) recommends school leadership teams include a school principal,
personnel with decision-making authority, various grade-level leaders, content experts for
reading and behavior, and both general and special education staff. Teams are presented
with three options to begin the discussion as to how they will proceed with establishing
school-wide expectations: lists of values and behaviors with weighted voting; surveys for
staff, parents, and students; or to start with a character education program already in use
at the school (MIBLSI, 2016b). Teams training with OSEP TAC PBIS are similarly
composed, with approximately 10 school representatives from administrators, general
education teachers, special education teachers, and classified staff (OSEP TAC PBIS,
n.d.-c). These teams are guided to determine school-wide expectations, share them with
faculty and staff for feedback, build the matrix for non-classroom areas, share with
faculty and staff again, and work with teachers to define classroom expectations through
either a survey, brainstorm, election, written or verbal feedback, or other means (OSEP
TAC PBIS, n.d.-a).

Recommendations From Ci3T. Ci3T leadership teams follow OSEP TAC PBIS

recommendations with the distinction of using a data-informed approach to building the



29

behavior expectation matrix (for details on the year-long Ci3T professional learning
series please see Lane, Oakes, Cantwell, & Royer, 2016). Specifically, Ci3T leadership
teams start by using data from the Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific Settings
(SESSS; Lane, Oakes et al., 2010) completed by all faculty and staff to inform the
construction of a draft matrix. Faculty and staff rate behaviors on the SESSS in three
common expectations (respect, responsibility, best effort) across seven settings
(classroom, hallway, cafeteria, playground, restroom, bus, arrival/dismissal) as either 0 =
not important for success, 1 = important for success, or 2 = critical for success (Lane,
Oakes, Jenkins et al., 2014). Using an online survey platform to distribute the SESSS to
faculty and staff, the Ci3T leadership team can calculate the percentage of faculty and
staff who rated each behavior on the SESSS as critical for success. Then the team
highlights expectations viewed as critical for success by a majority and/or vast majority
of faculty and staff (e.g., > 75%) and decide which to place in the first draft of their
expectation matrix. Ci3T leadership team members also propose expectations from their
educational experience and other data sources, such as office discipline referral (ODR)
patterns. The drafted expectation matrix is then presented to faculty and staft at two time
points throughout the professional learning series for additional feedback to inform
matrix revisions.

Lane, Oakes, Cantwell, and Royer (2016) recommended teaching the school-wide
expectations in the matrix with standardized lesson plans for each school setting similar
to both MIBLSI (2016a) and OSEP TAC PBIS (2007) recommendations. For example,
schools might consider a beginning of the year assembly and scheduled times for

teaching and reteaching expectations as a refresher throughout the year. Lane, Oakes,
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Cantwell, and Royer also recommend using tickets or another token (e.g., quick-response
[QR] codes) paired with behavior-specific praise to reinforce desired student behaviors
schoolwide.

By following recommendations from OSEP TAC PBIS (2007), MIBLSI (2016a),
and Ci3T (Lane, Oakes, Cantwell, & Royer, 2016), school-site leadership teams are
represented by different grade levels, subjects, and related service personnel. Such
diverse teams allow discussions and decision making to be informed by faculty and staff
feedback from multiple points of view. While recommendations have been provided by
these organizations, knowing who is involved and how schools actually engage in the
school-wide expectation matrix building process requires further investigation (Lynass et
al., 2012).

Purpose

Clarity is needed as to how expectation matrices have been built historically, and
given their importance as an instructional tool the research objective was to complete a
comprehensive survey of the literature to describe published research illustrating the
construction and use of school-wide behavior expectations as a component of primary
(Tier 1) intervention efforts. We had five research questions. First, what were the nature
and characteristics of articles published involving the building and/or use of school-wide
behavior expectations? Second, what were the characteristics of stakeholders involved in
the construction of school-wide behavior expectations? Third, what procedures were
followed in the building of school-wide behavior expectations? Fourth, what was the

nature of school-wide behavior expectation matrix content? Fifth, what procedures were
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followed in the teaching and reinforcing of school-wide behavior expectations, and how
was matrix content otherwise used?
Method

Search Procedures and Article Selection

The first author conducted an electronic database search of peer-reviewed
scholarly journals within Education Resources Information Center (ERIC),
PsycARTICLES, PsycINFO, and Research Library using Boolean search terms for all
possible derivations and combinations of ("positive behavio*" NEAR support*) AND
(expectation® OR indicator* OR rule* OR appropriat*), replicated by the second author
with 100% accuracy. The 70 resulting titles and abstracts were read in Microsoft Excel to
determine if they met inclusion criteria, coded using a binary scheme (0 = exclude, 1 =
include), with the second author coding for reliability (i.e., accuracy check). From this
step, 56 articles met inclusion criteria, with eight disagreements discussed and resolved.
Disagreement arose over whether or not the article described how school-wide
expectations were developed with sufficient specificity. Interrater agreement (IRA) was
88.57%; k=.70, 95% CI = .51-.90, indicating substantial agreement (Cohen, 1960;
Landis & Koch, 1977). We then independently read the 56 articles in full and determined
23 met inclusion criteria (IRA = 85.71%; x« = .69, 95% CI = .50-.89, indicating substantial
agreement) from 17 unique journals.

Next, we conducted an ancestral search of the 23 articles, noting citations of
interest throughout each and reading reference lists for possible titles meeting inclusion
criteria. Ancestral searching allowed us to find articles that briefly mentioned how

school-wide behavior expectations were defined but were not the focus of the article and
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were not electronically indexed for expectations, and were thus not captured by our

electronic search. Of the 821 references from the 23 articles, we selected 55 to read in
full (IRA =92.69%; « = .49, 95% CI = .36-.61, moderate agreement). Of the 55 read in
full, we determined 22 from 13 journals met inclusion criteria (IRA = 87.27%; x = .72,
95% CI = .53-.91, substantial agreement). Combining the 22 articles from the ancestral
search and 23 from the electronic search, we then refined our inclusion criteria to state
school-wide expectations needed to be inclusive of more than one setting. For example,
if an article focused on how hallway expectations were taught schoolwide (e.g., Kartub,
Taylor-Greene, March, & Horner, 2000), authors needed to also indicate what
expectations were present for other settings (e.g., full expectation matrix with multiple
settings) or how the full set of school-wide expectations were originally developed.
Refined inclusion criteria resulted in 16 articles (nine from electronic and seven from
ancestral searches) being removed after discussion and resolving discrepancies (IRA =
82.22%; k = .60, 95% CI = .35-.85, moderate agreement), with 29 articles from 20 unique
journals retained.

We then conducted a hand search in a major university library’s stacks of five
journals where two or more articles were identified: Education and Treatment of
Children, Effective School Practices, Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders,
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, and TEACHING Exceptional Children. Each
volume from 1997 (earliest identified article) through September 2016 was searched page
by page by the first and second authors to verify results of the electronic search and find
additional articles meeting inclusion criteria. For example, because articles are typically

indexed in electronic databases by title, abstract, and key words, when PBIS expectations
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were not the focus of an article (i.e., would not appear in indexed fields) but were briefly

mentioned as part of the context for an intervention, the article would not have appeared
in our electronic results. Hand searching, like ancestral searching, allowed us to find
articles mentioning but not focused on how PBIS expectation matrices were built. When
volumes of a journal were not available in the library stacks because the university had an
electronic subscription, we “hand searched” these online, clicking through each volume,
issue by issue. In sum, 356 issues containing 2,669 articles were hand searched with 10
new articles identified for inclusion (IRA = 99.51%; x = .63, 95% CI = .42-.83, moderate
agreement). These 10 articles were then independently ancestral searched by the first two
authors, with 1 out of 337 references selected for inclusion (IRA = 86.36%; k = .35, 95%
CI =-.33-1.00, fair agreement). Upon further comparison, it was discovered the brief
school example provided in Lewis and Garrison-Harrell (1999) identified in ancestral
searching was exact data from Lewis, Sugai, and Colvin (1998) and was dropped from
analyses to avoid duplicate data. In total, 39 articles were included from 20 unique
journals (see Figure 1).
Inclusion Criteria

Articles in this review met three criteria: (a) Authors indicated how school-wide
behavior expectations for multiple settings were developed or used. For example, if the
article mentioned who created, provided input, or decided on the school-wide behavior
expectations, indicators, or rules (e.g., PBIS team, faculty and staff survey, student
survey, district mandate) it was included. If authors mentioned how a school-wide
expectation matrix for various settings or a school’s major three to five expectations were

taught to students (e.g., lecture, videos, skits, posters displayed in various settings), this
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was sufficient. An article did not have to indicate operational definitions of school-wide

rules for various settings provided they were clearly taught schoolwide and were applied
to all settings. For example, Lohrmann-O'Rourke et al. (2000) was included because
authors indicated one school day was used to teach school-wide expectations to students
“in all prioritized areas of the school, including the bus” (p. 239), though we were only
able to code bus as an included setting as others were not specified. Articles were
excluded if expectations were limited to one setting (e.g., hallway, bathroom) or one
educator (e.g., class-wide PBIS). (b) The school setting was grades preK-12, including
residential treatment centers, home settings, or clinics. All settings were included as we
were interested in discovering all possible ways school-wide (K-12) or program-wide
(preK or early childhood) expectations were created or taught to school-age youth. (c)
The article was published in a peer-reviewed scholarly journal in English. Though the
peer review process is not always an effective safeguard against errors (Cook, 2014), it is
an essential part of scientific inquiry, serving as one element of quality control and
improvement for authors (Resnik & Elmore, 2016).
Descriptive Coding Procedures

Included articles were read and coded using a binary scheme (0 = not present, 1 =
present) for article characteristics, school characteristics, expectations, settings, process
(used to build school-wide expectations), and team characteristics. If an article included
data for more than one school, each was coded as a separate case. However, when data
were presented in aggregated form, such as from a state-wide study, data did not provide
specific school information for how expectations were built and could not be coded (e.g.,

Muscott et al., 2004). Of 39 included articles, three were used for training of a second
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coder, who then coded 33.33% (n = 12) of the remaining 36 articles for reliability, with

discrepancies discussed and resolved by consensus (IRA = 93.28%; k = .84, 95% CI =
.82-.86, near perfect agreement; Cohen, 1960; Landis & Koch, 1977). The first author
trained the second author using three articles sampled across years represented by
included articles (i.e., 1990s, 2000s, 2010s), with criterion set at coding three consecutive
articles with 85% IRA or higher. Mean IRA for training articles was 94.66% (range =
93.49-96.43%)).

Article characteristics. This category included identifying each article’s
purpose, research questions if any, and whether the article followed an experimental
design, descriptive design (narrative or structured with clear method and results sections),
or was a conceptual paper. If the article included a research study we coded if it was
experimental in nature (group or single case) or descriptive (case study, illustration,
correlational, causal-comparative). An article was coded as conceptual if the primary
purpose was to describe, for example, what PBIS is and how it can benefit a school or
district. To be included, a conceptual article had to provide a brief real-school example or
illustration.

School characteristics. We coded school type (early childhood special
education, preschool, elementary, middle, high), grades, geographic region, and
demographics for the school characteristics category of variables. Some schools’ type
was coded as other when grade levels spanned traditional elementary, middle, and high
school divisions, such as a K-8 or K-12 school, or a specialized school for students with
EBD. Geographic region was coded into four locations according to the United States

Census Bureau (2015): Northeast, Midwest, South, and West. When provided, school
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demographics were coded for race/ethnicity, free- or reduced-price lunch program
participation, and special education program participation.

Expectations. We coded if each article mentioned how expectations were built,
taught (e.g., by staff, by students, explicit lesson plans, assemblies, videos), reinforced
(e.g., with behavior-specific praise, tickets), or otherwise used (e.g., posters, behavior
screening). Additionally, we coded the number of major school-wide expectations, key
words they contained (e.g., respect, responsible, ready, effort, safe, kind), if they formed
an acronym (e.g., R.O.A.R.), and if they were referred to by a special name (e.g., the 3
Rs, eagle expectations).

Settings. We coded the number of settings where expectations were
operationalized and what those settings were. For example, if the article provided an
expectation matrix with classroom, hallway, cafeteria, common areas, restroom, bus, and
arrival/dismissal, all locations were coded as present. If an article mentioned classroom,
hallway, and recess expectations but did not provide a full matrix, we only coded those
locations explicitly mentioned. In other words, coded data reflect what was explicit in
each article but not necessarily all settings for which the school might have defined
expectations because a full matrix was often not provided.

Process. Of main interest in this review was coding how school-wide
expectations were developed. We coded for (a) team-based process, including if the team
surveyed or met with faculty and staff for feedback; (b) administration only process; and
(c) faculty and staff consensus process, such as meeting until agreeing on school-wide
expectations. We also coded for any data-based components included as part of the

above expectation building processes (e.g., ODR themes, faculty and staff survey about
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expectations in general or as developed by the leadership team). This did not included
measures not directly relevant to building school-wide expectations, such as general
school climate or PBIS readiness surveys.

Team characteristics. We coded the number of PBIS leadership team members
and their roles, such as administrator, general education teacher, special education
teacher, counselor, school psychologist, social worker, district representative, parent,
student, and other. If a school had a PBIS leadership team that was not responsible for
the development of school-wide expectations (e.g., was formed after expectations were
built), we included these team members in our coding as they were responsible for
monitoring the school-wide program, suggesting areas for improvement, and revising the
plan.

Results

This review examined the literature to determine the nature of articles published
involving the building and/or use of school-wide behavior expectations, characteristics of
stakeholders involved in the construction of expectations, procedures followed to
determine expectations, expectation matrix content, what procedures were followed in the
teaching and reinforcing of school-wide behavior expectations, and how matrix content
was otherwise used. Within the 39 included articles, data for 44 school cases were coded.
Some case descriptions were less detailed than others and did not allow for coding
beyond a general category. For example, it could not be determined if a school
leadership team, administration, or faculty and staff consensus process was used when “a

matrix was developed” appeared in text (Sinnott, 2009, p. 25).
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Article Characteristics

The 39 included articles ranged in publication year from 1997-2016 from 20
unique journals (see Figure 2). Of 44 school cases found within the articles, most were
from the Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions (n = 14, 31.82%; see Figure 3), nine
(20.45%) were experimental studies, 29 (65.91%) were descriptive studies, and six
(13.64%) were conceptual. Of the nine experimental studies, six (66.67%) were group
designs and three (33.33%) were single-case. Independent variables were the school-
wide plan or a specific setting lesson plan, with dependent variables being ODRs and/or
specific behaviors. In the 29 descriptive studies, 13 (44.83%) followed a structured case
study design with a clear method and results sections while 16 (55.17%) were narrative in
nature. Most descriptive studies examined student behavior through incident reports or
ODRs (n =23, 79.31%) and a few through school climate surveys (n =4, 13.79%), with
two using both ODRs and surveys as dependent variables.

Stakeholder Characteristics

Thirty-seven school cases provided information regarding who built school-wide
expectations. In eight cases (21.62%) faculty and staff met and came to consensus. One
of the eight, a case in Valenti and Kerr (2015), first described how administrators
developed expectations over summer based on their perspectives of persistent student
behaviors. Expectations were introduced at the onset of the next academic year, but year-
end incident report data and faculty and staff complaints prompted the process to begin
again with the assistance of a PBIS coach who surveyed all faculty and staff on school-
wide expectations. Later, faculty and staff met to review survey results and came to

consensus on school-wide expectations. The other case in Valenti and Kerr (2015) was
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dual coded as first trying a team process before researchers helped use survey data and
faculty and staff meetings to achieve consensus.

Five school cases (13.51%) did not clearly state who built school-wide
expectations, though one indicated it was administrators and teachers (unclear if small
team or full faculty; Warren et al., 2006). The remaining 25 cases (67.57%) used a school
leadership team to determine what the expectations would be for the school.

Team characteristics. Of 25 cases with a school leadership team, the number of
team members could be determined in eight (32.00%) and ranged from five to 11 (M =
7.88, SD = 2.03, mode = 7). Other articles described roles of team members and
sometimes how many people served in those roles, but only when each role was
described quantitatively was total team size identified. For example, Todd, Horner,
Sugai, and Sprague (1999) described a team comprised of an administrator, grade
representation, non-certified staff, and faculty with behavioral expertise, but it was not
clear how many people served in each role.

Five additional cases had PBIS leadership teams, but the teams were not
responsible for building school-wide expectations. Instead, in four cases it was faculty
and staff through consensus procedures who built the expectations originally, and in one
case the process used was not clear. Table 1 includes information on the 30 cases with
PBIS leadership teams, including the variety of roles, in how many cases each role
appeared, and descriptive statistics.

School characteristics. Within the 44 school cases included, one (2.27%) was an
early childhood special education school, 22 (50.00%) were elementary schools, 12

(27.27%) were middle schools, four (9.09%) were high schools, and five (11.36%) were
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multilevel, including K-12 (n = 2), an early childhood-12, early childhood-8, and a grade

5-12 school (see Table 2). The Midwest and West each contained 10 schools (22.73%
respectively), nine schools were in the South (20.45%), six were in the Northeast
(13.64%), one in British Columbia, Canada (2.27%; Kelm, McIntosh, & Cooley, 2014),
and eight did not report location (18.18%). Demographic information was provided in 33
cases (75.00%), with 17 of 33 (51.52%) providing a breakdown of race/ethnicity and
either socioeconomic status or free- or reduced-price lunch program eligibility, and 12
(36.36%) reported special education eligibility.

The elementary school described in Todd et al. (1999) uniquely began
implementing individual student supports first while developing a school-wide system.
Year one was a planning year where the leadership team was established and individual
student supports were improved. While implementing the individual student system
during the second year, the team defined behavior expectations as part of school-wide
effective behavior supports, then implemented the school-wide plan with students in year
three.

Procedures Followed

Of 44 included school cases, 37 (84.09%) included how expectations were built
(see Table 3). Of these 37, 25 (67.57%) used a team process to build expectations,
though one team in Valenti and Kerr (2015) experienced unproductive and frustrating
meetings trying to build expectations and changed to a faculty and staft process with
survey data (dual coded). Of cases with a team-based process, two teams (8.00%) used a
survey to gather feedback from faculty and staff about the expectations the team built,

and three teams (12.00%) held a meeting with faculty and staft to hear feedback.
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Simonsen, Sugai, and Negron (2008) described a sixth team that also used input from
faculty to identify expectations, but did not specify how input was received (e.g., survey,
meetings).

Eight cases (21.62%) described faculty and staff meetings for consensus on
school-wide expectations. Two of eight first tried another process, either an unsuccessful
team process as previously described or an administration only process, before restarting
with faculty and staff involvement and survey data (Valenti & Kerr, 2015). Either one or
two faculty and staff meetings occurred to establish consensus on expectations. The
remaining five cases (13.51%) were not clear as to how school-wide expectations were
built, but did state they were systematically designed, developed, added, or in one case,
defined by administrators and teachers (Warren et al., 2006).

Five schools (13.51%) used data-based decision making to begin the building of
school-wide expectations. Of these five, two (40.00%) used a faculty and staff consensus
approach and began by surveying faculty and staff about expectations. Both schools
were featured in Valenti and Kerr (2015). In the middle school case, authors (district
PBIS consultants) described how initial meetings with faculty and staff to create school-
wide expectations were unproductive and caused frustration, so they developed a survey
to assess all faculty and staff opinions on student behaviors. Faculty and staff rated 50
behaviors on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 = not important to 5 = extremely
important. Survey results were shared as bar graphs as faculty and staff discussed each
one and translated them into expectations, eliminating items with low mean scores. For
the K-12 EBD school case in Valenti and Kerr authors used a different survey. Instead of

rating student behaviors, faculty and staff rated expectations directly as well as
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application to various settings (classroom, hallway, cafeteria, restroom, arrival/dismissal,
and community/field trips). Survey results were used to create an expectation matrix
through discussion with faculty and staff.

Three (60.00%) school cases using data-based decision making to begin the
building of school-wide expectations used ODR data to inform decisions on student
behaviors they desired to increase. For example, Sadler (2000) described how referral
data showed the cafeteria was an area of concern, so the school team ensured clear
expectations for that setting and made a video to help students and staff understand
cafeteria expectations.

Behavior Expectation Matrix Content

Expectations. Thirty-six of 44 included school cases (81.82%) reported the
number of major school-wide expectations (see Table 4). Schools ranged from having
two to six major expectations, with most having three (n = 14, 38.89%) or five (n = 13,
36.11%). One school (2.78%) had two major school-wide expectations, seven schools
(19.44%) had four, and one school (2.78%) had six.

Of 36 cases, 35 (97.22%) listed what the broad school-wide expectations were.
Seven of the 35 (20.00%) formed an acronym from the first letter of each major
expectation (e.g., PR.I.D.E. = prepared, respectful, involved, determined, encouraging; or
preparation, respect, integrity, dedication, effort; Burke, Davis, Hagan-Burke, Lee, &
Fogarty, 2014; Burke et al., 2012). Nine schools (25.71%) had a name for their school-
wide expectations, such as the 3 Rs (Netzel & Eber, 2003), the 4 Bs (Bosworth &
Judkins, 2014), and Keys to Success (Simonsen, Sugai et al., 2008). Twenty-four schools

(68.57%) included be respectful as one of their major school-wide expectations, four
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(11.43%) included respect by itself, four (11.43%) included respect others and respect

property, and three (8.57%) included respect yourself or a slight variant. Overall, at least
one variation of respect appeared in 32 cases (91.43%) out of the 35 that provided
expectations.

Twenty-one school cases (60.00%) included responsible as one major school-wide
expectations, 16 schools (45.71%) included safe, eight schools (22.86%) included ready,
seven schools (20.00%) included kind, six (17.14%) included cooperate, and four
(11.43%) included peace or peaceful. See Table 4 for additional expectations from
included articles.

Settings. Most articles did not include a full behavior expectation matrix
showing all settings where operational definitions of behavior were created. We therefore
coded any settings mentioned within context of school-wide expectations. Out of 44
included cases, 39 (88.64%) specified at least one setting (M = 4.49, SD = 2.58, range =
1-12, mode = 3) where school-wide expectations applied. Cafeteria appeared in the most
cases (n =131, 79.49%), followed by hallway (n = 28, 71.79%), and classroom (n = 27,
69.23%; see Table 5).

Expectations Taught, Used, and Reinforced

Expectations taught. Sixteen of 44 school cases (36.36%) mentioned faculty
and staff were taught the school-wide expectations. Thirty-four cases (77.27%) included
detail on how expectations were taught to students (see Table 6). Of these 34 cases, two
(5.88%) described how students taught expectations to other students through role play,
songs, and skits at assemblies (Menendez, Payne, & Mayton, 2008; Morrissey, Bohanon,

& Fenning, 2010). In eight cases (23.53%), assemblies were used to teach school-wide
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expectations, and 24 cases (70.59%) described using lesson plans. Eleven cases
(32.35%) provided students with examples and non-examples of behavior expectations,
exemplifying the ABA tenet to be clear as to what the expected behavior does and does
not look like. Modeling of expectations was described in 12 cases (35.29%), students
were given opportunities to practice expectations in 15 cases (44.12%), practiced
expectations in the settings where they applied in 13 cases (38.24%), role played in nine
cases (26.47%), watched skits in six cases (17.65%), and watched videos in five cases
(14.71%).

Additional detail on how expectations were taught to students included the
instructional schedule. For example, Farkas et al. (2012) described a “kick-off” week of
activities and special sessions to support learning the new system and school-wide
expectations. Specific lessons continued to be taught each week throughout the year,
restarting midyear. Seven school cases dedicated a day or the first week of school where
teachers took students to various stations around school to instruct them in that setting’s
expectations. Similarly, three school cases described using the first one to five days of
school to have students take a “passport” to various settings that was stamped after the
student was instructed in and/or demonstrated the expectations for that setting (Farkas et
al., 2012; George, George, Kern, & Fogt, 2013; Simonsen, Sugai et al., 2008). Simonsen
et al. (2012) also used passports but for students who enrolled midyear to ensure they
received all setting lessons. One school in Lohrmann-O'Rourke et al. (2000) made an
expectations pledge (to accompany the daily Pledge of Allegiance) and taught new
lessons each month based on themes, such as thankfulness in November. One high

school in Lane, Wehby, Robertson, and Rogers (2007) introduced an expectation every
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other month over the course of the year, while the other high school had daily
announcements with reminders of school-wide expectations.

Expectations used. Twenty-six of 44 cases (59.09%) mentioned how school-
wide expectations were used other than in teaching, reteaching, or reminders (see Table
6). Within these 26 cases, examples included posters (n = 17, 65.38%), murals (n =1,
3.85%), t-shirts for staff (n = 1, 3.85%), a daily “radio program” (n = 1, 3.85%), English
language arts stories about expectations integrated across subjects (n = 1, 3.85%), as part
of behavior intervention plans (n = 1, 3.85%), on neck tags worn by staff at recess as a
reminder of expectations and active supervision components (n = 1, 3.85%), and as
behavior screening items (n =5, 19.23%).

Five school cases in three articles used expectations to screen all students for
behavior concerns (Burke et al., 2014; Burke et al., 2012; Burke et al., 2016). Teachers
rated each student on a Likert-type scale as meeting each major school-wide expectation
either never or almost never (1), rarely (2), sometimes (3), often (4), or always or almost
always (5). Results showed 25% of students scored less than 70% on the screener, and
compared to Behavior Assessment System for Children—2nd ed.: Behavioral and
Emotional Screening System (BASC-2 BESS; Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2007) ratings, was
similar in predicting ODRs (areas under receiver operator characteristic [ROC] curves
were .93 for BASC-2 BESS and .85 for expectations screener). In Burke et al. (2016),
the expectations-based screener was compared to the Strengths and Difficulties
Questionnaire (SDQ; Goodman, 2016) and the Preschool and Kindergarten Behavior
Scales—2nd ed. (PKBS-2; Merrell, 2002) in a Head Start center, with lower area under

ROC curve scores, especially for internalizing behavior comparisons. The expectations-



46

based scores’ accuracy (area under ROC curves), compared to the SDQ, ranged on
subscales from .37 (emotional symptoms) to .84 (conduct problems), and compared to the
PKBS-2 accuracy on subscales ranged from .18 (social independence) to .84
(externalizing problems).

Expectations reinforced. Of the 44 school cases included, 34 (77.27%) provided
information on how behaviors were reinforced when students met school-wide
expectations (see Table 6). Of these 34 cases, four (11.76%) mentioned the
reward/reinforcement system was explicitly taught to students. Twenty-four cases
(70.59%) indicated tickets were used to reinforce desired behavior, 20 (58.82%)
mentioned praise was used (with eight stating praise was behavior specific or providing
behavior-specific examples), and four (11.76%) indicated some other form of token
economy besides tickets was used. For example, Lewis et al. (1998) and Franzen and
Kamps (2008) described how elastic bracelets were given to students along with
behavior-specific praise for following recess expectations. Students wore the bracelets
until returning to class where they reported why they earned them and deposited them
into a container, which when full, earned a class party or other reinforcer voted on by the
class. Teachers in Simonsen, Britton, and Young (2010) each had their own classroom
token system, but when implementation of PBIS began, classroom token systems were
aligned to the school-wide expectations so students would be consistently recognized for
expectation-following behaviors.

Teachers in Metzler, Biglan, Rusby, and Sprague (2001) could send home praise
notes and make positive referrals to administration, supplementing their regular giving of

“Tiger Tickets” to students for following school-wide expectations. Less immediate
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reinforcement was described in Simonsen, Sugai et al. (2008) where a card system
recognized students who earned 0-1 ODRs (yellow card), multiple ODRs but on honor
roll (silver card), and 0-1 ODRs on honor roll (gold card). Each level afforded students
various privileges, such as sitting next to a friend at lunch or receiving a free slice of
pizza at a local restaurant.
Discussion

The purpose of this literature review was to investigate PBIS behavior expectation
matrices, including characteristics of articles and stakeholders involved in the building of
matrices, procedures followed to determine expectations, matrix content built, how
expectations were taught or otherwise used, and how desired student behavior was
reinforced when expectations were met. While expectations can vary from teacher to
teacher and across settings, building a school-wide behavior expectation matrix with
faculty and staff input increases the probability expectations will be reinforced by the
majority of adults in the school. Having a behavior expectations matrix within a PBIS
framework provides educators an instructional tool for teaching behaviors (including
academic behaviors), and displaying expectations on posters provides a prompt to
reinforce behaviors that meet expectations (Cabeza et al., 2013; Lane, Oakes, & Magill,
2014). This explicit instruction, practice time, and reinforcement benefits all students at
all grade levels, including those with EBD (Lane, Oakes, Cantwell, & Royer, 2016).

As predicted based on technical assistance centers’ recommendations, school
leadership teams most often built school-wide behavior expectations. One team,
however, experienced unproductive and frustrating meetings while attempting to

determine school-wide expectations and changed the process to be faculty and staff
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driven with survey data (Valenti & Kerr, 2015). Such a shift further illustrates the need

for inviting input from all faculty and staff when constructing an expectation matrix.
Only six teams (24.00%) solicited feedback from faculty and staft through a survey or a
meeting after creating a draft expectation matrix, which was unexpected given the
recommendations by PBIS technical assistance centers. It is possible more teams used an
iterative process to involve faculty and staff feedback as they built school-wide
expectations but articles did not report this level of detail.

Schools did make efforts to ensure leadership team members were representative
of the school (see Table 1). However, only three or four teams included students or
parents, respectively. Lane, Oakes, Cantwell, and Royer (2016) described how teams
should be representative of school faculty and staft as well as students and parents, as all
roles bring important and varied points of view to discussions and decision making. This
variety of voices, including information on the cultural relevance of expectations from
parents and students, is critical when determining what behaviors will become school-
wide expectations to be followed by all students and to be most likely reinforced
consistently by all faculty and staff.

Five schools (13.51%) used data-based decision making specifically to guide the
building of school-wide expectations. Two used a survey specifically about expectations
(Valenti & Kerr, 2015) while the other three examined ODR data (Lewis-Palmer, Sugai,
& Larson, 1999; Metzler et al., 2001; Sadler, 2000). Interestingly, the two schools in
Valenti and Kerr (2015) surveyed their faculty and staff for input on expectations after
first attempting a team-based or administrative approach that was unsuccessful. Just as

schools develop PBIS frameworks to prevent challenging student behaviors instead of
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waiting to react when behaviors manifest, schools building expectation matrices can
benefit from these schools’ examples and consider starting with a faculty and staff
school-wide expectations survey to prevent challenges and frustrations similar to what
these teams encountered. Additionally, teams can consider soliciting feedback from
faculty and staff on drafted expectations following PBIS technical assistance center
recommendations.

Finding 91.43% of school cases included respect in some form as one of their
major school-wide expectations and 60.00% included responsible was consistent with
findings of Lynass et al. (2012), who found these two expectations and safety appeared in
more than 60% of matrices from 155 schools across 12 states. The present study
diverged from those findings as safe was as expectation for 45.71% of school cases.
Such a high percentage of schools including respect is indicative of contemporary school
climates where student bullying, student harassment, and verbal abuse of teachers
remains a concern, though they have declined (for example, schools reporting weekly
bullying declined from 29% in 1999-2000 to 16% in 2013-2014; verbal abuse of teachers
declined from 13% to 5% in the same years; Zhang, Musu-Gillette, & Oudekerk, 2016).
Additionally, lack of discipline and fighting/violence/gangs continue to rank in the top
four biggest problems facing public schools on the Phi Delta Kappan/Gallup poll
conducted yearly since 1969, making the inclusion of respect in 91.43% of school cases
understandable (Phi Delta Kappan, 2016).

With the prevalence in schools’ prioritizing respect as a universal expectation, the
importance of expectations reflecting community values and cultures cannot be

overstated. In particular, subjective interpretations of respect have been found to result in
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a disproportionate number of office discipline referrals for African American boys (Skiba
et al., 2011). Thus operationally defining the expectation of respect with recognition of
students’ cultural identities offers clear guidance for adults in interpreting, teaching, and
reinforcing respect in culturally relevant ways (Vincent et al., 2011).

Only 58.82% of cases mentioned praise was used to reinforce behavior when
students met expectations and only eight schools indicated praise should be behavior
specific. Given the emphasis on positive reinforcement within PBIS frameworks and the
ABA tenet of reinforcement density when teaching new behaviors, all school cases were
expected to mention praise as the most frequent reinforcer and how praise should always
be paired with tickets when given to students for meeting expectations (Lane et al.,
2015). Incorporating behavior-specific praise into daily teaching routines is an effective,
efficient, practical means to increase desired academic behaviors and reduce problem
behaviors, while being free of cost and requiring virtually no planning after initial
practice (Allday et al., 2012; Haydon & Musti-Rao, 2011; Royer, Lane, Dunlap et al.,
2017).

Also of note was how cafeteria and hallway setting expectations appeared more
often than classroom settings. This might be due to greater need for interventions in
noninstructional settings, or to a lack of literature regarding interventions in cafeterias
and hallways, prompting more research in these settings. In contrast, when teachers or
schools seek classroom interventions, they will find a great number of studies and books
with a great variety of theoretical frameworks and methodologies from which to choose.

The procedures schools used to teach behavior expectations to students as part of

primary (Tier 1) plans were as recommended by OSEP TAC PBIS and MBLSI, though in
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lesser quantity. More cases were expected to mention including nonexamples of
behaviors, given technical assistance center recommendations and how PBIS is ABA
(scaled up) where operational definitions of target behaviors include examples and
nonexamples. It is again possible more schools included non-examples without this level
of detail being mentioned in articles. It was encouraging to see how, of 15 studies that
mentioned providing students time to practice expectations, 13 (86.67%) took students to
practice expectations in situ. Rather than practicing expectations through role play in the
classroom, these schools provided authentic opportunities for students to build fluency
and receive reinforcement for meeting expectations.

Only five cases (14.71%) mentioned use of videos to teach expectations. There
were no cases in the 1990s, while two cases used video in the 2000s, and three cases in
the first half of the 2010s, indicative of more video-capable technology (e.g., smart
phones, tablets) becoming present in classrooms such as one-to-one tablet initiatives
(Chou, Block, & Jesness, 2012). Eight schools (23.53%) mentioned using assemblies to
teach expectations, though more were expected given technical assistance centers’
recommendations to have beginning of the year kick-off assemblies to introduce PBIS,
teach the major school-wide expectations, build excitement, and capture student interest
(e.g., MIBLSI, 2014). It is possible school size, resources, time, or the level of planning
needed for an assembly to run smoothly were challenges schools faced as they worked to
begin implementation of their new school-wide plan. Additional schools mentioned
using assemblies as rewards for students throughout the year, but not in an instructional

capacity.
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A majority of cases (65.38%) using expectations other than in teaching included
posters of expectations in various settings, and it is possible more schools did so but did
not include this level of detail in articles. Displaying school-wide and setting-specific
expectations on large posters is an attractive means to present discriminative stimuli for
students to engage in socially acceptable behaviors, as well as prompting faculty and staff
to teach behaviors on the posters when needed and reinforce desired student behavior.
Similarly, displaying expectations on staff t-shirts, school murals, in songs, and elsewhere
keeps expectations in the forefront, making it more likely students will meet expectations
and faculty and staff will remember to reinforce desired behaviors (Jones, Caravaca,
Cizek, Horner, & Vincent, 2006; Menendez et al., 2008; Simonsen, Sugai et al., 2008;
Todd et al., 1999). Incorporating expectations into core curricula such as writing
expectation-themed stories or teaching biographies of American Indian people who
exemplified school-wide expectations was another way some schools engaged students
with expectations (Jones et al., 2006; Lewis et al., 1998). Co-teachers of a community
service class in Swain-Bradway, Pinkney, and Flannery (2015) even had students take
ownership of expectations by tasking them with creating more interesting and relevant
lesson plans, which required surveying the student body, refining examples and
nonexamples, and creating activities.

Overall, included school cases building their school-wide behavior plan worked to
implement concepts of ABA to increase socially acceptable behavior and to prevent
problem behaviors. Schools illustrated their journeys from initial interest in PBIS, to
receiving training, examining and improving environmental conditions (setting events;

discriminative stimuli), determining school-wide reinforcement logistics (response to
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stimuli/consequences), to implementation and evaluation of outcomes. All reported
outcomes were positive (e.g., reductions in ODRs), showing how operationally defining
expectations, teaching them, providing time to practice them, and consistent
reinforcement of appropriate behavior helped students learn what is socially acceptable
and maintain behaviors that contributed to a warm, supportive classroom environment
(Lane et al., 2011).
Educational Implications

There is a need for school leadership teams to involve faculty and staff in the
expectation-building process based on technical assistance center recommendations and
findings of this literature review (e.g., only six out of 25 teams used input from faculty
and staff). Just as school administrators often involve faculty and staff by committee to
get input before making decisions that have school-wide implications, school leadership
teams should involve faculty and staff in the building of school-wide student behavior
expectations, expectations teachers and staff will be asked to teach and reinforce
strategically in all school settings (Andreou, Mclntosh, Ross, & Kahn, 2015). This
faculty and staff buy-in is important to sustainability of a practice, as are measures of
acceptability, contextual fit, and use of data (Andreou et al., 2015; Fixsen, Blase, Naoom,
& Duda, 2015). Further, data-based decision making has become integrated in school
vocabulary to where its use in school improvement is taken for granted, and PBIS
specifically emphasizes the use of data-based decision making for improving the quality
of outcomes (MIBLSI, 2014; Murray, 2013; Sugai & Horner, 2009). Therefore, school
leadership teams may be wise to consider using data not only to determine readiness for

systems change, where problem behaviors typically occur, and/or for outcome measures,
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but to ensure the behaviors more likely to be reinforced by faculty and staff are the ones

selected for school-wide expectation matrices. For example, if a middle or high school
PBIS leadership team did not survey faculty and staff before determining school-wide
expectations, they might include “Have 3-ring binder ready when the bell rings” as an
expectation, but music classes and physical education classes might not require 3-ring
binders. If the team instead included an iterative process with feedback from faculty and
staff, surveys or discussions might lead to revising the expectation to “Be prepared with
required materials” so it can apply to all students in all classes.

As previously indicated, teachers and staff may benefit from increased use of
behavior-specific praise to increase student on-task behaviors and decrease and prevent
problem behaviors. Especially when recognizing students for meeting expectations with
tickets, behavior-specific praise should always be paired with the ticket so the student
knows exactly what he or she did to meet which expectation. The student would then be
more likely to engage in that behavior in the future if the attention, ticket, and praise were
found to be individually reinforcing, following principles of ABA (Cooper et al., 2007).
Learning occurs through consequences, where what happens after a behavior elicits
future responding (e.g., operant conditioning; Morris, Smith, & Altus, 2008). Since
tickets are given strategically (e.g., higher density at beginning and end of year, before
and after breaks) and randomly instead of for every instance a student meets an
expectation, behavior-specific praise can be used without tickets to reinforce desired
behaviors. Most importantly, behavior-specific praise can be integrated seamlessly into

any lesson without disrupting the flow of instruction (Lane et al., 2015).
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Limitations and Future Directions

Interpretation of findings should take into consideration the following limitations.
First, some articles were excluded from the review, including articles published in a
language other than English as translation services were not available. Only articles in
peer-reviewed journals were included, as peer-review is an essential part of scientific
inquiry, though imperfect (Cook, 2014), and serves as a quality control step offering
authors the opportunity for improvement before publication (Resnik & Elmore, 2016).
We recognize the possibility of publication bias as well when including only peer-
reviewed articles, as articles with significant, positive results tend to be published over
those with null findings (which might have included details on expectation matrices;
Cook, 2014). Articles with aggregated data (e.g., from large state-wide studies) were also
not included, unless they provided specific information for how at least one school’s
expectations were built. Studies with aggregated data presented means across school
cases and summaries of matrix content that did not allow for coding of specific data for
individual school cases. Future researchers might include nonrefereed journals, consider
contacting authors of aggregated data studies for original data sets, and/or consider
contacting state PBIS technical assistance centers to request unpublished case studies and
illustrations used in training presentations.

Second, data were coded as they appeared in each article. School plans and
additional history on how a school built its PBIS framework or expectation matrix were
not requested from authors — only what was documented by authors in included cases was
used. Findings may be incomplete, therefore, given the purpose of many articles was not

to describe in detail the school’s journey in building and implementing PBIS. However,
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method sections should be written with replicable detail (e.g., baseline conditions,
procedures; Horner et al., 2005; Lane, Wolery, Reichow, & Rogers, 2007; Wolery &
Lane, 2014), and knowing what school-wide expectations are in place and how they are
taught and reinforced is essential to understanding a study’s context and supporting
replication. Future publishers might request more detail from authors on how a school
built its matrix and/or request full expectation matrices to examine in greater detail, such
as the full number and nature of settings where operational definitions of school-wide
expectations were taught. A future study might also design and collect survey data from
school leadership teams implementing PBIS across the United States, with specific
questions about school characteristics, expectations, settings, process used to build
school-wide expectations, and team characteristics.

As researchers continue to work with schools to build PBIS, MTSS, or Ci3T
frameworks and to design and implement interventions in schools where these tiered
models are already in place, it would benefit scholars and practitioners if more detail
were included as to how the primary plan was first built. When an intervention is
implemented in a school where a tiered model of prevention has high implementation
fidelity, results could be dramatically different compared to implementing the same
intervention in a school without a tiered model or where Tier 1 fidelity is low, given all
other aspects held constant. Thus, readers need to know what primary (Tier 1) prevention
plan is in place and at what level of fidelity (e.g., School-wide PBIS Tiered Fidelity
Inventory scores, Algozzine et al., 2014; School-wide Evaluation Tool scores, Todd et al.,

2012), and relatedly, details as to how the plan was developed and sustained. To illustrate
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such narrative description, studies taking place in a school with PBIS or Ci3T should
consider including a full behavior expectation matrix.
Summary

This systematic literature review investigated school-wide behavior expectations,
including article characteristics, stakeholder characteristics, procedures followed when
building expectations, matrix content, and how content was taught and reinforced. Of 44
identified cases, half were elementary schools. A team process was used in the majority
of instances (67.57%), but only 24.00% of teams sought faculty and staff input or
feedback to inform the expectation-building process. Teams most consistently comprised
an administrator, general education teachers, and/or special education teachers, along
with a variety of support staff. Respect appeared in some variation (e.g., be respectful,
respect others, respect property) in 91.43% of 35 school cases that reported specific
school-wide expectations, followed by responsibility which appeared in 60.00% of cases,
similar to Lynass et al. (2012) findings.

Schools taught expectations primarily through direct instruction with lesson plans
(70.59% of cases). Almost one third of cases (32.35%) taught expectations by including
examples and nonexamples, 35.29% included modeling, 26.47% included role play, and
23.53% had assemblies. Of 26 cases mentioning how expectations were used, 17
(65.38%) noted expectations were posted in various settings. Cafeteria, hallway, and
classroom settings each appeared in a majority of cases (= 69.23%). Tickets were used in
a majority of cases (70.59%) that described a school reinforcement system. Praise was
mentioned in 58.82% of school cases describing reinforcement, with 23.53% of cases

using behavior-specific praise.
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Five school cases (11.36%) began building school-wide expectations with data,
either a review of ODRs or a faculty and staft survey about behaviors or school-wide
expectations. As schools begin the systems-change process to a tiered model of
prevention, they should consider using a survey on school-wide expectations critical for
student success all faculty and staff can complete to provide data for team decision
making (e.g., SESSS; Lane, Oakes et al., 2010). Using such a survey would be likely to
increase faculty and staff buy-in, increased further by including an iterative feedback loop
after an expectation matrix is drafted, making it more likely the new school-wide plan

will be implemented with and sustained with high fidelity.
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for School Teams When Provided in Cases

Cases
Characteristic n
Team size (M = 7.88, SD = 2.03)
5 1
6 1
7 2
8 1
9 1
10 1
11 1
People per team in
Cases role
Team role n M (SD; range)
Administrator 9 1.22 (0.67; 1-3)
Teacher, GenEd 8 3.38 (1.77; 2-7)
Teacher, SpEd 7 1.43 (0.79; 1-3)
Psychologist 4 1.25(0.50; 1-2)
Behavior specialist 3 1.00 (0.00; n/a)
Counselor 3 1.00 (0.00; n/a)
Social worker 2 1.00 (0.00; n/a)
Parent 2 1.00 (0.00; n/a)
Student 1 4.00 (n/a; n/a)
District rep. 1 1.00 (n/a; n/a)
Other
Experts on EBS 1 2.00 (n/a; n/a)
Research scientist™® 1 2.00 (n/a; n/a)
Instructional assistant 1 1.00 (n/a; n/a)
Intervention specialist* 1 1.00 (n/a; n/a)
Rep. of secretary, custodian, cafeteria workers 1 1.00 (n/a; n/a)
School-based student services coordinator 1 1.00 (n/a; n/a)
Writing laboratory rep. 1 1.00 (n/a; n/a)
Classified faculty 1 unknown
Community members 1 unknown
Other school personnel 1 unknown
Paraprofessionals 1 unknown
Several specialists 1 unknown
Support staff 1 unknown

Note. EBS = effective behavioral supports; n/a = not applicable; rep. = representative.
*Project staff (as indicated in article).
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School Characteristics from Included Cases (N = 44)

Cases
Characteristic n (%)
School type
Head Start preschool 1(2.27)
Elementary 22 (50.00)
Middle 12 (27.27)
High 4 (9.09)
Other 5(11.36)
5-12 1 (20.00)
EC-12 NPS 1 (20.00)
EC-8 deaf/hard of hearing 1 (20.00)
K-12 EBD 1 (20.00)
K-12 private EBD, autism 1 (20.00)
Region
Midwest 10 (22.73)
Northeast 6 (13.64)
South 9 (20.45)
West 10 (22.73)
British Columbia, Canada 1(2.27)
Not reported 8 (18.18)

Note. Region was coded according to the United States Census Bureau (2015). EBD =
emotional and/or behavioral disorder, or emotionally disturbed; EC = early childhood
special education; K = kindergarten; NPS = nonpublic school (this NPS specialized in
applied behavior analysis for students aged 3—22 with disabilities and educational and

behavioral challenges).
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Procedures Followed When Establishing School-Wide Behavior Expectations in Included

Cases (N = 44)

Characteristic

Cases
n (%)

Procedure used to build expectations

Team®
Faculty and staff meeting to hear feedback
Faculty and staff survey for feedback/approval
Faculty and staff feedback, method unspecified

Faculty and staff meetings until consensus
Classified staff included
No. of meetings to reach consensus (range)

School administration®

Unclear

Procedure began with data
Office discipline referral data themes
Faculty and staff survey on student expectations

37 (84.09)
25 (67.57)
3 (12.00)
2 (8.00)

1 (4.00)
8 (21.62)
3 (37.50)

1-2

1 (2.70)

5(13.51)

5(13.51)
3 (60.00)
2 (40.00)

Note. *One team switched to a faculty and staff consensus process. "The K-12 school for
students with emotional and behavioral disorders in Valenti & Kerr (2015) where
administration first determined school-wide expectations started the process over with a
PBIS coach and faculty and staff involvement after one year of implementation based on

incident report data and faculty and staff complaints.
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Descriptive Statistics of Expectations in Included Cases (N = 44)
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Characteristic Cases Characteristic Cases
n (%) n (%)
No. of major expectations 36 (81.82)  Expectation 35(79.55)
2 1(2.78) All variations of respect 32 (91.43)
3 14 (38.89) Be respectful 24 (68.57)
4 7 (19.44) Respect 4(11.43)
5 13 (36.11) Respect others 4(11.43)
6 1(2.78) Respect property 4(11.43)
Respect yourself 3 (8.57)
Acronym 7 (20.00) Responsible 21 (60.00)
BAMS 1(14.29) Safe 16 (45.71)
Be respectful, act appropriate, Ready/prepared 8 (22.86)
manage your time and task, Kind/nice 7 (20.00)
strive to succeed Cooperate 6 (17.14)
CARR 1(14.29) Care 4 (11.43)
Caring, academically Directions 4(11.43)
engaged, respectful, Peaceful 4(11.43)
responsible Honest 3 (8.57)
PAWS 1(14.29) Academic 2(5.71)
Positive and polite, Considerate 2(5.71)
achieve your goals, Hands and feet to self 2(5.71)
work hard, stay safe Accountable 1(2.86)
PRIDE 2 (28.57) Achieve 1(2.86)
Prepared, respectful, involved, Appropriate 1(2.86)
determined, encouraging Attitude 1(2.86)
Preparation, respect, Control 1(2.86)
integrity, dedication, effort Dedication 1(2.86)
RREACH 1 (14.29) Determined 1(2.86)
Responsibility, respect, Effort 1(2.86)
eagerness to learn, Encouraging 1(2.86)
awesome attitude, Helpful 1(2.86)
caring, honest always Integrity 1(2.86)
SHARP 1(14.29) Involved 1(2.86)
Safe, helpful, Learn 1(2.86)
accountable, Manage 1(2.86)
respectful, positive Obedient 1(2.86)
On task 1(2.86)
Name 9(25.71) Orderly 1(2.86)
3Rs 1(11.11) Participate 1(2.86)
4 Bs 1(11.11) Personal space 1(2.86)
Five Steps to Success 1(11.11) Positive 1(2.86)
Give me Five 1(11.11) Positive and polite 1(2.86)
High-five 1 (11.11) Pride 1 (2.86)
Keys to Success 1(11.11) Put ups, not put-downs 1(2.86)
The PAWS 1 (11.11) Strive 1 (2.86)
Take Five 1(11.11) Talk only when it is 1(2.86)
your turn
Steps to Success 1(11.11) Work hard 1(2.86)

Note. 36 cases provided no. of major school-wide expectations, 35 cases provided expectation

text; percentages calculated accordingly.
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Table 5

Setting Characteristics Where School-Wide Expectations Were Applied in Included Cases
(N =44)

Cases
Characteristic n (%)
No. of settings 39 (88.64)
1 4 (10.26)
2 3 (7.69)
3 12 (30.77)
4 1 (2.56)
5 8 (20.51)
6 4 (10.26)
7 2(5.13)
8 3 (7.69)
11 1 (2.56)
12 1 (2.56)
Setting 39 (88.64)
Cafeteria/dining hall 31 (79.49)
Hallway/stairs 28 (71.79)
Classroom 27 (69.23)
Playground/recess 18 (46.15)
Restroom/bathroom 14 (35.90)
Bus 12 (30.77)
Arrival/dismissal 6 (15.38)
Assembly/auditorium 6 (15.38)
Gymnasium 5(12.82)
Field trip/community 4 (10.26)
Lockers 3(7.69)
Office 3 (7.69)
Common areas 2(5.13)
Computer lab 2 (5.13)
Everywhere 2 (5.13)
Library 2(5.13)
Media center 2(5.13)
Brushing teeth 1 (2.56)
Centers 1(2.56)
Circle time 1(2.56)
Emergency situation 1 (2.56)
Kitchen 1(2.56)
Rest time 1 (2.56)
Specials (art, music, PE) 1 (2.56)
Transitions 1(2.56)

Note. PE = physical education.



Table 6
Descriptive Statistics of How Expectations Were Taught, Used, and Reinforced in

Included Cases (N = 44)

Praise notes

Cases
Characteristic n (%)
Expectations taught to faculty and staff 16 (36.36)
Expectations taught to students 34 (77.27)
Lesson plan 24 (70.59)
Practice 15 (44.12)
Practice in situ 13 (38.24)
Modeling 12 (35.29)
Examples and nonexamples 11 (32.35)
Role play 9 (26.47)
Assembly 8 (23.53)
Stations 7 (20.59)
Skit 6 (17.65)
Video 5(14.71)
Passports 4 (11.76)
Reinforcement/reward system explicitly taught 4 (11.76)
By students 2 (5.88)
Expectations used, other than teaching/reteaching 26 (59.09)
Posters 17 (65.38)
Behavior screener 5(19.23)
Behavior intervention plans 1(3.85)
Daily radio program 1(3.85)
Mural 1(3.85)
Staff neck tags at recess 1(3.85)
Staff t-shirts 1(3.85)
Expectations reinforced 34 (77.27)
Tickets 24 (70.59)
Praise 20 (58.82)
Praise, behavior-specific 8 (23.53)
Tokens, other than tickets 4 (11.76)

1 (2.94)
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Chapter 3

Method

Many school districts are embracing the move toward collaboration and shared
faculty and staff responsibility to support all students’ academic, behavioral, and social
needs (Lane et al., 2013). Teachers are welcoming an increased variety of students from
the rich diversity within the United States (Kozleski et al., 2014). All students come to
school with different social skillsets, behavioral competencies, and academic abilities,
and districts recognize the need to empower teacher collaboration with knowledge and
strategies for working with all student ability levels in these domains (Cochran-Smith &
Dudley-Marling, 2012; Lane, Menzies et al., 2012). For teacher-delivered strategies to
be most effective, defining school-wide expectations for all students is a key system-level
support. These school-wide expectations allow consistent language to be used across
school settings by all faculty and staff, helping students understand which skills will
support their success. Additionally, school-wide expectations can facilitate inclusive
programming, make grade level transitions easier (e.g., elementary to middle school),
support secondary students’ daily transitions between teachers, and inform interventions
at all levels (Lane, Carter et al., 2012).

Such school-wide expectations, when determined with faculty and staff
participation, help ensure they will be taught and reinforced throughout the school by all
adults. Thus an efficient process is needed to gain faculty and staff input on social and
academic behaviors critical for school success, and such a process can be data informed
in accordance with data-based decision making prevalent in education (Murray, 2013;

Sugai & Horner, 2009). The Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific Settings
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(SESSS; Lane, Oakes et al., 2010) was developed to meet this need. SESSS data can be

used when schools first build the behavioral component of a tiered system’s school-wide
plan, as well as when there is high faculty and staff turnover.

There are a few three-tiered models with a behavioral component schools are
adopting as a systems level approach to foster inclusion and support of all students. Such
systems typically have three tiers of supports in increasing intensity and include positive
behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS; Horner & Sugai, 2015) for behavior; multi-
tiered system of supports (MTSS; Batsche, 2013; Sugai & Horner, 2009) which blends
academics and behavior; and comprehensive, integrated, three-tiered (Ci3T; Lane, Oakes,
& Magill, 2014) models of prevention which combine academic, behavior, and social
skill domains. These tiered models have in common a school-wide plan for all students
where faculty and staff collaborate in a systems approach to improve efficiency over
isolated efforts (Drago-Severson & Pinto, 2006; Oakes et al., 2013). For students who
need more than the primary (Tier 1) plan provides, there are additional tiers of
specialized supports in increasing intensity, typically secondary (Tier 2) interventions for
some students (10-15%) and tertiary (Tier 3) supports reserved for students with the most
intensive needs (~5%; Horner & Sugai, 2015).

Within the behavioral component of tiered systems’ school-wide plans, tenets of
applied behavior analysis (applied, behavioral, analytic, technological, conceptual,
effective, generalizable; Baer et al., 1968) are scaled up across school settings to shift the
unit of intervention to the whole school (Horner & Sugai, 2015). Socially acceptable and
desired behavior expectations for various school settings are explicitly taught to students,

students are provided time to practice expectations (ideally in respective settings), and
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behaviors are reinforced when expectations are met (OSEP TAC PBIS; n.d.-c). In this

manner, antecedent events and discriminative stimuli are refined in order to promote
prosocial and self-determined behavior for success not only in school but for positive
post-school outcomes (Shogren, Wehmeyer, & Lane, 2016). Challenging behaviors are
reduced and prevented by the systematic approach to teaching behavior and reinforcing
desired behaviors when students meet expectations, making it more likely socially
acceptable behaviors will occur with greater frequency (Cooper et al., 2007).

Previous research on teacher expectations for student behavior revealed both
general and special educators have similar expectations of students (Lane et al., 2003).
Across five studies surveying 2,752 general and special education teachers at 44
elementary, 24 middle, and 16 high schools in various geographic regions, four behavior
expectations were ranked as essential for student success by the majority of teachers on
either the Social Skills Rating System (SSRS; Gresham & Elliott, 1990) or a modified
version of the SSRS called the Teacher Expectations for School Success (see Lane,
Givner et al., 2004): (1) follows directions, (2) listens to instruction, (3) controls temper
with peers, and (4) controls temper with adults (Lane, Givner et al., 2004; Lane et al.,
2003; Lane, Pierson et al., 2004; Lane, Pierson et al., 2010; Lane et al., 2006). Each
school community typically has unique behavioral expectations (including academic
behaviors), however, based on current needs and reflective of common cultural values
(Lynass et al., 2012). Collaboration of stakeholders is essential in the building of
expectations, therefore, as responsibility for students’ success is a shared endeavor.

Schools build behavior expectation matrices following various procedures,

usually led by a school leadership team representative of the school, but not always
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involving direct faculty and staff input (see Chapter 2). When school teams train with the

Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs Technical Assistance
Center on PBIS (OSEP TAC PBIS; see pbis.org), a team of 10 school representatives
(e.g., administrators, general education teachers, special education teachers, and
classified staff) typically determines expectations. First, the team chooses three to five
major school-wide behavior expectations to address school needs. Then the team shares
the expectations with faculty and staff and determines if 80% buy in (OSEP TAC PBIS,
n.d.-c), based on the belief if 80% or more of faculty and staff agree on school-wide
behaviors they will be taught schoolwide and reinforced (e.g., be effective; Horner et al.,
2004). Next, the team builds most of the matrix, defining each expectation for non-
classroom areas with three to five examples, shared with faculty and staff again for 80%
buy-in. Finally, the PBIS team works with teachers to define three to five classroom
examples for the school-wide expectations — this might be accomplished through a
survey, brainstorming, election, written or verbal feedback, or other means (OSEP TAC
PBIS, n.d.-a).

In contrast, school leadership teams participating in a year-long Ci3T professional
learning series (see Figure 4) receive data from faculty and staff on the SESSS (Lane,
Oakes et al., 2010). All faculty and staff are invited to complete the SESSS before the
professional learning series begins, rating which student behaviors are critical for school
success in three domains (respect, responsibility, best effort) across seven settings:
classroom, hallway, cafeteria, playground, restroom, bus, and arrival/dismissal (Lane,
Oakes, Jenkins et al., 2014). The team uses these data to develop a draft behavior

expectation matrix to share with faculty and staff for feedback, which is then used to
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inform revisions, ensuring everyone has a chance for their input to be considered.
Specifically, teams identify expectations on the SESSS rated by 75% or more faculty and
staff as critical for success and consider placing those items in a first draft of the
expectation matrix, then consider items rated as critical by 50% or more faculty and staff.
These items become the operationally defined examples of the three to five positively
stated major school-wide expectations (e.g., be respectful, be responsible, be safe) chosen
by the Ci3T leadership team. The SESSS provides a systematic data-informed process to
build expectation matrices with input from a school’s full faculty and staff, and continued
buy-in can be encouraged through additional feedback opportunities. Although the
SESSS is a data-informed approach to building behavior expectation matrices, further
inquiry into its psychometric properties and functional utility is needed to lend additional
data to its evidence base and support continued use.
Purpose

The purpose of this study was to explore educator priorities of behavioral
expectations in classroom and non-instructional settings—a previously unstudied area of
inquiry—for students as measured by the SESSS with one Ci3T training cohort (see
Appendices A-C for original institutional review board study objectives, participant
informational letter, and approved modification to include dissertation research
questions). Specific research questions were: (a) To what extent did elementary, middle,
and high school faculty and staff converge and diverge on expectations viewed as not
important for success, important for success, and critical for success in the classroom and
non-instructional settings as measured by the SESSS? (b) To what extent did school

level (elementary, middle, high) differentiate participants’ mean scores for each setting
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(classroom, hallway, cafeteria, playground, restroom, bus, arrival/dismissal) regarding
expectations for student success as measured by the SESSS? (c) What participant
characteristics (gender, age, degree earned, experience in education, experience at current
school level, academic screening training, behavior screening training, classroom
management course history) predicted their views on student behavior expectations in
classroom and non-instructional settings as measured by the SESSS? (d) To what extent
did the four behavior expectations ranked as essential for student success in the
classroom setting (i.e., follow directions, listen to instruction, control your temper with
peers, control your temper with adults) by the majority of teachers in previous teacher
expectation studies (i.e., Lane, Givner et al., 2004; Lane et al., 2003; Lane, Pierson et al.,
2004; Lane, Pierson et al., 2010; Lane et al., 2006) compare to behavior expectations
prioritized by participating faculty and staff as measured by the SESSS?
Method

Participants and Setting

Participants were 260 faculty and staff members from 10 schools comprising two
school districts in a Midwestern state, each unique to one school level (e.g., only
provided services to either elementary, middle, or high schools). Most participants were
general educators (n = 142, 54.62%), followed by 76 staff (29.23%), 14 related service
providers (5.38%), 20 special education teachers (7.69%), and 8 administrators (3.08%).
The majority were female (79.84%), White (98.67%), with five or more years of
experience at their school level (76.21%), and a mean age of 44.89 years (SD = 11.90).

See Table 7 for additional participant demographics.
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Of the 385 school site (non-district) faculty and staff invited, 171 of 176 (97.16%)

teachers (general and special education) returned a SESSS, and 121 of 209 (57.89%)
other staff (e.g., administrators, related service providers, staff) returned a SESSS.
Participant demographic and SESSS data were collected at each school building in the
classroom where faculty and staff meetings were held, the media center, or in a central
school building’s auditorium when multiple schools came together for a Ci3T
informational meeting. The Ci3T professional learning series (six sessions) was held in a
city central to both districts at a hotel convention center.

School characteristics. In 2013-2014, District A had a total enrollment across
pre-kindergarten through grade 12 of 1,655 students (52.27% male, 46.71% female,
1.03% not reported) who were predominantly White (87.37%), 49.24% qualified for the
free- or reduced-priced lunch program, with 119.60 full-time equivalent teachers, and a
13.84 pupil/teacher ratio (National Center for Education Statistics Common Core Data,
2014). According to the state’s department of education, 14.99% of students had an
identified disability in 2013 and 14.67% had an identified disability in 2014. The district
locale is classified as town: distant by the U.S. Department of Education. See Table 8 for
additional district and school characteristic data.

District B had a total enrollment across pre-kindergarten through grade 12 of 747
students (51.81% male, 48.19% female) who were mostly White (87.42%), 49.93%
qualified for the free- or reduced-price lunch program, with 73.6 full-time equivalent
teachers, and a 10.15 pupil/teacher ratio (National Center for Education Statistics
Common Core Data, 2014). According to the state’s department of education, 13.98% of

students were identified with a disability in 2013 and 10.91% had an identified disability
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in 2014. The district locale is classified as rural: remote by the U.S. Department of

Education. One of the middle schools in this district enrolled 48 students in 2013-2014
and closed June 30, 2015, a year after the Ci3T professional learning series concluded.
See Table 8 for additional district and school characteristic data.

Chi-square tests contrasting school level X role, school level x teaching
experience, role x teaching experience, and gender x teaching experience did not produce
significant results (Lane et al., 2006). School level x gender [x* (2, n =258) = 15.54, p =
.0004] and role x gender [ (2, n = 258) = 7.28, p = .0263] did reveal significant results,
with female participants more likely to be employed at each school level and in each role.
The sample’s gender gap matched national norms where 76% of teachers are female
(Walker, 2016).

Procedures

In early 2013, state education leaders approached the university researcher about
partnering on a research project to affect systems change throughout the state’s K-12
schools. Needs and common areas of interests were identified to inform the planning and
integration of the state’s next iteration of a tiered system of supports. Two cohorts of
schools were selected for the first year of training, and after university and district
approvals were obtained for this state-funded technical assistance research project,
district leaders worked with all building administrators who selected school leadership
team participants for the Ci3T professional learning series. Each school sent a Ci3T
leadership team to represent faculty and staff, attending three full-day and three 2-hr
after-school training sessions. Teams were designed to be representative of school

personnel and included the principal, two general education teachers, a special education
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teacher, a district representative, a parent representative, a student representative (who
attended Sessions 3 and 5 after school only), and up to three additional members, such as
a counselor, school psychologist, social worker, or additional general education teacher.

Before the 2013-2014 academic year began, informational meetings were held
with each district’s faculty and staff (certified and classified) where the principal
investigators (PIs) and university research team provided a brief overview of Ci3T
models of prevention, explained each building’s Ci3T leadership team’s role during the
training year, and invited all faculty and staff to contribute to building the plan by
completing the SESSS and a brief demographic form (described subsequently). Out of
432 invited faculty and staff, 314 returned a SESSS, of which 302 contained data (i.e.,
not blank; response rate = 69.91%). Various scholars and journal editors set 50% or 60%
as a minimum response rate to indicate a representative sample, which the current study
achieved, with 80% being ideal (Baruch & Holtom, 2008; Fincham, 2008; Johnson &
Owens, 2003). From the 302 responses with data, 20 were identified as district level
employees not assigned to a school site and were removed from the sample. Of the
remaining 282, 22 faculty and staff were itinerant, providing services at multiple school
levels (e.g., elementary and middle schools, K-12) and were removed from analyses in
order to answer research questions focused on school level comparisons. Our sample
therefore contained 260 faculty and staff who returned a SESSS with data, each unique to
one school level.

After each large group presentation, team members met with project staff in a
small group where their role and commitments for the year were explained, an

opportunity to ask questions was provided, and consent forms were signed. Team
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members completed an additional pre-training measure on their knowledge, confidence,
and perceived usefulness of Ci3T components (Lane & Oakes, 2010).

At the first Ci3T professional learning series session, school teams received
reports summarizing SESSS data (see Figure 5) including response rate and the number
and percentage of faculty and staff who rated each expectation as critical for success.
Team members then highlighted items rated critical by the vast majority of faculty and
staff (75% or higher) in one color, and used a second highlighter color to mark items
rated critical for success by a simple majority (50-75%). At Session 2, teams discussed
highlighted items and decided which to transfer to their draft expectation matrix. This
drafted matrix was refined during Sessions 3 and 4 and shared at a faculty and staff
meeting following Session 4 by the Ci3T leadership team (or in some cases by email with
PowerPoint presentation and primary [Tier 1] plan with matrix attached) as part of the
first full draft of the school’s Ci3T primary (Tier 1) plan. At each school meeting after
any discussion and questions were answered, faculty and staff were invited to complete
the Primary Intervention Rating Scale (PIRS; Lane et al., 2009; Lane et al., 2002), a
social validity measure used to assess opinions on the goals, procedures, and perceived
outcomes of the draft Ci3T primary (Tier 1) plan.

At Session 5 of the Ci3T professional learning series, teams received summary
reports of PIRS data from faculty and staff feedback. Teams used these data to make
minor revisions to the primary (Tier 1) plan and expectation matrix. Additionally, each
team received feedback from the student team member who reviewed the draft matrix
and (a) indicated any expectations she or he especially liked and believed should be kept,

as well as (b) indicated any expectations believed to be unnecessary for the school site.
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Each team next shared their full Ci3T model of prevention with faculty and staff between
Sessions 5 and 6, with another opportunity for feedback using the Ci3T Model of
Prevention: Feedback Form social validity measure (Lane, 2002; Lane, Oakes, Jenkins et
al., 2014). Teams used data and comments from the Ci3T Feedback Form during the
final Session 6 to complete and polish their Ci3T plan and design posters for their full
expectation matrix and setting specific expectations (see Figure 6 and Figure 7).

All measures were completed via paper-and-pencil format by participants. The
PIs and project staff explained at each informational meeting and in the team member
consenting process how participant responses were confidential but not anonymous. Data
were shared with school, district, and state leaders in a de-identified, aggregated format.
Responses to open-ended questions were typed with identifying comments redacted (e.g.,
“As the school’s XXXXX, I think...”). PIs and project staff clarified at informational
and consenting meetings how collection of demographic data would be used to describe
in detail who participated and provided feedback. We explained although data would be
reported in aggregate, measures were not anonymous in order for our research team to
connect participant responses over time and across measures, and be able to run advanced
and/or longitudinal analyses. Completed measures received without names were not
included in data entry.

Data entry and reliability. Trained graduate students entered each measure’s
data into a separate Excel spreadsheet for each school and each measure. Training was
provided by project staff who had previous experience working with PIs and the same
measures. For each measure, training consisted of an overview presentation with

opportunities to ask questions, a check for understanding multiple-choice quiz (criterion
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=90%), and practice entry of five participant forms (criterion = 90%). All project staff

met training criteria on the first attempt. All demographic data were checked for
accuracy of entry by a second research assistant with an average 98.65% (range = 97.50-
100%) reliability. A minimum of 30% of data entered for the SESSS were checked for
accuracy by a second research assistant with an average reliability of 99.19% (range =
96.80-100%). All databases associated with Cohort 1 were checked again in summer to
ensure no cell in any spreadsheet was empty, participant numbers matched across
databases for each school, data were deidentified (i.e., names and emails removed from
each database), and data formats were appropriate for importing into Statistical Analysis
System (SAS; SAS Institute, 2013) software for analysis. After importing, all Cohort 1
databases were merged in SAS by project-assigned participant identification number
variable.
Measures

Brief demographic form. The brief demographic form consisted of nine short
sections where participants reported sex, age, race/ethnicity, experience in education,
school role (or parent member of the Ci3T leadership team), teacher certification, highest
educational degree, course history in classroom management, and professional
development history for academic and behavior screening. This form is available from
ci3t.org.

Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific Settings (SESSS; Lane, Oakes et
al., 2010). The SESSS was printed on 8.5" x 14" legal-sized paper and gathered faculty
and staff opinions on student behaviors viewed as critical for school success in three

broad categories: respect, responsible, and best effort. The three categories are divided
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into seven columns for school settings to form a matrix: classroom, hallway, cafeteria,
playground, restroom, bus, and arrival/dismissal. Within each setting for each broad
category are expectations found most prevalent among schools that implemented Ci3T
during academic years 2001-2010 (see also Lynass et al., 2012). Specifically, the
classroom setting on the SESSS has 32 expectations, hallway 23, cafeteria 24,
playground 15, restroom 18, bus 19, and arrival/dismissal 13, for a total of 144. At the
top of each setting’s column, participants answered yes or no as to whether or not the
setting was applicable to them, indicating they had input on skills important for success
in that setting. Participants were therefore not expected to rate each item but only those
in settings for which they had input. For example, a staff member who worked in the
cafeteria might have indicated only the cafeteria setting was applicable and provided
input only for the expectations listed in the cafeteria column. For each applicable setting,
participants ranked expectations on a Likert-type scale where 0 = not important for
success in this setting, 1 = important for success in this setting, and 2 = critical for
success in this setting. Large-print versions of the SESSS were provided to participants
on request, consisting of three sheets of 8.5" x 11" letter-sized paper. Both versions of
the SESSS are available on ci3t.org.

A recent initial psychometric study by Lane et al. (2017) of participants from 25
K-12 schools (N = 1,157) in a Southern state suggested alpha coefficients for each setting
on the SESSS were high, ranging from .89 (arrival/dismissal) to .95 (bus). For each
school level, alpha coefficients ranged from .89-.94 (elementary), .91-.97 (middle), and

.89-98 (high). Mean scores for each setting (range = 0.00-2.00) were 1.61-1.78
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(elementary), 1.46-1.73 (middle), 1.34-1.78 (high), and 1.53-1.76 (combined). See Table

5 in Lane et al. (2017) for more details.

To ensure similar psychometrics held for the current sample of participants who
completed the SESSS, Cronbach alpha coefficients examined internal consistency for
each of the seven settings. For each setting, highly intercorrelated items were desired for
high internal consistency, therefore corrected item-total correlations (correlates the item
with all items, excluding itself) less than .30 would have identified inconsistent items
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Alpha coefficients for each setting were similar to Lane et
al. (2017) and demonstrated good (.80 to .90) or excellent (> .90) internal consistency
(DeVellis, 2012): .93 (classroom), .91 (hallway), .92 (cafeteria), .94 (playground), .90
(restroom), .94 (bus), and .87 (arrival/dismissal). When examined by grade level, alphas
were also similar to Lane et al. (2017) with elementary ranging from .88
(arrival/dismissal) to .94 (cafeteria), middle school from .89 (hallway, cafeteria, and
arrival/dismissal) to .95 (bus), and high school from .87 (arrival/dismissal) to .94
(playground and bus). See Table 9 for alpha coefficients of each setting for each school
level and overall.

Design and Analytic Plan

Data screening. Data were first examined for accuracy of entry, equal sample
sizes, univariate and multivariate normality, absence of outliers, homogeneity of variance,
and lack of multicollinearity. Sphericity was not checked as the SESSS was not a
repeated measure (e.g., there were not multiple time points to check the sum of variances
minus covariances for equality within sampling variability; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).

All available data were used without imputation of missing values, as the focus was on
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unit level and not population level, necessitating true values of participant responses.
Participants were also not expected to have input on behaviors important for success in
all settings, as described previously (e.g., bus drivers might have only rated expectations
for the bus setting). Descriptive statistics for continuous variables were examined for
accuracy of entry, including plausible means and standard deviations, and out of range
values (minimum and maximum). Frequency tables for categorical variables were
checked for plausibility. Range, means, and standard deviations were within expected
values for all variables.

Unequal sample sizes for each group were checked for tolerable ranges before
proceeding with analyses to ensure minimal impact. The largest group size was divided
by the smallest group size (e.g., school level: 127 [elementary] / 62 [middle school] =
2.05), with the quotient > 1.5 indicating the range was not within tolerance. See Table 10
for participant N displayed by school level and by educator role. SAS adjusted for
unequal 7 using sum of squares and cross products Type III method, with all cells given
equal weight regardless of sample size. Missingness for the setting means (dependent
variables; DVs) is reported in Table 11. The playground setting, with missing mean
scores for 52.31% of participants, was only used in analyses for elementary and middle
school educators.

Univariate normality was checked for each SESSS item and setting mean.
Skewness and kurtosis were expected for most items (e.g., almost all educators rated
“Follow directions” as critical, resulting in a negative skew). Mean scores (average)
instead of composite scores (sum) for each setting were used as each setting on the

SESSS has a different number of items. SESSS setting means did not indicate
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problematic kurtosis (> 15; Lane, Oakes, Cantwell, Menzies et al., 2016), ranging from
-0.61 to 6.96. SAS reports excessive kurtosis by subtracting 3 to show comparison to the
normal curve which has a kurtosis of 3. Skewness ranged from -2.40 (playground) to
-0.34 (hallway). Skewness was not problematic (+ 4) for setting mean scores (DVs) so
data transformation was not required.

SESSS item level descriptive statistics for the combined sample and each school
level are displayed in Appendix D. Expectations with [skewness| > 4 or |kurtosis| > 15
are bolded, with all items retained for analyses for conceptual reasons; Expectations were
predicted to have non-normal distribution given SESSS items were anticipated to be
consistently viewed as either important for success or critical for success when
completed by educators.

Univariate outliers were values outside the possible range on any DV, and
multivariate outliers were investigated when Mahalanobis D’ was significant (p < .01).
Mahalanobis D’ is the normalized distance of an observation from the centroid
(composite mean) of all observations in multidimensional space, the intersection point of
all variable means (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). Higher D’ values
indicate an observation is farther from the general distribution of values. No univariate
outliers were identified and four multivariate outliers were determined to be legitimate
(e.g., participant circled all of the same number for a setting) and were retained [D* (7) =
18.71, 24.40, 42.39, and 76.48, p < .01].

Lavene’s test (univariate) checked for homogeneity of variance
(homoscedasticity) and Box’s M test (multivariate) checked for homogeneity of variance-

covariance. A significant result indicated failed homogeneity and the presence of
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heteroscedasticity, the consequence being biased standard error causing inflated/deflated
Type 1 error (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Bartlett’s test (univariate) was not used due to
its sensitivity to even minimally non-normal distribution (Box, 1953).

The playground setting mean score was the only heteroscedastic univariate
variable; Levene’s test for homogeneity of variance across school levels was significant,
F(2,133)=10.47, p <.0001. Significant multivariate heteroscedasticity was discovered
with Box’s M test when examining school level [*(56, n = 116) = 218.51, p <.0001] and
educator role [*(56, n = 116) = 111.79, p < .0001] grouping variables. This
heteroscedasticity violates one of the assumptions for multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA), and given two special educator MANOVA cells (middle and high school)
did not contain more participants than DVs, MANOVA was not considered for the data
analytic plan. Finally, Spearman correlation matrices (which are non-parametric to
accommodate unequal sample sizes) were examined and found a lack of
multicollinearity, the largest correlation between cafeteria and hallway mean setting
scores (7 = 0.86) less than the » > 0.90 multicollinearity criterion. An additional
multicollinearity check examined variance inflation factors, an index of regression
coefficient variance amplified by multicollinearity, and found the largest to be 5.56 (bus
setting), well below the criterion of 10 as an indicator of multicollinearity (O’brien,
2007).

Objective. The research objective was to explore educator priorities of
behavioral expectations in classroom and non-instructional settings for students as

measured by the SESSS with one Ci3T training cohort.
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Question 1. To what extent did elementary, middle, and high school faculty and

staff converge and diverge on expectations viewed as not important for success,
important for success, and critical for success in the classroom and non-instructional
settings as measured by the SESSS?

Hypothesis la. Elementary, middle, and high school faculty and staff will
converge in their views of behavior expectations in the classroom and non-instructional
settings as measured by the SESSS (Lane et al., 2003).

Hypothesis 1b. The majority (> 50%) of middle school faculty and staff will view
less classroom behavior expectations as critical for success on the SESSS compared to
elementary faculty and staff, and the majority of high school faculty and staff will view
more classroom behaviors as critical for success on the SESSS compared to middle
school but less than elementary, with some expectations viewed as critical for success by
a majority of faculty and staff at all school levels (e.g., follow directions, listen and pay
attention to the speaker; Lane et al., 2003; Lane, Pierson et al., 2010).

Hypothesis 1c. The vast majority (> 75%) of middle school faculty and staff will
view less behavior expectations in non-instructional settings as critical for success on the
SESSS compared to elementary, and the vast majority of high school faculty and staff
will view less behavior expectations in non-instructional settings as critical for success
on the SESSS compared to middle school.

Hypothesis 1d. The majority (> 50%) of middle school faculty and staff will view
more behavior expectations in each setting as not important for success on the SESSS

compared to elementary, and the majority of high school faculty and staff will view more
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behavior expectations in each setting as not important for success on the SESSS
compared to middle school (Lane, Pierson et al., 2004; Lane, Pierson et al., 2010).

Data analytic plan. SAS was used to calculate means and standard deviations for
each of the seven settings on the SESSS for each school level. Mean scores for each
setting were used instead of composite scores due to the variability of items contained
within each setting on the SESSS. Expectations and settings were identified where a
majority (> 50%) of participants at a school level viewed the expectation or setting as
either not important for success, important for success, or critical for success.

Frequency distributions (% n) at the item level were calculated in SAS to
determine which expectations educators (general, special, other [administrator, related
service provider, staff]) considered not important for success (0), important for success
(1), and critical for success (2) in each of the seven settings on the SESSS for each school
level (elementary, middle, high) and total (Lane, Pierson et al., 2004). Expectations were
identified where a majority (> 50%) of any educator group or school level viewed the
expectation as either not important, important, or critical.

Frequency distributions (% n) at the item level were used to calculate the
percentage of items considered critical for success by < 40% (low priority), 40-75%
(moderate priority), or > 75% (high priority) of educators (general, special, other
[administrator, related service provider, staff]) in each of the seven settings on the SESSS
at each school level (elementary, middle, high) and total.

Question 2. To what extent did school level (elementary, middle, high)

differentiate participants’ mean scores for each setting (classroom, hallway, cafeteria,
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playground, restroom, bus, arrival/dismissal) regarding expectations for student success
as measured by the SESSS?

Hypothesis 2a. There will be significant differences between school levels for
classroom, hallway, cafeteria, and playground settings but not for restroom, bus, or
arrival/dismissal settings (Lane et al., 2017), indicating high school educators view
behavior expectations differently than elementary and middle school educators (Lane et
al., 2003).

Data analytic plan. Means and standard deviations for each of the seven settings
on the SESSS were calculated for each participant. Seven one-way ANOVA were
conducted using the general linear model, one for each setting’s mean score as DV
(classroom, hallway, cafeteria, playground, restroom, bus, arrival/dismissal), with school
level (elementary, middle, high) as a fixed-effect factor. The ANOVA for the playground
setting compared elementary and middle school participants only, as the number of high
school participants who provided responses for playground expectations was insufficient
to include in the ANOVA. This low number was expected given young adults
developmentally prioritize peer interactions over play (Fuligni et al., 2001; Furman &
Buhrmester, 1992) and high schools in this sample did not have an area designated as a
playground. Each ANOVA determined if any statistically significant mean differences
existed between elementary, middle, and high school educators’ expectations for students
to be successful in instructional and non-instructional settings.

Each ANOVA was run for each DV at a =.0071 (.05 + 7, no. of tests; to correct
for Type 1 error rate) to determine any significant differences between groups with

regard to school level. The effect size for each ANOVA (i.e., how much did school level
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affect each setting mean score) was calculated using #°, which indicates the percent of
variance in the DV explained by school level, the IV. Higher values of 5* indicate a
stronger relation between IV and DV (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Effect sizes were
interpreted using Cohen (1988): small 0.20 to 0.50, medium 0.50 to 0.80, and large 0.80
and over. For each ANOVA that showed significant mean differences between school
level on a DV, Tukey-Kramer honest significant difference (HSD) post hoc tests (more
conservative for unequal cell sizes) determined which pairs of groups differed. Effect
sizes for pairs of group means were calculated using Hedges’s g with pooled standard
deviation in the denominator to account for unequal cell sizes. Effect sizes were
interpreted as above using Cohen’s (1988) guide.

Question 3. What participant characteristics (gender, age, degree earned,
experience in education, experience at current school level, academic screening training,
behavior screening training, classroom management course history) predicted their views
on student behavior expectations in classroom and non-instructional settings as measured
by the SESSS?

Hypothesis 3a. No participant characteristic variable will meet the 0.05
significance level for entry into the regression model (Equation 1), indicating no specific
characteristic will be significantly associated with how participants prioritized behavior
expectations as rated on the SESSS (Lane, Pierson et al., 2004).

Data analytic plan. We used multiple linear regression to examine the extent
educator characteristics (gender, age, degree earned, experience in education, experience
at current school level, academic screening training, behavior screening training,

classroom management course history) predicted each mean setting score on the SESSS.
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Specifically, we wanted to know if any demographic variable explained variance in a
setting’s mean score above and beyond other demographic variables. Simultaneous
regression was used to determine the extent demographic variables influenced high-
priority expectations. All variables were entered into the regression equation at the same
time, then interpretations consisted of overall R’ (statistical significance and proportion of
variance explained), statistical significance of bs (< .05), and magnitude of Bs (relative
importance of variables).

Vosrm = a+ b1 Xgena + b2Xage + b3Xgeg + baXexpeauc + bsXexp.ivi + beXsernac +

b7Xscrn.bx + bBXcls.mngt +e (D

Question 4. To what extent did the four behavior expectations ranked as essential
for student success in the classroom setting (i.e., follow directions, listen to instruction,
control your temper with peers, control your temper with adults) by the majority of
teachers in previous teacher expectation studies (i.e., Lane, Givner et al., 2004; Lane et
al., 2003; Lane, Pierson et al., 2004; Lane, Pierson et al., 2010; Lane et al., 2006)
compare to behavior expectations prioritized by participating faculty and staff as
measured by the SESSS?

Hypothesis 4. The behavior expectations on the SESSS equivalent to the four
behavior expectations ranked as essential for student success in the classroom by the
majority of teachers in previous expectation studies will remain a moderate or high
priority for participants in the current study.

Data analytic plan. Frequency distributions (% n) for the SESSS item
equivalents were calculated in SAS to determine how often those items were rated as

critical for success by participants, broken down by school level (elementary, middle,



90

high), educator role (general, special, other), and total. Frequencies < 50% on equivalent
SESSS items indicated the behavior expectation was given low priority by participants,
50-75% moderate priority, and > 75% high priority. The equivalent SESSS items in the
classroom setting were follow directions, listen and pay attention to the speaker, and
control your temper. Addition items regarding temper are found in the playground
setting (control your temper) and arrival/dismissal setting (control temper in conflict

situations) and were also examined for low, moderate, or high priority.
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Table 8 (continued)
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Districts combined

ES MS HS Total
n=1,110 n=>554 n=738 n=2402
Characteristic n % n % n % n %
Gender
Male 596 53.69 291 5253 365 4946 1,252 5212
Female 514 4631 263 4747 356 4824 1,133 47.17
Not reported - - - - 17 2.30 17 0.71
Ethnicity
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 0.09 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.04
Black 9 0.81 1.62 3 0.41 21 0.87
Hispanic 85 7.66 41 7.40 38 5.15 164 6.83
Two or more races 41 3.69 21 3.79 28 3.79 90 3.75
American Indian/Alaska Native 5 0.45 1 0.18 4 0.54 10 0.42
White 969 8730 482 87.00 648 87.80 2,099 87.39
Not reported - - - - 17 2.30 17 0.71
Grade level
Prekindergarten 45 4.05 - - - - 45 1.87
Kindergarten 195 17.57 - - - - 195 8.12
First 188 16.94 - - - - 188 7.83
Second 187 16.85 - - - - 187 7.79
Third 168 15.14 - - - - 168 6.99
Fourth 177 1595 - - - - 177 7.37
Fifth 150 13.51 14 2.53 - - 164 6.83
Sixth - - 161  29.06 - - 161 6.70
Seventh - - 196  35.38 - - 196 8.16
Eighth - - 183  33.03 - - 183 7.62
Ninth - - - - 201 2724 201 8.37
Tenth - - - - 186 2520 186 7.74
Eleventh - - - - 155 21.00 155 6.45
Twelfth - - - - 179 2425 179 7.45
Ungraded - - - - 17 2.30 17 0.71
Free or reduced-price lunch eligible 619  55.77 274 49.46 295 3997 1,188 49.46
Students with disabilities % - - - -
Locale - - - -
Classroom teachers (FTE) 75.00 45.40 59.20 179.60

Student / teacher ratio
Title 1 eligible

Note. Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data 2013-
2014. ES = elementary school; FTE = full time equivalent; HS = high school; MS =
middle school.

*Source: [Anonymous] State Department of Education (SDE) 2013-2014; n not available
as SDE determined any quantities < 10 may be personally identifiable. "SDE reported
data for this middle and high school as a combined junior-senior high school.
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Table 9

Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients (Standardized) for SESSS Settings

School level

Elementary Middle High Total
Setting o o a a
Classroom 0.92 0.93 0.95 0.93
Hallway 0.93 0.89 0.86 0.91
Cafeteria 0.94 0.89 0.92 0.92
Playground 0.92 0.93 0.99 0.94
Restroom 0.91 - 0.89 0.90
Bus 0.92 0.95 0.97 0.94
Arrival/dismissal 0.88 0.89 0.85 0.87

Note. SESSS = Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific Settings (Lane, Oakes, &
Mengzies, 2010).

“The alpha coefficient for middle school restroom could not be standardized because one
item, give others privacy and remain in own stall, was viewed as critical for success by
all respondents in the 47 observations available for calculation, producing no standard
deviation.
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Table 10

Participant Sample (N = 260) by School Level by Role

Educator role

GenEd SpEd Other Total
School level n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Elementary 61 (23.56) 8(3.08) 58(22.31) 127 (48.85)
Middle 37 (14.23)  5(1.92) 20(7.69) 62 (23.85)
High 44 (16.92) 7(2.69) 20 (7.69) 71 (27.31)
Total 142 (54.62) 20 (7.69) 98 (37.69) 260 (100.00)

Note. GenEd = general education teachers; SpEd = special education teachers; Other =
administrators, related service providers, and staff.



Table 11

Amount of Missing Data (N = 260) for SESSS Setting Mean Scores

Setting n  nmissing
Classroom 232 28
Hallway 238 22
Cafeteria 211 49
Playground 136 124
Restroom 192 68
Bus 177 83

Arrival/dismissal 215 45
Note. SESSS = Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific Settings (Lane, Oakes, &
Menzies, 2010).
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Figure 5. Example SESSS report page showing number and percentage of responses

1s setting (2).

where each skill was rated as critical for success in th



101

noA 03 syeads
1NPE JO J3Ydea) B UBYM
A@re1paww puodsay «

apnyme aanisod e moys

snq ayj Yo sbuibuojaq
|euosiad Jnok e axej «

uonenyis Aouabiaws ue
ul pasedaid pue Jisje og -

J|9sinok

*buiob a1e nok

Yaom anoK ur apud axey -
apnie aAIsod e moys «

Ajaujod
djay 1oy yse uayy sy Ay«

sanIARdR

0} 199} pue spuey dasy| « dAIE 3g - 219ym 0} uonuae Aeq « sse[> ur ayedpiyey -
Buiuiea)
uiBaq 03 Apeas Wy 00:8 ues snq dasdy] - Apn woouyieq dasy - . sanIAlDR . uoed0| 3Se} UO ujew?ay «
£Q w001 In0A U1 3G 03 snq wooiyeq ay INoA U1 S19Yjo spnppu| - SISUUBW DGR} 3SM » | IXSU 33 03 A|3D1P N[BM oye
Wi} Ul [o0Yds 01199 » [ Bulnow Y Jo 1edD ARIS + | UID|IYM |0IUO0D-J[3S BSN * Jadwia) INoA [o1uo) - ayjodag - Apainb e « | 1599 Yam suom a39|dwo) «
E] )
snq ay3 uo 4o wAb
9Y) ul way) 19610 3,uop
- WOy Swa)l [[e el -
awoy apu Inok 39w
beq 1noA ui
0 snq apl 0} Apeas og - ;
10nq 3pu 03 Apesi og SYuLIp pue pooy jje dasy -
wAB ayy ul buiem usym A s9X0q
aul| snq JnoA ul Aeys psinbjel = Apadoid 3y} 03 Juswdinba uiNyRyY -
sy 2110136 O Q\Mv uwh”_wi A feme usen modL - Arendoidde INoA yum aui _.__mMM - . o] :o\mmw»_hmnovmm.“m .
103 - Jsepieaiq bunes Jj - O ol beolod Appinb juswdinba asq) - CHERERIN EHAS Plyuo> oy p 4
Jms noK Jo ypesy dasy - W00JSSe|D 0} UINjaY s10IARYSq djesun Jioday Aadoud

wooiIssed
ul paau nokjeyy -

SaALLIR
snq uaym Apeas ag »

J3ydea} unok
03 swa|qoid Aue yoday «

sioIneYaq djesun
Jo swajqoid yioday -

J|9sinoA 03 spuey dasy -

|ooyds Jo a1ed de] «
AjPsim awiny asn «

|ooyds 03 sway ||e buug - eaJe pPaysi|geiss ul Aeis « Aouabiawd

eate |043U0D-J|3S 95 * s|l01 Yysny4 « s6ULl 39 UBYM PasnOXa aq 0} JIe + ue Joj pasedaid ag - |0J3U0D-J|3s BSN) *
paubisse inok ui Aeys « 1B3S Ul UleWaY » deos yum spuey ysep - AP1eipawwi dn sur - J19sinok uaye dn ues|) - JIeM 3I0M paysiuy urwing -

J1954n0K 01 s323(qo
pue 193} ‘spuey sdasy «

92107 suonde
apisul 3ainb e uiyeads - pue spiom pury asq «

6 ARGEE | nok d £ d

snq oy} uo buness aseys - 01 A1eIpaiwl puodsay - noAuey) pue ases|d Aeg - fed 19)eads 0}
snq buipu Suls 3y ul 1d3em dasy| « 519430 40 @veds 9DI0A BpIsul ue as() « uoijusye Aed pue uaysiq «
Jiosinok SRS UERRE o ‘yjelb |euosiad ayy 30adsay - | djay 1oy puey inok asiey « sasse|d Injpni og -
013934 pue spuey daay - SPIOM puB| 3sM J0 934y sadeyns davy « s199d 03 pupyag + | 93eid 0K uo pooy dasy - J3Y)0 JO SN03N0D 3 + SIDYI0 YUM 1e19d0o0) «
wWAB Kempeos Jo sesp Aeis - Aoeaud s1ayio dAID « St sysanbay I0ABINb R3S Jadwa) ok josuo) -

ayj uradloalainbeasn -

[essiwisiq 3 [eALLIY

S9|NJ sSNQ |y} MOJ|0 -

sng

11e1s umo JnoA ul Aexs -

wooiyyeg

3Y3 JO $3|N1 Y3 MOJ[OS »

punoibhejq

}INPe MO||0§ pUB 0} UB)SIT]

eHd)3je)

J|9sinok 03 spuey dasy -

Kemjjey

SUOIDRIIP MOJ[OS

woousse|)

3195 3539 1noj a9

a|qisuodsay ag

[njpdadsay ag

s _suonp)radx3z Aipjusawiajy ujodur]

Figure 6. Example behavior expectation matrix poster.



Classroom Expectations

@'VVvyvvvi"'VVyvvwv"'VVVV""'VVVV@

Be Respectful

e Follow directions

e Control your temper

e Cooperate with
others

e Be truthful

e Listen and pay
attention to the
speaker

e Using kind words and
actions

e Keeps hands, feet
and objects to
yourself

Be Responsible

e Turn in finished
work

o Exercise self-
control

e Use time wisely

e Take care of
school property

e Respond
appropriately to
conflict

Be Your Best Self

e Complete work
with best effort

e Remain on task

e Participate in class
activities

o Try first then ask
for help politely

e Show a positive
attitude

e Take pride in your
work

Hallway Expectations

@""vyvv""'vvvvw'v"Vvv"""'Vvv@

Be Respectful

¢ Keep hands to
yourself

¢ Use a quiet voice

¢ Be courteous of
other classes

Be Responsible

e Walk

® Follow
instructions given
for drills and
emergencies

e Keep hands to
yourself

e Report unsafe
behaviors

e Stay in line with
your class

Be Your Best Self

e Walk quietly

e Walk directly to the
next location

e Pay attention to
where you are
going

Figure 7. Example setting-specific expectations posters for classroom and hallway

settings.
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Chapter 4

Results

Educator Priorities

School level. A vast majority of expectations (k = 128; 88.89%) across settings
were rated by more than 50% of participants at one or more school level as critical for
success. In the classroom, more than half of at least one school level rated 28 of 32
(87.50%) expectations as critical for success, the exceptions being follow the dress code,
be in assigned area before tardy bell, keep desk area clean, and keep materials organized.
The hallway setting had four expectations not rated by more than 50% of participants at
any school level as critical for success, and the cafeteria setting contained the most
expectations (k = 6) not viewed by more than half of any school level as critical for
success. Use restroom before going outside was the only playground expectation not
viewed as critical for success by most respondents from at least one school level, though
at the high school level more than half of participants rated only one expectation as
critical for success: be kind to peers while playing games. The restroom setting
contained two items not rated by more than 50% of participants at any school level as
critical for success: minimize chatting and knock before entering. For the bus setting,
every expectation was viewed as critical for success by most respondents for each school
level except follow school dress code at elementary (n = 44; 43.14%). More than 50% of
at least one school level viewed each arrival/dismissal expectation as critical for success.

Most participants of various school levels viewed 27 of 144 (18.75%)
expectations as important for success across settings: five in the classroom, seven in the

hallway, nine in the cafeteria, two in the restroom, and four at arrival/dismissal (no
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playground or bus expectations were rated by a majority as important for success). Few
expectations (k = 4; 2.78%) were viewed as not important for success by most
participants: raise hand for permission to get up in the cafeteria (high school), and in the
hallway no talking (middle and high schools), walk on the right side (high school), and
stay in line with your class (high school). Frequency distributions (k %) for expectations
considered not important for success (0), important for success (1), and critical for
success (2) in each of the seven settings on the SESSS for each school level (elementary,
middle, high) and total are available in Appendix E (Tables E1-E3).

Educator role. When examined in terms of respondents’ role, most participants
in at least one educator role group rated a vast majority of expectations (k = 122; 84.72%)
across settings as critical for success. In the classroom, more than 50% of at least one
educator role group rated 29 of 32 (90.63%) expectations as critical for success, the
exceptions being use an inside voice, follow the dress code, and keep desk area clean.
Use restroom before going outside was again the only playground expectation not rated
as critical for success by more than half of any educator role group. The restroom setting
contained four items not rated by most respondents in any educator role group as critical
for success: minimize chatting, knock before entering, clear the restroom before the bell
rings, and have appropriate hall pass when necessary. For the bus setting, almost every
expectation was viewed as critical for success by more than half of participants in each
educator role group. Two exceptions were follow school dress code and keep all food and
drinks stored away. Most respondents in at least one educator group viewed each
arrival/dismissal expectation as critical for success, with more than 50% of special

educators viewing all arrival/dismissal expectations as critical. Two arrival/dismissal
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expectations were viewed as critical for success by less than half of general educators
and other staff: maintain dress code and keep all materials in backpack.

Most participants of one or more educator role group (general, special, other)
rated 26 of 144 (18.06%) expectations across settings as important for success: seven in
the classroom, hallway, and cafeteria respectively, two on the playground, two in the
restroom, and one at arrival/dismissal (no bus expectations were rated by a majority as
important for success). The only group to have more than 50% view any expectation as
not important for success was general educators (n = 72; 52.17%) on one item, no
talking, in the hallway setting. Frequency distributions (k %) for general, special, and
other educators are available in Appendix F (Tables F1-F3).

Expectations critical for success. Next, we calculated frequency distributions (&
%) for the number and percentage of expectations on the SESSS considered critical for
success by <40% (low priority), 40-75% (moderate priority), or > 75% (high priority) of
each educator role at each school level. Examining grade level ratings, most classroom
expectations were given high priority by middle school educators; most playground,
restroom, and arrival/dismissal expectations were high priority for elementary and middle
school educators; and most bus items were high priority for all grade levels. Comparing
responses by educator role, general educators gave high priority to most expectations in
the classroom, playground, restroom, bus, and arrival/dismissal settings; special
educators highly prioritized most expectations for the playground and arrival/dismissal
settings; and other educators (administrators, related service providers, and staff) gave
high priority to most expectations in playground and restroom settings. No playground

expectations were given high priority by any high school group (general, special, or other
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educator). Only middle school special educators gave most of the hallway expectations
high priority. No group gave most of the cafeteria expectations high priority. The
number and percentage of expectations in each setting viewed as critical for success by >
75% of participants (high priority) are displayed in Table 12. Numbers are bolded where
more than 50% of expectations within a setting were found to be high priority.

Six groups viewed most of a setting’s expectations to be low priority: high school
special educators and other staff for the hallway, high school special educators for the
cafeteria, high school general educators and other staff for the playground, and high
school faculty and staff overall for the playground. Tables for low priority and moderate
priority are available in Appendix G (Tables G1-G2).

Expectations: Converging and Diverging

A series of ANOVA indicated school level did not have a statistically significant
effect on classroom, cafeteria, restroom, bus, and arrival/dismissal setting mean scores.
A significant effect was detected for school level with regard to the hallway setting, F(2,
235)=18.49; p <.0001; ;12 =0.14 (90% CI = 0.07-0.20; minimal effect). Means for
school level are displayed in Table 13 and Figure 8, with relevant ANOVA statistics
available in Appendix H (Table H1). Tukey-Kramer’s HSD test indicated the elementary
mean for the hallway setting was significantly higher than middle school (p <.05;
Hedges’s g = 0.39, medium effect) and high school (p <.05; Hedges’s g = 0.92, large
effect), with the middle school mean also significantly higher than high school (p <.05;

Hedges’s g = 0.60, medium effect).



107
Expectations: Participant Characteristics

When each setting mean was regressed on the linear combination of demographic
variables, only the equation for hallway was significant, accounting for 18.35% of
observed variance in hallway setting means, F(10, 122) = 2.74; p = .0044, R*= .18,
adjusted R” = .12 (see Appendix H, Table H2 for each setting’s results). Beta weights
(nonstandardized coefficients) were examined to determine the relative importance of
demographic variables in the prediction of hallway setting mean scores. Only gender and
professional development on behavior screening displayed significant beta weights, with
gender (0.27; p <.0001) larger than professional development on behavior screening (-
0.18; p=.0114). These results indicated females rated the importance of hallway
expectations on average 0.27 higher than males on the SESSS, and participants who
indicated they had received professional development on behavior screening rated the
importance of hallway expectations on average 0.18 lower than participants who
indicated they had not received professional development on behavior screening.
Prioritized Expectations

Across the cohort, each SESSS-equivalent behavior expectation prioritized in
previous studies (i.e., Lane, Givner et al., 2004; Lane et al., 2003; Lane, Pierson et al.,
2004; Lane, Pierson et al., 2010; Lane et al., 2006) was viewed as critical for success on
the SESSS by 87.72% or more of faculty and staff (M = 89.89%; range = 87.72-95.26%)).
Table 14 displays detailed results by school level, role, and total. When examined by
school level the range was 83.87% (high school: listen and pay attention to the speaker)
to 96.49% (middle school: follow directions), with one outlier control your temper in the

playground setting for high school where only one high school participant (25.00%) rated
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the expectation as critical for success. When examining these expectations by role,
special educators had the lowest percentage of participants who viewed an expectation as
critical for success, though still with a large majority (70.00%; listen and pay attention to
the speaker). General educators had the highest percentage with 97.18% viewing follow

directions as critical for success in the classroom setting.
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Chapter 5

Discussion

More and more schools are promoting proactive plans to prevent challenging
student behavior, with faculty and staff sharing responsibility for supporting students’
academic, behavioral, and social needs (Lane et al., 2013). Part of this shared
responsibility can involve using a data-informed approach to determine what a building’s
school-wide expectations should be with faculty and staff input. All adults could then
teach the school-wide expectations and reinforce student behaviors meeting expectations,
following the principles of applied behavioral analysis (Cooper et al., 2007). Such
common language and practices can help efforts toward inclusionary practices, grade
level transitions, secondary students’ transitions between teachers, and intervention
efforts (Lane, Carter et al., 2012). At middle and high school levels specifically, teaching
expectations developed with input from all faculty and staff may help reduce challenges
some students encounter navigating schedules with multiple teachers and transitions
(Lane, Pierson et al., 2004). Behaviors conducive to academic and social success are
more likely to be reinforced by all adults in a building across settings when school-wide
expectations are developed through a data-informed approach involving all faculty and
staff (Lane, Oakes, Cantwell, & Royer, 2016).

The SESSS is a tool a school leadership team can use to efficiently gain faculty
and staff input on social and academic behaviors critical for student success across seven
settings. SESSS data can be used as part of a data-based decision making process to
build a school’s expectation matrix within PBIS frameworks and Ci3T models of

prevention where PBIS is the behavioral component. For example, using the SESSS
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aligns well with OSEP TAC PBIS (2007) and MIBLSI (2016b) recommendations for

building expectation matrices. The purpose of this study was to examine priorities
educators from one cohort of Ci3T schools placed on behaviors important for school
success as measured by the SESSS.

Results suggest the SESSS is a valid tool for measuring faculty and staff
perceptions of behavioral skills students need to be successful in various school settings.
High alpha coefficients, consistent with Lane et al. (2017), lend additional evidence to the
reliability (internal consistency) of the measure, while seeing the vast majority of
participants rated items as critical for success lends evidence to the measure’s validity. In
other words, the SESSS measured what it was intended to measure, and using 10 years’
worth of frequently implemented expectations from Ci3T training series produced a well-
built survey. To illustrate, no behavioral skill on the SESSS was ranked by a majority of
this study sample as not important for success, 10 (6.94%) were viewed as important for
success, and 111 (77.08%) were rated critical for success. The vast majority of SESSS
items seen as critical for success indicated the measure represented pertinent behavioral
skills educators believed students need for success and would consider including in the
construction of a school-wide expectation matrix. For example, in the bus setting every
expectation was viewed as critical for success by the majority of the combined sample
(range = 50.87-93.22%).

Though educators converged on the vast majority of SESSS items as critical for
success, there was variability. At various school levels a majority viewed 27 (18.75%)
expectations as important for success and 4 (2.78%) as not important for success,

illustrating how educators did not rate all expectations as critical for success. The four
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items rated as not important for success included three for the hallway setting (no talking,
walk on the right side, stay in line with your class) and one for the cafeteria setting (raise
hand for permission to get up), all by high school educators with the addition of middle
school educators for no talking in the hallway. It was not surprising to find these items
rated by most high school educators as not important for success based on different
hallway procedures (e.g., passing period between classes, time for socializing) compared
to elementary schools (e.g., classes escorted by homeroom teachers to each location) and
developmental needs of older students where peer influences rise over adult support (see
next section for hallway expectations discussion; Fuligni et al., 2001; Furman &
Buhrmester, 1992). Many other expectations were also scored as not important for
success or important for success across settings, but not by a majority of a school level.
We concluded therefore not all items on the SESSS were given great priority, though
most were, and there was variability among educator responses.

Two classroom setting skills were expected to be prioritized by participants but
were not viewed as critical for success by a vast majority of any grade level or educator
role. Keep desk area clean was viewed as critical for success by 31.43% or less of each
grade level and role, and keep materials organized was scored as critical for success by
55.00% or less. It was expected elementary educators, if not middle and high school as
well, would prioritize keep desk area clean in order for students to be ready to learn,
work, and be set up for classroom success. Correspondingly, we expected middle and
high school educators to have prioritized keep materials organized (McMullen et al.,
2007) given students at secondary levels transition between multiple classrooms and

teachers each day with respective books, assignments, notes, and other required materials



116
(Langberg et al., 2011; Suh & Suh, 2006). Most educators appeared to view these skills

more often as important for success than as critical for success, a potential area for future
qualitative investigation. It would be interesting to conduct semi-structured interviews
with educators to explore their thoughts, ideas, and rationale on their ratings of these and
other expectations (McIntosh & Morse, 2015). By interviewing participants, a rich
description can be obtained to help researchers and other practitioners understand
variance found in SESSS scores corresponding to educators’ unique beliefs about
behavior (Valenti & Kerr, 2015).
Similarity Across School Levels

There was almost no difference between faculty and staff views of behavioral
skills when compared across school levels (elementary, middle, high), with the exception
of the hallway setting. In the classroom setting, for example, each SESSS expectation
was ranked 0, 1, or 2 by nearly the same percentage of participants at each school level
(e.g., respond appropriately to conflict was viewed as critical for success by 81.82% of
elementary, 87.72% of middle, and 82.54% of high school respondents). This indicated
regardless of school level, skills were viewed with the same level of importance for
student success in six of the seven settings. Follow directions, arrive to class on time,
and participate in class activities, as a few examples, appeared to be universal skills
viewed as critical for success for the classroom setting at all grade levels (Lynass et al.,
2012). This might be due in part to the small sample taken from two adjacent school
districts in small rural settings with highly similar participant characteristics.

In the hallway setting where significant differences were found between school

levels, it was understandable for elementary educators to have had a higher average than
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middle school educators, and for middle school educators to have been higher on average
than high school faculty and staff. The same significance testing results for the hallway
setting were found by Lane et al. (2017) where the sample included 25 schools in a
Southern state. Expectations on the SESSS for the hallway can be viewed as less
developmentally appropriate for middle and high school students, such as no talking, stay
in line with your class, walk quietly, and walk directly to next location. At the middle and
high school level, students are in the hallway during passing periods between
instructional blocks, whereas elementary students transition with their teacher to special
classes (e.g., art, physical education, music) through hallways where classroom
instruction takes place, necessitating a low noise level (Leedy et al., 2004). Additionally,
at middle and high school, students are adolescents or young adults, ages when
developmental priorities shift from adult to peer support and influences (Fuligni et al.,
2001; Furman & Buhrmester, 1992). Adult expectations for students at these ages may
be for students to socialize with peers in the hallway between class time.

The low number of high school respondents for the playground setting was not
surprising given developmental considerations, similar to playground results in Lane et
al. (2017). High schools in this sample did not have an area designated as a playground
and young adults developmentally prioritize peer interactions over play (Kerr &
Zigmond, 1986). Together these offer possible explanations for the minimal high school
playground setting response (n = 6; 8.45%) and the low mean score for high school
educators who did respond (0.74 out of 2.00; SD = 0.81). A larger percentage of middle
school educators (38.71%; n = 24) completed items for the playground setting, though

less than half the percentage of elementary educators (83.46%; n = 106).
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This appears to indicate a small amount of middle school educators believed
playground expectations were still relevant for their students. For those who rated middle
school playground expectations, they viewed them with nearly identical priority as
elementary educators (elementary M = 1.72, SD = 0.30; middle school M = 1.71, SD =
0.33). In contrast, the previous SESSS study by Lane et al. (2017) found middle and high
school participants to have similar views for playground expectations instead of
elementary and middle school participants. The current sample of elementary and middle
school educators might have viewed playground expectations so similarly due to small
school size and physical proximity (Byrnes & Ruby, 2007; Weiss & Kipnes, 2006). In
one district one elementary school was connected to a middle school building, and the
district’s other middle school included grades 5-8, whereas fifth grade is usually part of
the elementary level. The small number of middle school respondents (n = 62), where
about 43% worked in these two middle schools, possibly accounts for higher ratings on
playground expectations compared to Lane et al. (2017). As described in the Method,
participants (n = 22) who provided services to buildings across multiple school levels to
accommodate district resources and caseload sizes (e.g., school psychologists,
occupational therapists, social workers servicing grades K-12) were not included in
analyses. Itinerant educators and related service providers are unique in how they work
with students of all ages (Correa-Torres & Howell, 2004), while our research questions
compared educator views from distinct school levels (elementary, middle, high).

Other differences were found in the current sample compared to the previous
SESSS study by Lane et al. (2017). In the previous study, significant differences were

found between school levels for four settings: hallway (also found in the current study),
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playground, classroom, and cafeteria settings. It is possible these differences are a result
of samples from different regions of the United States (Midwest for current study, South
for previous study) where community values, priorities, and cultures may differ (Louis,
1990). Differences might also be due to procedural variations in school districts (e.g.,
open seating versus assigned class seating in the cafeteria, enforced or relaxed dress code;
Craig, Gregus, Elledge, Pastrana, & Cavell, 2016). Members of our research team have
taught across geographic regions (i.e., West Coast, Southwest, Midwest, South) and noted
additional differences in school procedures and physical layout. As examples, in warmer
climates classrooms may open onto central courtyards instead of hallways (e.g., Colvin,
Sugai, Good, & Lee, 1997) and colder climates may often have indoor recess (e.g., Locke
et al., 2015); some districts have eliminated hallway lockers for secondary students
(eSchool News, 2012); some schools rotate grades through various lunch periods and
recess/nutrition break times while others have one lunch period for all students and each
recess is schoolwide (e.g., Wheatley et al., 2009); some districts have elementary teachers
of special subjects (e.g., music, gym, art) visit each homeroom to teach while other
districts have homeroom teachers or other staff escort students to special subject
classrooms (e.g., Muhlheim, 2010). Future researchers might investigate such differences
systematically and examine any correlations between school procedures, United States
regions, and expectations teachers have of students.
Predictors of Priorities

In a previous study of 240 general and special education teachers from two
middle and two high schools (Lane, Pierson et al., 2004), teaching experience, program

type (general or special educator), gender, secondary level (middle or high school), and



120

credential status were regressed on educator ratings of 30 social skills from the Social
Skills Rating System (Gresham & Elliott, 1990). Secondary level, program type, and
credential status were significant predictors of various skills in assertion and cooperation
domains, but gender was not. The current study, in contrast, found gender and
professional development on behavior screening to be significant predictors of priorities
participants placed on hallway expectations. The full model accounted for 18.35% of the
observed variance in hallway setting means. This is the same setting where mean scores
were significantly different between each school level, which may partially account for
gender. More male educators were at secondary school levels (middle school =31.67%,
high school = 28.17%) compared to elementary (10.24%), where hallway means were
highest. At the elementary level, hallway behaviors were viewed with more importance
likely because classes of students transition to specials, recess, and lunch with their
teachers. With more elementary teachers being female, gender was a significant predictor
of higher hallway mean scores on the SESSS, 0.27 higher on average. It is important to
note these findings regarding gender as predictor of hallway expectations are not intended
to be used in any decision-making instructional capacity and should be interpreted with
care. Specifically, it would be erroneous to conclude male educators need more
professional learning on hallway expectations or that female educators need to lower their
expectations for student behavior in hallways.

The relation between hallway expectations and professional development on
behavior screening may similarly be due to how participants at various school levels
viewed hallway behavior importance. More participants at the middle (20.00%) and high

schools (21.43%) reported having professional development on behavior screening
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compared to elementary (15.20%). At middle and high school levels hallway

expectations were viewed with less importance, possibly because student time spent in
hallways is most often passing between class periods. Peer socialization is likely viewed
as developmentally appropriate and expected in the hallway setting, making other
hallway behaviors less important (Fuligni et al., 2001; Furman & Buhrmester, 1992).
Thus, with more participants reporting professional development on behavior screening
at middle and high school levels, it was a significant predictor of lower hallway setting
mean scores, 0.18 lower on average.
Consistent Priorities

This study confirmed previous studies (i.e., Lane, Givner et al., 2004; Lane et al.,
2003; Lane, Pierson et al., 2004; Lane, Pierson et al., 2010; Lane et al., 2006) where
educators consistently prioritized classroom expectations equivalent to follow directions,
listen and pay attention to the speaker, and control your temper. This study extends the
literature by investigating educator priorities for student behaviors critical for success in
non-instructional settings. The following behaviors were viewed as critical for success
on the SESSS by 75% or more of participants at all school levels; hallway: stay calm and
controlled in conflict with adults and peers, keep hands to yourself, follow instructions
given for drills and emergencies, and report unsafe behaviors; cafeteria: listen to and
follow adult requests, follow directions the first time asked, keep food on your plate, and
clean up after yourself, restroom: take care of your own business, give others privacy and
remain in own stall, keep surfaces and walls free of graffiti, flush toilet, wash hands with
soap, throw away any trash properly, report any problems to your teacher, use the

restroom quickly and return to class quietly, return to class promptly, and respond
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appropriately to conflict situations; bus: listen to and follow the bus driver's rules, remain
seated after entering the bus, stay clear of roadway, remain in seat, use self-control, be
ready when bus arrives, keep hands and feet to yourself, stay clear of a moving bus, and
be alert and prepared in emergency situations; arrival/dismissal: control temper in
conflict situations, arrive on time to school, bring to school and take home all necessary
materials, arrive on time to before and after school activities, show a positive attitude,
and resolve conflicts peacefully.
Limitations and Future Directions

Results of this study should be reviewed with consideration to the following
limitations. Primarily, the sample size for this study was small and limited to one
geographic region, which limits generalizability of findings. Though participants came
from ten schools in two districts, there were just over twice as many elementary
educators as middle school educators, and about the same number of middle school
educators as high school. The number of special education teacher participants was also
expectedly small (n = 20; 7.69%) given the percentage of students with disabilities in
each district, which were similar to national norms (National Center for Education
Statistics, 2017, May). The small number of special educators meant cell sizes for two-
way ANOVAs (with school level and educator role as fixed effects) or a MANOVA
(which would have allowed all setting means dependent variables to be analyzed
simultaneously) were too small (Wilson VanVoorhis & Morgan, 2007). Future
investigations could be enhanced by including SESSS data from a larger sample
comprising a sufficient number of special educators, middle and high school educators,

and from multiple geographic regions (Lane, Givner et al., 2004). This would allow for
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additional statistical analyses and lend credibility to the generalizability of results as to
how educators in different roles and at different school levels converge and diverge on
views of behaviors and skills critical for student success in instructional and non-
instructional settings, as measured by the SESSS.

Given a large enough sample, future studies of the SESSS might also examine
differences between administrator and faculty/staff expectations (whereas in this study
administrators and staff were part of the “other” educator category along with related
service providers) as administrator and teacher views do not always align (Kennedy,
Russom, & Kevorkian, 2012). For example, how do administrator views on items such
as follow the dress code and turn off cell phones and electronic devices during school
hours differ from teachers and staff? Comparing differences over time on expectations
various educator roles have on these and other items may also show how community
values change as societal priorities shift. For instance, as cell phones initially became
prolific with students, schools often restricted their presence or use at school (e.g.,
technology as terror invading the classroom; Gilroy, 2004). As they became more
integral to daily life many schools began integrating them as instructional tools along
with other one-to-one technology integration (Chou et al., 2012). Educator expectations
for technology use in classrooms and non-instructional settings will likely evolve as
technological industries continue to innovate.

With a larger sample, future studies might consider examining how school level
predicts expectations in various settings through a multilevel modeling approach
(Bovaird, 2007). Such an analysis could consider the nested nature of SESSS data

including geographic region, state, school district, school, and educator role, instead of
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viewing data in isolated contexts. This larger systems view could also aid in the
generalizability of analytical results.

A second limitation is the SESSS is a self-report measure of educator views on
student behaviors necessary for success in various settings. As a self-report measure,
there was no opportunity to verify to what level the behaviors reported as critical for
success were actually prioritized, valued, and reinforced in various settings (Lane et al.,
2017). A purpose of the SESSS is to help determine which student behaviors are most
likely to be reinforced by the majority of faculty and staff when observed. Therefore, a
future study might use direct observation to determine which behaviors are reinforced in
various school settings compared to which were prioritized on the SESSS (Lane et al.,
2017; Lane et al., 2006). In addition to direct observation, comparing ODR data and
social skills lesson content could also provide an indication of prioritized expectations.
For example, when hallway expectations are given significantly higher priority at
elementary over middle and middle over high schools, would there be a correlation
between ODRs for hallway behaviors prior to and/or after implementation of teaching
school-wide expectations at each school level (Valenti & Kerr, 2015)? For social skills, if
any lessons focus on the hallway setting this would lend evidence toward confirming
prioritized hallway expectations. Not only would educators teach the school-wide
hallway expectations from the matrix but also in teaching social skills lessons involving
the hallway setting.

Future studies might also employ qualitative measures to directly investigate why
differences in SESSS data exist when they are discovered. Data for this study were part

of a state technical assistance project to help schools design, implement, and monitor a



125

Ci3T model of prevention. The original purpose of obtaining faculty and staff input on
the SESSS was to provide school leadership teams with data to consider as they built
their first draft of a school-wide behavior expectation matrix. A qualitative study could
explore why educators at each grade level placed different priorities on student behaviors
needed for success in various settings. As one illustration, middle and high school
educators might be interviewed about hallway expectations to determine if they view peer
socialization as a priority over the hallway expectations valued by elementary educators,
or if other factors contributed to lower secondary school level hallway mean scores.
They might also be asked about their experience with professional development on
behavior screening and how it might relate to their views on various settings’
expectations.

A future direction for this line of inquiry might examine implications for teacher
preparation programs. With statistically significant differences in educator expectations
for student success across school levels for some settings (i.e., hallway in the present
study; classroom, hallway, cafeteria, and playground in Lane et al., 2017), preservice
teachers may benefit from understanding these differences as they prepare to teach at one
or more school level, including supporting students when expectations differ from home
environments (Lane, Carter et al., 2012). Occasionally faculty and staff will move to a
new school level and might benefit from knowing how expectations will typically differ
in the new school level where they will be working. Once arrived at the new school site,
having a school-wide expectation matrix ready will allow new faculty and staff to teach
the locally prioritized skills consistently and in agreement with all faculty and staff. By

teaching and reinforcing the new expectations consistently across all grade levels at the
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new school, desired and socially acceptable behaviors will be facilitated schoolwide

(Lane, Pierson et al., 2010). Knowing which expectations are given high priority by
educators at various school levels could inform university faculty as they prepare future
teachers to support all students by teaching high-priority expectations (Lane, Carter et al.,
2012). Professors could provide evidence-based practices to address highly prioritized
skills for student success, practices teachers could take into their classrooms to effectively
teach these skills and provide supports to students who need more than the primary (Tier
1) instruction. Such teaching of high-priority expectations would ideally program for
generalization as well, helping students connect the skills teachers teach and reinforce as
those needed for success not only in school but for a high quality of life in the years after
school (Shogren et al., 2016).
Summary

School-wide expectation matrices are a vital teaching tool within tiered systems
of supports to help K-12 students learn the skills necessary for success (as agreed upon
by the majority of faculty and staff) in various school settings (Carter & Pool, 2012;
Lynass et al., 2012). When school-wide expectations are established, taught to students,
and reinforced, students are more likely to engage in prosocial and proacademic
behaviors (Ennis, Hirsch, MacSuga-Gage, & Kennedy, 2017). The SESSS provides input
to a school leadership team from all faculty and staff on behaviors viewed as critical for
success in seven school settings, behaviors all adults would therefore be more likely to
reinforce when students meet expectations (Lane et al., 2017). Using the SESSS as part
of a data-informed approach to building a school-wide expectation matrix aligns well with

recommendations from PBIS technical assistance centers and Ci3T.
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This study showed the SESSS has strong internal consistency and contributes
evidence toward its validity, and having a response rate greater than 60% adds to its
generalizability (Baruch & Holtom, 2008; Fincham, 2008; Johnson & Owens, 2003). We
found elementary, middle, and high school educators converged in their views on
expectations for the classroom, cafeteria, playground (elementary and middle schools),
restroom, bus, and arrival/dismissal settings. They differed in terms of hallway
expectations, where we found gender and professional development on behavior
screeners predicted mean setting scores. Additionally, we confirmed classroom behaviors
consistently prioritized in previous studies of teacher expectations remained a priority for
the vast majority of participants in the present study. We recommend school teams
seeking to build or revise a school-wide expectation matrix consider using the SESSS as
part of a data-informed decision making process involving input from all faculty and

staff.



128
References

Note. Articles indicated by an asterisk (*) were included in the literature review.

Algozzine, B., Barrett, S., Eber, L., George, H., Horner, R., Lewis, T., . . . Sugai, G.
(2014). School-wide PBIS tiered fidelity inventory (version 2.1). OSEP Technical
Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports.

Allday, R. A., Hinkson-Lee, K., Hudson, T., Neilsen-Gatti, S., Kleinke, A., & Russel, C.
S. (2012). Training general educators to increase behavior-specific praise: Effects
on students with EBD. Behavioral Disorders, 37, 87-98.

Andreou, T. E., Mclntosh, K., Ross, S. W., & Kahn, J. D. (2015). Critical incidents in
sustaining school-wide positive behavioral interventions and supports. The
Journal of Special Education, 49, 157-167. d0i:10.1177/0022466914554298

Anonymous. (2012). Details omitted for double-blind review.

[Anonymous] State Department of Education. (2015). Details omitted for double-blind
review.

Averill, O. H., & Rinaldi, C. (2011). Multi-tier system of supports: A description of RTI
and PBIS models for district administrators. District Administration, 47(8), 91-94.

Baer, D. M., Wolf, M. M., & Risley, T. R. (1968). Some current dimensions of applied
behavior analysis. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 1, 91-97.
doi:10.1901/jaba.1968.1-91

Baruch, Y., & Holtom, B. C. (2008). Survey response rate levels and trends in
organizational research. Human relations, 61(8), 1139-1160.

Batsche, G. (2013). Multitiered systems of support: A single system for all students. The

Special EDge, 26(3), 3-5.



129
Beebe-Frankenberger, M., Lane, K. L., Bocian, K. M., Gresham, F. M., & MacMillan, D.

L. (2005). Students with or at risk for problem behavior: Betwixt and between
teacher and parent expectations. Preventing School Failure: Alternative Education
for Children and Youth, 49(2), 10-17. doi:10.3200/psf1.49.2.10-17

*Bohanon, H., Fenning, P., Carney, K. L., Minnis-Kim, M. J., Anderson-Harriss, S.,
Moroz, K. B, . . . Pigott, T. D. (2006). Schoolwide application of positive
behavior support in an urban high school: A case study. Journal of Positive
Behavior Interventions, 8, 131-145. doi:10.1177/10983007060080030201

*Bosworth, K., & Judkins, M. (2014). Tapping into the power of school climate to
prevent bullying: One application of schoolwide positive behavior interventions
and supports. Theory Into Practice, 53, 300-307.
doi:10.1080/00405841.2014.947224

Bovaird, J. A. (2007). Multilevel structural equation models for contextual factors.
Modeling contextual effects in longitudinal studies, 149-182.

Box, G. E. P. (1953). Non-normality and tests on variances. Biometrika, 40, 318-335.

Bradshaw, C. P., Koth, C. W., Bevans, K. B., lalongo, N., & Leaf, P. J. (2008). The
impact of school-wide positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) on
the organizational health of elementary schools. School Psychology Quarterly, 23,
462-473. doi:10.1037/a0012883

Bradshaw, C. P., Mitchell, M. M., & Leaf, P. J. (2010). Examining the effects of
schoolwide positive behavioral interventions and supports on student outcomes

results from a randomized controlled effectiveness trial in elementary schools.



130
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 12(3), 133-148.

doi:10.1177/1098300709334798

Bradshaw, C. P., Waasdorp, T. E., & Leaf, P. J. (2012). Effects of school-wide positive
behavioral interventions and supports on child behavior problems. Pediatrics,
130(5), E1136.

*Burke, M. D., Davis, J. L., Hagan-Burke, S., Lee, Y.-H., & Fogarty, M. S. (2014). Using
swpbs expectations as a screening tool to predict behavioral risk in middle school.
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 16, 5-17.
doi:10.1177/1098300712461147

*Burke, M. D., Davis, J. L., Lee, Y.-H., Hagan-Burke, S., Kwok, O.-m., & Sugai, G.
(2012). Universal screening for behavioral risk in elementary schools using swpbs
expectations. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 20, 38-54.
doi:10.1177/1063426610377328

*Burke, M. D., Rispoli, M., Clemens, N. H., Lee, Y.-H., Sanchez, L., & Hatton, H.
(2016). Integrating universal behavioral screening within program-wide positive
behavioral interventions and supports. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions,
18, 5-16. doi:10.1177/1098300715580993

Byrnes, V., & Ruby, A. (2007). Comparing achievement between k—8 and middle
schools: A large-scale empirical study. American Journal of Education, 114(1),
101-135.

Cabeza, B., Germer, K., Magill, L., Lane, K. L., Carter, E. W., & Oakes, W. P. (2013).

The Ci3T model of prevention: Supporting academic, behavioral, and social



131
development of students (pp. 1-4). Nashville, TN: Project Support & Include,

Vanderbilt University.

Carr, E. G., Dunlap, G., Horner, R. H., Koegel, R. L., Turnbull, A. P., Sailor, W., . . . Fox,
L. (2002). Positive behavior support evolution of an applied science. Journal of
Positive Behavior Interventions, 4, 4-16. doi:10.1177/109830070200400102

Carter, D. R., & Pool, J. L. (2012). Appropriate social behavior: Teaching expectations to
young children. Early Childhood Education Journal, 40(5), 315-321.

Chou, C. C., Block, L., & Jesness, R. (2012). A case study of mobile learning pilot
project in k-12 schools. Journal of Educational Technology Development and
Exchange, 5(2), 11-26.

Cochran-Smith, M., & Dudley-Marling, C. (2012). Diversity in teacher education and
special education. Journal of Teacher Education, 63(4), 237-244.
doi:10.1177/0022487112446512

Cohen, J. (1960). A coefficient of agreement for nominal scales. Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 20, 37-46. doi:10.1177/001316446002000104

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.).
Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Colvin, G., Sugai, G., Good, R. H., II, & Lee, Y.-Y. (1997). Using active supervision and
precorrection to improve transition behaviors in an elementary school. School
Psychology Quarterly, 12(4), 344-363. doi:10.1037/h0088967

Common, E. A., Bross, L. A., Oakes, W. P., & Cantwell, E. D. (2016). A systematic

review of high probability requests in k-12 settings. Manuscript in progress.



132
Common, E. A., Lane, K. L., Cantwell, E. D., Brunsting, N. C., & Oakes, W. P. (2016).

Teacher-delivered strategies to increase students' opportunities to respond: A
systematic methodological review. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Cook, B. G. (2014). A call for examining replication and bias in special education
research. Remedial and Special Education, 35, 233-246.
doi:10.1177/0741932514528995

Cooper, J. O., Heron, T. E., & Heward, W. L. (2007). Applied behavior analysis (2nd ed.).
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson.

Correa-Torres, S., & Howell, J. (2004). Facing the challenges of itinerant teaching:
Perspectives and suggestions from the field. Journal of Visual Impairment &
Blindness (JVIB), 98(07).

Courey, S. J., Tappe, P., Siker, J., & LePage, P. (2013). Improved lesson planning with
universal design for learning (UDL). Teacher Education and Special Education,
36, 7-27. doi:10.1177/0888406412446178

Craig, J. T., Gregus, S. J., Elledge, L. C., Pastrana, F. A., & Cavell, T. A. (2016).
Preliminary investigation of the relation between lunchroom peer acceptance and
peer victimization. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 43, 101-111.
doi:10.1016/j.appdev.2016.01.005

DeVellis, R. F. (2012). Scale development: Theory and applications (3rd ed.). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Drago-Severson, E., & Pinto, K. C. (2006). School leadership for reducing teacher
isolation: Drawing from the well of human resources. International Journal of

Leadership in Education, 9, 129-155. doi:10.1080/13603120500508080



133
Education for all handicapped children act of 1975, 20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq., Pub. L. No.

94-142 (November 29, 1975).

Ennis, R. P, Hirsch, S. E., MacSuga-Gage, A. S., & Kennedy, M. J. (2017). Positive
behavioral interventions and supports in pictures: Using videos to support
schoolwide implementation. Preventing School Failure: Alternative Education for
Children and Youth, 1-12.

Ennis, R. P., Royer, D. J., Lane, K. L., & Griffith, C. (in press). A systematic review of
precorrection in PK-12 settings. Education and Treatment of Children.

Epstein, M., Atkins, M., Cullinan, D., Kutash, K., & Weaver, R. (2008). Reducing
behavior problems in the elementary school classroom: Institute of Education
Sciences.

eSchool News. (2012, January 5). Schools moving away from hallway lockers. eSchool
News. Retrieved from https://www.eschoolnews.com/2012/01/05/schools-
moving-away-from-hallway-lockers/

Everett, S., Sugai, G., Fallon, L. M., Simonsen, B., & O’Keefte, B. (2011). School-wide
tier ii interventions: Check in-check out getting started workbook. University of
Connecticut: Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, Center for
Behavioral Education and Research.

Every student succeeds act of 2015 Pub. L. No. 114-95 (December 10, 2015).

*Farkas, M. S., Simonsen, B., Migdole, S., Donovan, M. E., Clemens, K., & Cicchese, V.
(2012). Schoolwide positive behavior support in an alternative school setting.
Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 20, 275-288.

doi:10.1177/1063426610389615



134
Faul, A., Stepensky, K., & Simonsen, B. (2012). The effects of prompting appropriate

behavior on the off-task behavior of two middle school students. Journal of
Positive Behavior Interventions, 14, 47-55. doi:10.1177/1098300711410702

Fenning, P., Theodos, J., Benner, C., & Bohanon-Edmonson, H. (2004). Integrating
proactive discipline practices into codes of conduct. Journal of School Violence,
3(1), 45-61. doi:10.1300/J202v03n01_05

Fincham, J. E. (2008). Response rates and responsiveness for surveys, standards, and the
journal. American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 72(2), 43.

Fixsen, D. L., Blase, K., Naoom, S., & Duda, M. (2015). Implementation drivers:
Assessing best practices. Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill.

Fixsen, D. L., Naoom, S. F., Blase, K. A., Friedman, R. M., & Wallace, F. (2005).
Implementation research: A synthesis of the literature. Tampa, FL: University of
South Florida, Louis de la Parte Florida Mental Health Institute, The National
Implementation Research Network (FMHI Publication #231).

Flora, S. R., & Pavlik, W. B. (1992). Human self-control and the density of
reinforcement. Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior, 57, 201-208.
doi:10.1901/jeab.1992.57-201

Floress, M. T., & Jenkins, L. N. (2015). A preliminary investigation of kindergarten
teachers’ use of praise in general education classrooms. Preventing School
Failure: Alternative Education for Children and Youth, 59, 253-262.

doi:10.1080/1045988X.2014.942834



135
Forness, S. R., Freeman, S. F., Paparella, T., Kauffman, J. M., & Walker, H. M. (2012).

Special education implications of point and cumulative prevalence for children
with emotional or behavioral disorders. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral
Disorders, 20, 4-18. doi1:10.1177/1063426611401624

*Franzen, K., & Kamps, D. (2008). The utilization and effects of positive behavior
support strategies on an urban school playground. Journal of Positive Behavior
Interventions, 10, 150-161. doi:10.1177/1098300708316260

Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S. (2006). Introduction to response to intervention: What, why,
and how valid is it? Reading Research Quarterly, 41, 93-99.
doi:10.1598/rrq.41.1.4

Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S. (2016). Responsiveness-to-intervention: A “systems’ approach
to instructional adaptation. Theory Into Practice, 55(3), 225-233.
doi:10.1080/00405841.2016.1184536

Fuchs, D., Fuchs, L. S., & Stecker, P. M. (2010). The "blurring" of special education in a
new continuum of general education placements and services. Exceptional
Children, 76, 301-323. doi:10.1177/001440291007600304

Fuchs, D., Mock, D., Morgan, P. L., & Young, C. L. (2003). Responsiveness-to-
intervention: Definitions, evidence, and implications for the learning disabilities
construct. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, 18, 157-171.
doi:10.1111/1540-5826.00072

Fuchs, L. S., Fuchs, D., & Compton, D. L. (2010). Rethinking response to intervention at

middle and high school. School Psychology Review, 39, 22-28.



136
Fuligni, A. J., Eccles, J. S., Barber, B. L., & Clements, P. (2001). Early adolescent peer

orientation and adjustment during high school. Developmental Psychology, 37,
28-36. doi:10.1037//0012-1649.37.1.28

Furman, W., & Buhrmester, D. (1992). Age and sex differences in perceptions of
networks of personal relationships. Child Development, 63, 103-115.
do0i:10.2307/1130905

Gandhi, A. G. (2007). Context matters: Exploring relations between inclusion and
reading achievement of students without disabilities. International Journal of
Disability, Development and Education, 54, 91-112.
doi:10.1080/10349120601149797

*George, M. P., George, N. L., Kern, L., & Fogt, J. B. (2013). Three-tiered support for
students with EBD: Highlights of the universal tier. Education and Treatment of
Children, 36(3), 47-62. doi:10.1353/etc.2013.0022

Gilroy, M. (2004). Invasion of the classroom cell phones. The Education Digest, 69(6),
56.

Glenn, S. S. (2004). Individual behavior, culture, and social change. The Behavior
Analyst, 27(2), 133-151.

Good, R. H., Kaminski, R. A., Smith, S., Laimon, D., & Dill, S. (2003). Dynamic
indicators of basic early literacy skills. Longmont, CO: Sopris West.

Goodman, R. (2016). Strengths and difficulties questionnaire. London, UK: Youthinmind.

*Goodman-Scott, E. (2013/2014). Maximizing school counselors' efforts by

implementing school-wide positive behavioral interventions and supports: A case



137
study from the field. Professional School Counseling, 17, 111-119.

doi:10.5330/prsc.17.1.518021r2x6821660

Gresham, F. M. (2005). Response to intervention: An alternative means of identifying
students as emotionally disturbed. Education and Treatment of Children, 28, 328-
344.

Gresham, F. M., & Elliott, S. N. (1990). Social skills rating system (SSRS). American
Guidance Service.

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (2006).
Multivariate data analysis (Vol. 6): Pearson Prentice Hall Upper Saddle River,
NIJ.

Hallahan, D. P., & Kauffman, J. M. (2006). Exceptional learners. Introduction to special
education (8th ed.). Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Haydon, T., & Kroeger, S. D. (2016). Active supervision, precorrection, and explicit
timing: A high school case study on classroom behavior. Preventing School
Failure: Alternative Education for Children and Youth, 60(1), 70-78.
doi:10.1080/1045988x.2014.977213

Haydon, T., & Musti-Rao, S. (2011). Effective use of behavior-specific praise: A middle
school case study. Beyond Behavior, 20(2), 31-39.

Horner, R. H., Carr, E. G., Halle, J., McGee, G., Odom, S., & Wolery, M. (2005). The use
of single-subject research to identify evidence-based practice in special education.

Exceptional Children, 71, 165-179. doi:10.1177/001440290507100203



138
Horner, R. H., & Sugai, G. (2015). School-wide PBIS: An example of applied behavior

analysis implemented at a scale of social importance. Behavior Analysis in
Practice, 8, 80-85. doi:10.1007/s40617-015-0045-4

Horner, R. H., Todd, A. W., Lewis-Palmer, T., Irvin, L. K., Sugai, G., & Boland, J. B.
(2004). The school-wide evaluation tool (SET) a research instrument for assessing
school-wide positive behavior support. Journal of Positive Behavior
Interventions, 6, 3-12. doi:10.1177/10983007040060010201

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997, 20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.,
Pub. L. No. 105-17 (June 4, 1997).

Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004, 20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.
(December 3, 2004).

Johnson, T., & Owens, L. (2003). Survey response rate reporting in the professional
literature. Paper presented at the 58th Annual Meeting of the American
Association for Public Opinion Research, Nashville.

*Jones, C., Caravaca, L., Cizek, S., Horner, R., & Vincent, C. (2006). Culturally
responsive schoolwide positive behavior support: A case study in one school with
a high proportion of native american students. Multiple Voices for Ethnically
Diverse Exceptional Learners, 9, 108-119.
do0i:10.5555/muvo.9.1.0311x7477113q741

Kamphaus, R. W., & Reynolds, C. R. (2007). Behavior assessment system for children—
second edition (BASC-2): Behavioral and emotional screening system (BESS).

Bloomington, MN: Pearson Assessments.



139
Kartub, D. T., Taylor-Greene, S., March, R. E., & Horner, R. H. (2000). Reducing

hallway noise a systems approach. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 2,
179-182. doi:10.1177/109830070000200307

Kazdin, A. E. (1977, 2012). The token economy: A review and evaluation. New York, NY:
Springer Science & Business Media.

*Kelm, J. L., McIntosh, K., & Cooley, S. (2014). Effects of implementing school-wide
positive behavioural interventions and supports on problem behaviour and
academic achievement in a canadian elementary school. Canadian Journal of
School Psychology, 29, 195-212. doi:10.1177/0829573514540266

Kennedy, T. D., Russom, A. G., & Kevorkian, M. M. (2012). Teacher and administrator
perceptions of bullying in schools. International Journal of Education Policy and
Leadership, 7(5), 1-12. doi:10.22230/ijepl.2012v7n5a395

Kerr, M. M., & Zigmond, N. (1986). What do high school teachers want? A study of
expectations and standards. Education and Treatment of Children, 9, 239-249.

Killeen, P. R., & Jacobs, K. W. (2016). Coal is not black, snow is not white, food is not a
reinforcer: The roles of affordances and dispositions in the analysis of behavior.
The Behavior Analyst, 1-22. doi:10.1007/s40614-016-0080-7

Kozleski, E. B., Artiles, A. J., McCray, E. D., & Lacy, L. (2014). Equity challenges in the
accountability age: Demographic representation and distribution in the teacher
workforce. In P. T. Sindelar, E. D. McCray, M. T. Brownell & B. Lignugaris/Kraft
(Eds.), Handbook on research in special education teacher education (pp. 113-

126). New York, NY: Routledge.



140
Kozleski, E. B., Gonzalez, T., Atkinson, L., Mruczek, C., & Lacy, L. (2013). Teacher

education in practice: Reconciling contexts, practices, and theories in the united
states context. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 28, 156-172.
doi:10.1080/08856257.2013.778114

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for
categorical data. Biometrics, 33, 159-174.

Lane, K. L. (2002). Primary prevention plan: Feedback form. Unpublished rating scale.

Lane, K. L., Carter, E. W., Common, E., & Jordan, A. (2012). Teacher expectations for
student performance: Lessons learned and implications for research and practice.
In B. G. Cook, M. Tankersley & T. J. Landrum (Eds.), Advances in learning and
behavioral disabilities (Vol. 25, pp. 95-129). United Kingdom: Emerald Group
Publishing Limited.

Lane, K. L., Givner, C. C., & Pierson, M. R. (2004). Teacher expectations of student
behavior: Social skills necessary for success in elementary school classrooms. The
Journal of Special Education, 38, 104-110. doi:10.1177/00224669040380020401

Lane, K. L., Kalberg, J. R., Bruhn, A. L., Driscoll, S. A., Wehby, J. H., & Elliott, S. N.
(2009). Assessing social validity of school-wide positive behavior support plans:
Evidence for the reliability and structure of the primary intervention rating scale.
School Psychology Review, 38, 135-144.

Lane, K. L., Menzies, H. M., Bruhn, A. L., & Crnobori, M. E. (2011). Managing
challenging behaviors in schools: Research-based strategies that work. New

York, NY: Guilford Press.



141
Lane, K. L., Menzies, H. M., Ennis, R. P, & Bezdek, J. (2013). School-wide systems to

promote positive behaviors and facilitate instruction. Journal of Curriculum and
Instruction, 7(1), 6-31. doi:10.3776/joci.2013.v7n1p6-31

Lane, K. L., Menzies, H. M., Ennis, R. P., & Oakes, W. P. (2015). Supporting behavior
for school success: A step-by-step guide to key strategies. New York, NY:
Guildford Press.

Lane, K. L., Menzies, H. M., Oakes, W. P.; & Kalberg, J. R. (2012). Systematic
screenings of behavior to support instruction: From preschool to high school.
New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Lane, K. L., & Oakes, W. P. (2010). Project support and include: Knowledge, confidence,
and use survey (full model training series). Unpublished rating scale.

Lane, K. L., Oakes, W. P., Cantwell, E. D., Menzies, H. M., Schatschneider, C., Lambert,
W., & Common, E. A. (2016). Psychometric evidence of SRSS-ie scores in
middle and high schools. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 1-13.
doi:10.1177/1063426616670862

Lane, K. L., Oakes, W. P, Cantwell, E. D., & Royer, D. J. (2016). Building and installing
comprehensive, integrated, three-tiered (Ci3T) models of prevention: A practical
guide to supporting school success. Phoenix, AZ: KOI Education.

Lane, K. L., Oakes, W. P, Ennis, R. P., & Hirsch, S. E. (2014). Identifying students for
secondary and tertiary prevention efforts: How do we determine which students
have tier 2 and tier 3 needs? Preventing School Failure: Alternative Education for

Children and Youth, 58, 171-182. doi:10.1080/1045988X.2014.895573



142
Lane, K. L., Oakes, W. P., Jenkins, A., Menzies, H. M., & Kalberg, J. R. (2014). A team-

based process for designing comprehensive, integrated, three-tiered (Ci3T)
models of prevention: How does my school-site leadership team design a Ci3T
model? Preventing School Failure: Alternative Education for Children and
Youth, 58, 129-142. doi:10.1080/1045988X.2014.893976

Lane, K. L., Oakes, W. P., & Magill, L. (2014). Primary prevention efforts: How do we
implement and monitor the tier 1 component of our comprehensive, integrated,
three-tiered (Ci3T) model? Preventing School Failure: Alternative Education
for Children and Youth, 58, 143-158. doi:10.1080/1045988X.2014.893978

Lane, K. L., Oakes, W. P., & Menzies, H. M. (2010). Schoolwide expectations survey for
specific settings. Unpublished rating scale.

Lane, K. L., Oakes, W. P., & Menzies, H. M. (2014). Comprehensive, integrated, three-
tiered models of prevention: Why does my school—and district—need an
integrated approach to meet students’ academic, behavioral, and social needs?
Preventing School Failure: Alternative Education for Children and Youth, 58,
121-128. doi:10.1080/1045988X.2014.893977

Lane, K. L., Oakes, W. P., Menzies, H. M., & Germer, K. A. (2014). Screening and
identification approaches for detecting students at-risk. In H. M. Walker & F. M.
Gresham (Eds.), Handbook of evidence-based practices for addressing school-
related behavior disorders (pp. 129-151). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Lane, K. L., Oakes, W. P, Royer, D. J., Cantwell, E. D., Menzies, H. M., & Jenkins, A. B.
(2017). Using the schoolwide expectations survey for specific settings to build

expectation matrices. Manuscript submitted for review.



143
Lane, K. L., Pierson, M. R., & Givner, C. C. (2003). Teacher expectations of student

behavior: Which skills do elementary and secondary teachers deem necessary for
success in the classroom? Education and Treatment of Children, 26, 413-430.

Lane, K. L., Pierson, M. R., & Givner, C. C. (2004). Secondary teachers' views on social
competence: Skills essential for success. The Journal of Special Education, 38,
174-186. doi:10.1177/00224669040380030401

Lane, K. L., Pierson, M. R., Stang, K. K., & Carter, E. W. (2010). Teacher expectations of
students' classroom behavior: Do expectations vary as a function of school risk?
Remedial and Special Education, 31, 163-174. doi:10.1177/0741932508327464

Lane, K. L., Robertson, E. J., & Wehby, J. H. (2002). Primary intervention rating scale.
Unpublished rating scale.

Lane, K. L., Stanton-Chapman, T., Jamison, K., & Phillips, A. (2007). Teacher and parent
expectations of preschoolers' behavior: Social skills necessary for success. Topics
in Early Childhood Special Education, 27, 86-97.
doi:10.1177/02711214070270020401

Lane, K. L., Wehby, J. H., & Cooley, C. (2006). Teacher expectations of students'
classroom behavior across the grade span: Which social skills are necessary for
success? Exceptional Children, 72, 153-167. doi:10.1177/001440290607200202

*Lane, K. L., Wehby, J. H., Robertson, E. J., & Rogers, L. A. (2007). How do different
types of high school students respond to schoolwide positive behavior support
programs? Characteristics and responsiveness of teacher-identified students.
Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 15, 3-20.

doi:10.1177/10634266070150010201



144
Lane, K. L., Wolery, M., Reichow, B., & Rogers, L. (2007). Describing baseline

conditions: Suggestions for study reports. Journal of Behavioral Education, 16,
224-234. doi:10.1007/s10864-006-9036-4

Langberg, J. M., Epstein, J. N., Girio-Herrera, E., Becker, S. P., Vaughn, A. J., & Altaye,
M. (2011). Materials organization, planning, and homework completion in
middle-school students with adhd: Impact on academic performance. School
Mental Health, 3, 93-101. doi:10.1007/s12310-011-9052-y

*Leedy, A., Bates, P., & Safran, S. P. (2004). Bridging the research-to-practice gap:
Improving hallway behavior using positive behavior supports. Behavioral
Disorders, 29, 130-139.

Lewis, T. J., & Garrison-Harrell, L. (1999). Effective behavior support: Designing setting
specific interventions. Effective School Practices, 17(4), 38-46.

*Lewis, T. J., & Sugai, G. (1999). Effective behavior support: A systems approach to
proactive schoolwide management. Focus on Exceptional Children, 31(6), 1-24.

*Lewis, T. J., Sugai, G., & Colvin, G. (1998). Reducing problem behavior through a
school-wide system of effective behavioral support: Investigation of a school-
wide social skills training program and contextual interventions. School
Psychology Review, 27, 446-459.

*Lewis-Palmer, T., Sugai, G., & Larson, S. (1999). Using data to guide decisions about
program implementation and effectiveness. Effective School Practices, 17(4), 47-
53.

Locke, J., Olsen, A., Wideman, R., Downey, M. M., Kretzmann, M., Kasari, C., &

Mandell, D. S. (2015). A tangled web: The challenges of implementing an



145

evidence-based social engagement intervention for children with autism in urban
public school settings. Behavior Therapy, 46, 54-67.

*Lohrmann-O'Rourke, S., Knoster, T., Sabatine, K., Smith, D., Horvath, B., & Llewellyn,
G. (2000). School-wide application of PBS in the bangor area school district.
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 2, 238-240.
doi:10.1177/109830070000200410

Louis, K. S. (1990). Social and community values and the quality of teachers' work life.
In M. W. McLaughlin, J. E. Talbert & N. Bascia (Eds.), The contexts of teaching
in secondary schools: Teachers' realities (pp. 17-39). New York: Teachers College
Press.

*Luiselli, J., Putnam, R., & Sunderland, M. (2002). Longitudinal evaluation of behavior
support intervention in a public middle school. Journal of Positive Behavior
Interventions, 4, 184-190. doi:10.1177/10983007020040030701

*Luiselli, J. K., Putnam, R. F., Handler, M. W., & Feinberg, A. B. (2005). Whole-school
positive behaviour support: Effects on student discipline problems and academic
performance. Educational Psychology, 25, 183-198.
doi:10.1080/0144341042000301265

Lynass, L., Tsai, S.-F., Richman, T. D., & Cheney, D. (2012). Social expectations and
behavioral indicators in schoolwide positive behavior supports: A national study
of behavior matrices. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 14, 153-161.

doi:10.1177/1098300711412076



146
*McCurdy, B., Mannella, M., & Eldridge, N. (2003). Positive behavior support in urban

schools: Can we prevent the escalation of antisocial behavior? Journal of Positive
Behavior Interventions, 5, 158-170. doi:10.1177/10983007030050030501

Mclntosh, K., Bohanon, H., & Goodman, S. (2010). Toward true integration of academic
and behavior response to intervention systems: Part three: Tier 3 support.
Communiqué, 39(4), 30-31.

Mclntosh, K., Ty, S. V., & Miller, L. D. (2014). Effects of school-wide positive
behavioral interventions and supports on internalizing problems: Current evidence
and future directions. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 16, 209-218.
doi:10.1177/1098300713491980

Mclntosh, M. J., & Morse, J. M. (2015). Situating and constructing diversity in semi-
structured interviews. Global Qualitative Nursing Research, 2, 1-12.
doi:10.1177/2333393615597674

McMullen, R. C., Shippen, M. E., & Dangel, H. L. (2007). Middle school teachers'
expectations of organizational behaviors of students with learning disabilities.
Journal of Instructional Psychology, 34, 75-80.

*Menendez, A. L., Payne, L. D., & Mayton, M. R. (2008). The implementation of
positive behavioral support in an elementary school: Processes, procedures, and
outcomes. Alberta Journal of Educational Research, 54, 448-462.
doi:hdl.handle.net/10515/sy5gx4519

Merrell, K. W. (2002). Preschool and kindergarten behavior scales-second edition

(PKBS-2). Austin, TX: Pro-Ed.



147
*Metzler, C. W., Biglan, A., Rusby, J. C., & Sprague, J. R. (2001). Evaluation of a

comprehensive behavior management program to improve school-wide positive
behavior support. Education and Treatment of Children, 24, 448-479.

Michigan's Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative. (2014). How to jump
start SW-PBIS in your building. Retrieved from
https://miblsi.org/presentations/2014-coaching-conference

Michigan's Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative. (2016a). MIBLSI
coaching guide for tier 1 behavior (version 1.0). Retrieved from
https://miblsi.org/training-materials/miblsi/training-sequence - elementary-
schools

Michigan's Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative. (2016b). School-level
multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) installation & implementation plan -
elementary level (version 1.0). Retrieved from https://miblsi.org/training-
materials/miblsi/training-sequence - elementary-schools

Michigan's Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative. (n.d.). School leadership
teams. Retrieved January 20, 2017, from https://miblsi.org/teams-roles/school-
teams/school-leadership-teams

Morris, E. K., Smith, N. G., & Altus, D. E. (2008). B. F. Skinner's contributions to
applied behavior analysis.

*Morrissey, K. L., Bohanon, H., & Fenning, P. (2010). Positive behavior support:
Teaching and acknowledging expected behaviors in an urban high school.
TEACHING Exceptional Children, 42(5), 26-35.

doi:10.1177/004005991004200503



148
Muhlheim, K. A. (2010). An auto-ethnographic study of a novice itinerant art teacher.

(master's thesis), Georgia State University, Atlanta. Retrieved from
http://scholarworks.gsu.edu/art_design_theses/67

Murray, J. (2013). Critical issues facing school leaders concerning data-informed
decision-making. School Leadership & Management, 33, 169-177.
doi:10.1080/13632434.2013.773882

Muscott, H. S., Mann, E., Benjamin, T. B., Gately, S., Bell, K. E., & Muscott, A. J.
(2004). Positive behavioral interventions and supports in new hampshire:
Preliminary results of a statewide system for implementing schoolwide discipline
practices. Education and Treatment of Children, 27, 453-475.

National Center for Education Statistics. (2017, May). The condition of education:
Children and youth with disabilities. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator _cgg.asp.

National Center for Education Statistics Common Core Data. (2014). Local education
agency (school district) universe survey, 2013-14, v.1a. Retrieved from:
https://nces.ed.gov/ced/

NCS Pearson. (2014). Aimsweb [computer software]. San Antonio, TX: Author.

*Nelson, J. R., Martella, R., & Galand, B. (1998). The effects of teaching school
expectations and establishing a consistent consequence on formal office
disciplinary actions. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 6, 153-161.

doi:10.1177/106342669800600303



149
*Netzel, D. M., & Eber, L. (2003). Shifting from reactive to proactive discipline in an

urban school district: A change of focus through PBIS implementation. Journal of
Positive Behavior Interventions, 5, 71-79. doi:10.1177/10983007030050020201

Nunnally, J. C., & Bernstein, I. H. (1994). Psychometric theory (3rd ed.). New York, NY:
McGraw-Hill.

O’brien, R. M. (2007). A caution regarding rules of thumb for variance inflation factors.
Quality & Quantity, 41, 673-690. doi:10.1007/s11135-006-9018-6

Oakes, W. P, Lane, K. L., & Germer, K. A. (2014). Developing the capacity to implement
tier 2 and tier 3 supports: How do we support our faculty and staff in preparing for
sustainability? Preventing School Failure: Alternative Education for Children and
Youth, 58, 183-190. doi:10.1080/1045988X.2014.895575

Oakes, W. P,, Lane, K. L., Jenkins, A., & Booker, B. B. (2013). Three-tiered models of
prevention: Teacher efficacy and burnout. Education and Treatment of Children,
36(4), 95-126. doi:10.1353/etc.2013.0037

Office of Special Education Programs Technical Assistance Center on Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports. (2007). PBIS coaches' tool kit.
Retrieved from http://www.pbis.org/training/coach-and-trainer

Office of Special Education Programs Technical Assistance Center on Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports. (n.d.-a). Critical feature develop
expectations. Retrieved November 4, 2016, from

http://www.pbis.org/training/new-team



150

Office of Special Education Programs Technical Assistance Center on Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports. (n.d.-b). Homepage. Retrieved
November 8, 2016, from http://www.pbis.org/

Office of Special Education Programs Technical Assistance Center on Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports. (n.d.-c). SWPBIS for beginners.
Retrieved November 4, 2016, from http://www.pbis.org/school/swpbis-for-
beginners

*Oswald, K., Safran, S., & Johanson, G. (2005). Preventing trouble: Making schools
safer places using positive behavior supports. Education and Treatment of
Children, 28, 265-278.

Pennsylvania Training and Technical Assistance Network. (2011). Response to
instruction & intervention.

Phi Delta Kappan. (2016). Why school? The 48th annual PDK poll of the public's
attitudes toward the public schools. Phi Delta Kappan, 98(1), NP1-NP32.
doi:10.1177/0031721716666049

Resnik, D. B., & Elmore, S. A. (2016). Ensuring the quality, fairness, and integrity of
journal peer review: A possible role of editors. Science and Engineering Ethics,
22,169-188. doi:10.1007/s11948-015-9625-5

Royer, D. J.,, Lane, K. L., Cantwell, E. D., & Messenger, M. L. (2017). A systematic
review of the evidence base for instructional choice in k-12 settings. Behavioral

Disorders, 42, 89-107. doi:10.1177/0198742916688655



151
Royer, D. J., Lane, K. L., Dunlap, K. D., & Ennis, R. P. (2017). A systematic review of

teacher-delivered behavior-specific praise on k-12 student performance.
Manuscript in review.

*Sadler, C. (2000). Effective behavior support implementation at the district level.
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 2, 241-243.
doi:10.1177/109830070000200411

Sailor, W. (2008). Access to the general curriculum: Systems change or tinker some
more? Research and Practice for Persons with Severe Disabilities, 34, 249-257.
doi:10.2511/rpsd.33.4.249

SAS Institute. (2013). SAS version 9.4. Cary, NC: SAS institute.

Sawka, K. D., McCurdy, B. L., & Mannella, M. C. (2002). Strengthening emotional
support services an empirically based model for training teachers of students with
behavior disorders. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 10, 223-232.
doi:10.1177/10634266020100040401

*Scott, J. S., White, R., Algozzine, B., & Algozzine, K. (2009). Effects of positive unified
behavior support on instruction. International Journal on School Disaffection,
6(2), 41-48. doi:10.18546/1JSD.06.2.07

*Scott, T. (2001). A schoolwide example of positive behavioral support. Journal of
Positive Behavior Interventions, 3, 88-94. doi:10.1177/109830070100300205

Shogren, K. A., Wehmeyer, M. L., & Lane, K. L. (2016). Embedding interventions to
promote self-determination within multitiered systems of supports. Exceptionality,

xx(x), 1-12. doi:10.1080/09362835.2015.1064421



152
Shull, R. L., & Lawrence, P. S. (1998). Reinforcement: Schedule performance. In K. A.

Lattal & M. Perone (Eds.), Handbook of research methods in human operant
behavior (pp. 95-129). New York: Plenum Press.

*Simonsen, B., Britton, L., & Young, D. (2010). School-wide positive behavior support
in an alternative school setting: A case study. Journal of Positive Behavior
Interventions, 12, 180-191. doi:10.1177/1098300708330495

Simonsen, B., Fairbanks, S., Briesch, A., Myers, D., & Sugai, G. (2008). Evidence-based
practices in classroom management: Considerations for research to practice.
Education and Treatment of Children, 31, 351-380. doi:10.1353/etc.0.0007

*Simonsen, B., Myers, D., Everett, S., Sugai, G., Spencer, R., & LaBreck, C. (2012).
Explicitly teaching social skills schoolwide: Using a matrix to guide instruction.
Intervention in School and Clinic, 47, 259-266. doi:10.1177/1053451211430121

*Simonsen, B., Sugai, G., & Negron, M. (2008). Schoolwide positive behavior supports:
Primary systems and practices. TEACHING Exceptional Children, 40(6), 32-40.
doi:10.1177/004005990804000604

*Sinnott, C. (2009). Hands working together for behavioral and academic success.
Odyssey: New Directions in Deaf Education, 10(1), 23-26.

Skiba, R. J., Horner, R. H., Chung, C.-G., Rausch, M. K., May, S. L., & Tobin, T. (2011).
Race is not neutral: A national investigation of african american and latino
disproportionality in school discipline. School Psychology Review, 40(1), 85.

Strain, P. S., & Joseph, G. E. (2004). A not so good job with “good job”: A response to
kohn 2001. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 6, 55-59.

doi:10.1177/10983007040060010801



153
Sugai, G., & Horner, R. H. (2009). Responsiveness-to-intervention and school-wide

positive behavior supports: Integration of multi-tiered system approaches.
Exceptionality, 17,223-237. doi:10.1080/09362830903235375

Sugai, G., & Horner, R. R. (2002). The evolution of discipline practices: School-wide
positive behavior supports. Child & Family Behavior Therapy, 24, 23-50.
doi:10.1300/j019v24n01 03

Suh, S., & Suh, J. (2006). Educational engagement and degree attainment among high
school dropouts. Educational Research Quarterly, 29(3), 11-20.

*Swain-Bradway, J., Pinkney, C., & Flannery, B. K. (2015). Implementing schoolwide
positive behavior interventions and supports in high schools: Contextual factors
and stages of implementation. TEACHING Exceptional Children, 47(5), 245-255.
doi:10.1177/0040059915580030

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2013). Using multivariate statistics (6th ed.). New
York, NY: Pearson Education.

*Taylor-Greene, S., Brown, D., Nelson, L., Longton, J., Gassman, T., Cohen, J., . . . Hall,
S. (1997). School-wide behavioral support: Starting the year off right. Journal of
Behavioral Education, 7(1), 99-112. doi:10.1023/A:1022849722465

*Todd, A., Horner, R., Sugai, G., & Sprague, J. (1999). Effective behavior support:
Strengthening school-wide systems through a team-based approach. Effective
School Practices, 17(4), 23-37.

Todd, A. W., Lewis-Palmer, T., Horner, R. H., Sugai, G., Sampson, N. K., & Phillips, D.
(2012). School-wide evaluation tool (SET) implementation manual (version 2.0).

Eugene, OR: University of Oregon.



154
*Turnbull, A., Edmonson, H., Griggs, P., Wickham, D., Sailor, W., Freeman, R., . . .

Warren, J. (2002). A blueprint for schoolwide positive behavior support:
Implementation of three components. Exceptional Children, 68, 377-402.
doi:10.1177/001440290206800306

Turnbull III, H. R., Wilcox, B. L., Turnbull, A. P., & Sailor, W. (2001). IDEA, positive
behavioral supports, and school safety. Journal of Law & Education, 30, 445-504.

U.S. Department of Education. (2016). 38th annual report to congress on the
implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. Alexandria,
VA.

Umbreit, J., Ferro, J. B., Liaupsin, C. J., & Lane, K. L. (2007). Functional behavioral
assessment and function-based intervention: An effective, practical approach.
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

United States Census Bureau. (2015). Geography: Regions. Retrieved from:
https://www.census.gov/geo/reference/webatlas/regions.html

*Valenti, M. W., & Kerr, M. M. (2015). Addressing individual perspectives in the
development of schoolwide rules: A data-informed process. Journal of Positive
Behavior Interventions, 17, 245-253. doi:10.1177/1098300714544405

van Garderen, D., Scheuermann, A., Jackson, C., & Hampton, D. (2009). Supporting the
collaboration of special educators and general educators to teach students who
struggle with mathematics: An overview of the research. Psychology in the
Schools, 46, 56-78. doi:10.1002/pits.20354

Vincent, C. G., Randall, C., Cartledge, G., Tobin, T. J., & Swain-Bradway, J. (2011).

Toward a conceptual integration of cultural responsiveness and schoolwide



155

positive behavior support. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 13, 219-
229. doi:10.1177/1098300711399765

Walker, H. M., & Lamon, W. E. (1987). Social behavior standards and expectations of
australian and U.S. Teacher groups. The Journal of Special Education, 21(3), 56-
82. doi:10.1177/002246698702100306

Walker, T. (2016, May 19). Snapshot of the teaching profession: What’s changed over a
decade? nealoday: News and Features from the National Education Association.
Retrieved from http://neatoday.org/2016/05/19/snapshot-of-the-teaching-
profession/

*Warren, J. S., Bohanon-Edmonson, H. M., Turnbull, A. P., Sailor, W., Wickham, D.,
Griggs, P., & Beech, S. E. (2006). School-wide positive behavior support:
Addressing behavior problems that impede student learning. Educational
Psychology Review, 18, 187-198. doi:10.1007/s10648-006-9008-1

Weiss, C. C., & Kipnes, L. (2006). Reexamining middle school effects: A comparison of
middle grades students in middle schools and k—8 schools. American Journal of
Education, 112(2), 239-272.

Wheatley, R. K., West, R. P., Charlton, C. T., Sanders, R. B., Smith, T. G., & Taylor, M. J.
(2009). Improving behavior through differential reinforcement: A praise note
system for elementary school students. Education and Treatment of Children, 32,
551-571.

Wheldall, K. (1991). Managing troublesome classroom behaviour in regular schools: A
positive teaching perspective. International Journal of Disability, Development

and Education, 38, 99-116. doi:10.1080/0156655910380202



156
Wilson VanVoorhis, C. R., & Morgan, B. L. (2007). Understanding power and rules of

thumb for determining sample sizes. Tutorials in Quantitative Methods for
Psychology, 3, 43-50. doi:10.20982/tqmp.03.2.p043

Wolery, M., & Lane, K. L. (2014). Writing tasks: Literature reviews, research proposals,
and final reports. In D. L. Gast & J. R. Ledford (Eds.), Single case research
methodology: Applications in special education and behavioral sciences (2nd
ed.). New York, NY: Routledge.

Zhang, A., Musu-Gillette, L., & Oudekerk, B. A. (2016). Indicators of school crime and
safety: 2015 (NCES 2016-079/NCJ 249758). Washington, D.C.: National Center
for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, and Bureau of Justice

Statistics, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice.



157
Appendix A

Original Research Objectives from University of Kansas Institutional Review Board (KU
IRB) STUDY 00000040

Below is an excerpt from KU IRB STUDY00000040 titled Designing Comprehensive,

Integrated, Three-Tiered Models (CI3T) of Prevention in [blinded]: Building Multi-tiered

Systems Support with an Integrated Focus (MTSS:CI3T Training Project). Data analyzed

in this dissertation were collected during this study.

Overview of the Research Proposed for this Project

As part of this project, we will be conducting research aimed at informing and evaluating
that technical assistance. This IRB application focuses on the following data we propose
analyzing for research purposes:

1. For team members participating in the training series, we invite them to complete (a) a
short survey addressing their opinions of the behaviors that lead to student success in
various settings in their school; (b) a short survey of social validity to determine their
faculty and staffs' perceptions of the plan; (c) pre-training, post-training, and follow-up
surveys so that we know what team members' learned and how their knowledge,
confidence, and use (KCU) of key concepts and strategies develop over time; (d) a short
survey evaluating each training session; and (e) a brief demographic sheet (e.g., grade
taught, years of experience teaching, highest degree obtained, area of certification).
Hypothesis: We hypothesize the teams will use information from faculty and staff to
construct the CI3T plan. We anticipate the team members will be able to use the social
validity data to inform plan revision and that team members will show lasting increases in
their knowledge, confidence, and perceived utility of strategies and concepts related to
CI3T features.

2. For faculty/ staff members from schools who have teams attending the training
(although they are not attending the training series), we invite them to complete (a) a short
survey addressing their opinions of the behaviors that lead to student success in various
setting in their school; (b) a short survey of social validity to determine their perceptions
of the primary plan (i.e., Primary Intervention Rating Scale); (c) a brief demographic
sheet (e.g., grade taught, years of experience teaching, highest degree obtained, area of
certification); and (d) a short survey of their satisfaction with the full comprehensive
three-tiered plan their team develops. Hypothesis: We hypothesize team members will
draft a plan using the information provided by faculty and staff that this plan, following
revisions, will be socially valid.

3. For State Coaches, we will hold coaching meeting to support their learning of this
model. They will also complete (a) pre-training, post-training, and follow-up surveys so
that we know what team members' learned and how their knowledge, confidence, and use
(KCU) of key concepts and strategies develop over time; (b) a short survey evaluating
each training session; and (c) a brief demographic sheet (e.g., grade taught, years of
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experience teaching, highest degree obtained, area of certification). Hypothesis: We
hypothesize the State Coaches will show lasting increases in their knowledge, confidence,
and perceived utility of strategies and concepts related to CI3T features.

4. For schools whose school-site leadership teams elect to implement their CI3T model as
part of regular school practices, we will collect data examining (a) the extent to which the
primary plans are implemented as designed; (b) how student performance on school
collected measures of academic and behavioral indicators shifts compared to the previous
academic year; (c) what teachers' opinions are about their schools' program goals,
procedures, and outcomes; and (d) how survey information obtained during the training
process are associated with treatment integrity, social validity, and changes in students'
performance.
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Systems Support with an Integrated Focus Faculty and Staff Informational Letter
1

School of Education

Department of Special
Education

July 14,2013
Greetings!

We are pleased that your school has decided to send a team to attend our training series:
Designing Comprehensive, Integrated, Three-Tiered Models (CI3T) of Prevention in

Building Multi-tiered Systems Support with an Integrated Focus. This training is offered by
Kathleen Lane, Ph.D., from University of Kansas and Wendy Oakes, Ph.D. from Arizona State
University as part of contract with and University of Kansas provide
professional development and assistance to schools interested in a comprehensive, integrated,
three-tiered (CI3T) model of prevention. Specifically, our goal is to build schools’ capacities to
design, implement, and evaluate CI3T models of prevention to (a) prevent the development of
learning and behavior problems, and (b) respond more effectively to students with existing
learning and behavior problems in inclusive settings.

Procedures

We invite you to participate in this project by providing information that we will use to
help your school site team develop your school’s comprehensive, integrated three-tiered
prevention plan. Also we would like to get your opinion about the plan to help with revising the
first draft. You are not being asked to attend the training, instead you are being asked for your
opinion on the (a) behaviors that are critical for success for students in various school settings,
(b) draft plan your team has designed at two point in the school year, and (c) some brief
information about you and your professional experiences so that we can better describe the
schools who are participating.

At the end of this letter you will see a table that gives you an overview of what your school-site
team will be doing over the course of the training series.

We are not asking you to attend this training series, but we would like you to:

1. Complete a brief (5 min) confidential demographic sheet, today, about your
professional experience and certification;

2. Complete a confidential survey (15 min), today, on the behaviors that are critical for

success for students in various school settings (Schoolwide Expectations Survey for
Specific Settings [SESSS; Lane, Oakes, & Menzies, 2010]);

| KU Lawrence IRB # STUDY00000040 | Approval Period 7/24/2013
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3. Complete a confidential survey (10 min) to measure of your opinion of the draft
plan your team develops during the training; this will be used to refine the plan.
You will be asked to complete this survey after your school’s team attends the first
training day (PIRS; Lane, Robertson, & Wehby, 2002); and

4. Complete a short feedback form (10 min) of their satisfaction with the full
comprehensive three-tiered plan after the last training session so that your team can
use this information (that will be shared with your team after typing up your
responses to protect your confidentiality) to revise the whole plan during the final
training session with your team (Comprehensive Three-Tiered Prevention Plan
[CTP]: Feedback Form; 10 min).

Risks and Benefits
We do not anticipate any risks to you associated with completing any of these items. The only

inconvenience would be the loss of time to do the items listed previously. Your school may
benefit if the CI3T model of prevention is implemented. What we learn may help us to improve
and refine our future training efforts.

Payment
There is no payment for being in this study, although we certainly appreciate your time.

Participant Confidentiality

All information will be treated as confidential. Each participant will be assigned a unique
identification number. A master list linking identification number and names will be kept
separate from any surveys. The information will be stored for three years after we have published
findings from this study at which time the information will be destroyed. You are agreeing to
participate by virtue of turning in the completed surveys. If you do not wish to participate,
simply do not turn in the surveys.

Refusal and Authorization & Cancelling this Consent and Authorization
If you choose not to take part in completing the surveys, there will be no penalty or loss of
benefits to which you are entitled. If you agree to participate and the data are received, you will
not be able to withdraw the data you have already submitted, but you can decide not to complete
the remainder surveys. Your identifiable information will not be shared unless (a) it is required
by law or university policy, or (b) you give written permission. Your decision will not affect
your relationship with the University of Kansas, Arizona State University, or
or otherwise cause a loss of benefits to which you might otherwise be entitled.

Questions About Participation

If you have any questions, please contact Kathleen Lane [(615) 545-5634;
Kathleen.Lane@ku.edu | or Wendy Oakes [(480) 727-5660 Wendy.Oakes@asu.edu ]. If you
have any general questions about your rights as a research participant, contact the Institutional
Review Board of The University of Kansas [(785) 864-5248] or at irb@ku.edu. The research

I KU Lawrence IRB # STUDY00000040 | Approval Period 7/24/2013
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study number is xxx or Arizona State University Office of Research Integrity and Assurance
[480) 965-6788] - The research study number is XXX.

Respectfully,

Kathleen Lynne Lane, Ph.D., BCBA-D Wendy Peia Oakes, Ph.D.

Professor Assistant Professor
University of Kansas Arizona State University
Department of Special Education (SPED)  Mary Iou Fulton Teachers College
1122 West Campus Road Santa Catalina Hall #330-D, Mail Code 2680
JRP Room 541 7271 E. Sonoran Arroyo Mall
Lawrence, KS 66045 Mesa, AZ 85212
Office (783) 864 9630 Office 480-727-5660
Kathleen.Lane@ku.edu Wendy.Oakes@asu.edu
S

| KU Lawrence IRB # STUDYO00000040 | Approval Period 7/24/2013
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Example Overview of the Training Sessions

Below is a lable that shows you an overview of the types of activities that may Luke place before
and during each sessions to give you a clcar picture as to the activities you would be committing
to within and beyond your school days over the course of the coming academic year (see item 1

ahove). )
Training Session Activities (Time Estimates) Persons Involved T
| (Time) - ]
Pre-Training Summer — Prepare Training Materials (3 days) K. Lane
Activities (1) Write and submit Institutional Review Board W. Oakes
(IRB) application for research studies. RA
(2) Secure district and principal approvals for each | C. Davis

participating district.

(3) Informational mecting with participating school
‘Teachers and Staff and collect initial training data
(Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific
Settings [SESSS], 15 min)

(4) Consent School Tearm Member and State
Trainers attending training (complete Knowledge
Confidence and Use Surveys- pre training, 15 min).

District Personnel
School Faculty and Staff
School Teams

State ‘I'rainers

Sessions 1 (2 hrs)

Introduction — (1) Welcome, overview of training
series and meeting the State Trainers (20 min)

(2) Why are you here? Setting a Purpose; Group
Discussion (30 min)

(3) Addressing schoolwide concerns; presentation
of how three-tiered models address these concerns
(60 min)

(4) Set expectation for next meetings; team work to
develop model; give items to be completed prior to
next training date (10 min)

School-sitc Teams
State Trainers

K. Lane

W. Oakes

RA

C. Davis

Before Session 2

(1) Show informaticnal video (to be developed) to
Taculty to explain the three-tiered model to be
developed creating MTSS:CI3T *** (20 min)

(2) Bring the school’s mission staiement to the next
training (10 min)

(3) Bring a copy of the schools current reactive plan
[reaction to rule or cade of conduct violations and
Office Discipline Referral form| (10 min)

School-site Teams/
Administrators

Full Faculty and Staff at
Meeting

State Trainers

Session 2 (6 hrs)

Before Session 3

(1) Teach about and teams draft first half of Primary
Plan; [Mission Statement, Develop Purpose
Statement, Expcctations and Matrix using the
SESSS summary results] (3 hrs)

(2) Lunch (1 hr)

(3) Teach about and teams draft Procedures for
‘Teaching and Reinforcing.

(4) Drafting/ Revising the reactive plan (flowchart)
and ODR form.

Provide a structure for Setting a meeting time with
an agenda. (3 hours)

School-site Teams
State Trainers

K. Lane

W. Oakes

RA

C. Davis

(1) Have a team mecting to complete all items that

has been drafied (30 — 90 min) Administrators
(2) Teams share the expectation matrix with their Full Faculty and Staff at
faculty and staff including that their surveys were Mecting

School-site Teams/

KU Lawrence IRB # STUDY00000040 | Approval Period 7/24/2013
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—

used to develop the content — ask for any
suggestions and record ideas given (30 min)

(3) Teams work through reactive plan — complete
draft of flow chart and share with faculty for initial
feedback.

State Trainers

Session 3 (2 hrs)

(1) Teach about Procedurcs for Monitoring
[Screeners, using data sources together — sccond

| half of plan] (90 min)

(2) Participants will begin to draft the assessment
schedule by listing data collected currently and
decide on a screener (30 min)

Provide a flow chart of deciding on screener.

School-site Teamns
State Trainers

K. Lang

W. Oakes

RA

C. Davis

Building Multi-tiered

Before Session 4

(1) Work as a teamn to identify what data are
currently colleeted or available and complete the
assessment schedule [include when the data are
collected and reviewed and who will be responsible
for bringing it to the ieam meetings]. (30 - 60 min)
(2) Share the screener chosen with the faculty and
why they chose it [use flow chart to guide
discussion] (30 min)

School-site Teams/
Administrators

Full Faculty and Staff at
Meeting

Sessions 4 (0 hrs)

(1) Teams to review and revise the assessment
schedule (30 min)

(2) Roles and Responsibilities for each stakeholder
[completes the plan] (1.5 hr)

(3) Lunch (1 hr)

(4) Tcams create a presentation of Primary Plan to
be shared with faculty (3 hrs)

School-site Teams
State Trainers

K. Lane

W. Oakes

RA

C. Davis

Before Session 5

(1) Schoal teams share presentation with Faculty
(30- 60 min)
(2) Faculty and Staff PIRS (10 min)

State Trainers and RA: Pick up PIRS - enter data
and have ready for session 6.

School-site Teams/
Administrators

Full Faculty and Staff at
Meeting

State Trainers
RA

Session 5 (2 hrs)

(1) Provide an overview of Secondary Preventions
[teacher level preventions, student focused

Schoal-sile Teams
State Trainers

gather a list of the secondary and tertiary supports
that already exist in the building and generate new
ideas as desired.

[Use the Secondary Grid as a guide]

(30 — 60 min, may fluctuate greatly depending on
team’s decision)

(2) Comprehensive Three-Tiered Prevention Plan
(CTP): Feedback Form to faculty — to be completed
and returned to the team’s box;

Collected by State Trainer/ RA/ or Shipped to
training leam: enter data and have ready for session
6 (typed up to maintain confidentiality).

preventions, using data to determine needs] (1.5 K. Lane
hrs) W. Oakes
(2) T'eam begins to draft the Sccondary Grid (30 RA
min) C. Davis
Belore Session 6 (1) School team will have informal conversations or | School-site Teams/
small group meetings with faculty and staff to Administrators

Full Faculty and Staff
informal conversations
(maybe team mectings in
small group)

State Tramers
RA

Session 6 (Ghrs)

(1) Teams revise primary plan from faculty

Schno]-siﬁc' Teams
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Building Multi-tieved

feedback [PIRS and CTP results] (30 min)

(2) Teams complete Secondary Grid (30 hr)

(3) Overview of Terliary Supports (1 hr)

(4) Teams complete Tertiary Grid (1 hr)

(5) Lunch (1 hr)

(6) Teams start to plan facully presentation
[teaching the plan to faculty] and first day of school
activities [teaching/ introducing the plan to
students] and choose materials needed for
Implementation [prepared by schoal-site leams over
the summer before implementation] (3 hrs)

FINAL WRAP UP!

State Trainers
K. Lane

W. OQukes
RA

C. Davis

After Session 6

(1) Teams finalize all plans. (30 min)

(2) Complete the faculty Implementation Manual
(30 min)

(3) State trainers set summer mectings with School
leams to finalize implementation details and roll out
activities (30 min — 2 hrs.)

(4) Team finalized first day of school aclivitics.

School Teams
State Trainers

MTSS: CI3T Training State Coaches

Dates Bu

1. 2 hours 11/12/2013 1113 11/13/2013
(2 hrs 9-11 am Topcka)

2. 8 hours 12/9/2013 12/10/2013 12/11/2013
(2 hrs 9-11 am Topeka)

3. 2 hours 1/15/2014 1/16/2013 1/16/2014
(2 hrs 9-11 am Topeka)

4. 8 hours 2/24/2014 2/25/2013 2/26/2014

N 2 hrs 9-11 am Topeka)

5. 2 hours 4/14/2014 4/15/2013 4/15/2014
(2 hrs 9-11 am 'l'opeka)

6. 8 hours 5/5/2014 5/6/2013 5/7/2014
2 hrs 12 — 2pm Topeka)

KU Lawrence IRB # ETUDY(0C00040 | Approval Feriod 7/24/2013
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Appendix C

Approved modifications from University of Kansas Institutional Review Board (KU IRB)

STUDY00000040 and Arizona State University IRB ID 1307009461

THE UNIVERSITY OF

SAS

Research

APPROVAL OF PROTOCOL
April 26, 2017

Kathleen Lane
k9231138@ku.edu

Dear Kathleen Lane:

On 4/26/2017, the IRB reviewed the following submission:

Type of Review: | Modification
Title of Study: | Designing Comprehensive, Integrated, Three-Tiered
Models (CI3T) of Prevention in : Building Multi-
tiered Systems Support with an Integrated Focus (MTSS:
CI3T Training Project)
Investigator: | Kathleen Lane
IRB ID: | STUDY00000040
Funding: | Name: , State of, Funding Source ID:

Grant ID: | None
Documents Reviewed: | ® IRB STUDY 040 Modification 2017 04 06.docx

The IRB approved the study on 4/26/2017.

1. Notify HSCL about any new investigators not named in original application. Note that new investigators must
take the online tutorial at https://rgs.drupal.ku.edu/human_subjects compliance training.

2. Any injury to a subject because of the research procedure must be reported immediately.

3. When signed consent documents are required, the primary investigator must retain the signed consent
documents for at least three years past completion of the research activity.

Continuing review is not required for this project, however you are required to report any significant
changes to the protocol prior to altering the project.

Please note university data security and handling requirements for your project:
https://documents.ku.edu/policies/IT/DataClassificationandHandlingProceduresGuide.htm

You must use the final, watermarked version of the consent form, available under the “Documents” tab in
eCompliance.

Sincerely,

Stephanie Dyson Elms, MPA
IRB Administrator, KU Lawrence Campus

Human Research Protection Program
Youngberg Hall | 2385 Irving Hill Rd | Lawrence, KS 66045 | (785) 864-7429 | research.ku.edu/hrpp
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Knowledge Enterprise
Development

APPROVAL: MODIFICATION

Wendy Oakes

Division of Teacher Preparation - Tempe

Wendy. Oakes@asu.edu

Dear Wendy Oakes:

On 5/30/2017 the ASU IRB reviewed the following protocol:

Type of Review: | Modification
Title: | Designing Comprehensive, Integrated, Three-Tiered
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Appendix D

Item Level Descriptive Statistics of the SESSS

Table D1

Item Level Descriptive Statistics of the SESSS: Total K-12 Sample (N = 260)

Property
Setting / variable Mean SD  Skewness Kurtosis
<0.20 >4 > 15

Classroom
Follow directions 1.95 0.21 -4.29 16.52
Use kind words and actions 1.76  0.43 -1.22 -0.51
Control your temper 1.88 0.32 -2.39 3.76
Cooperate with others 1.85 0.36 -2.00 2.01
Use an inside voice 145 0.53 -0.13 -1.24
Follow the dress code 1.20  0.63 -0.18 -0.57
Be truthful 1.83  0.37 -1.81 1.30
Keep hands, feet, and objects to self 1.78  0.43 -1.52 0.80
Be encouraging and helpful to peers 1.67  0.49 -0.96 -0.54
Raise hand and wait quietly to be called on 1.49  0.56 -0.49 -0.81
Listen and pay attention to the speaker 1.88  0.33 -2.31 3.38
Arrive to class on time 1.76  0.44 -1.40 0.42
Remain in school for the whole day 1.70 048 -1.14 -0.10
Bring your required materials 1.73 047 -1.40 0.81
Turn in finished work 1.83 041 -2.29 4.65
Exercise self-control 1.87 0.34 -2.22 2.97
Be in assigned area before tardy bell 1.47  0.55 -0.34 -0.97
Make up work when absent 1.69 0.53 -1.44 1.14
Participate in all activities 1.57 0.53 -0.65 -0.84
Take care of school property 1.74 044 -1.08 -0.85
Use time wisely 1.80 0.41 -1.70 1.46
Respond appropriately to conflict 1.83  0.39 -2.00 2.72
Turn off cell phones and electronic devices during
school hours 135 0.72 -0.65 -0.84
Participate in class activities 1.79 041 -1.46 0.12
Complete work with best effort 1.90 0.31 -2.62 491
Try first, then ask for help politely 1.71 045 -0.94 -1.13
Keep desk area clean 1.18  0.60 -0.09 -0.39
Use classroom materials appropriately 1.68 0.48 -0.88 -0.91
Keep materials organized 1.39 0.55 -0.16 -0.87
Remain on-task 1.82  0.39 -1.92 2.37
Show a positive attitude 1.75 043 -1.19 -0.59
Stay focused on your own work 1.72  0.46 -1.12 -0.38

Hallway
No talking 0.66 0.69 0.55 -0.78
Walk on the right side 093 0.72 0.11 -1.04

Keep hands to yourself 1.69  0.49 -1.12 0.01
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Use a quiet voice 1.37  0.59 -0.35 -0.67
Stay calm and controlled in conflict with adults and
peers 1.82 040 -1.85 2.08
Avoid gossip and use kind words 1.65 0.52 -1.11 0.15
Be courteous of other classrooms 1.75  0.44 -1.15 -0.69
Use appropriate ways to show affection to others 1.59  0.53 -0.73 -0.73
Respect materials (e.g. posters) 1.60  0.51 -0.62 -1.15
Keep hands to yourself 1.75  0.44 -1.33 0.20
Walk 1.67  0.51 -1.13 0.14
Stay in line with your class .13 0.80 -0.24 -1.39
Follow instructions given for drills and
emergencies 1.93 025 -3.46 10.06
Keep the hallways clean 1.55 0.53 -0.54 -0.99
Have a pass and sign in and out 1.07  0.69 -0.10 -0.88
Recognize and walk away from drama 1.56 0.55 -0.71 -0.59
Turn off cell phones and electronic devices during
school hours 1.19  0.77 -0.34 -1.23
Report unsafe behaviors 1.81 042 -1.92 2.67
Keep materials in your own locker 1.15  0.75 -0.26 -1.18
Walk quietly 1.37  0.66 -0.58 -0.68
Walk directly to next location 1.40  0.66 -0.64 -0.61
Use hallway time appropriately and efficiently 1.65 0.52 -1.09 0.11
Pay attention to where you're going 1.64 0.51 -0.90 -0.52
Cafeteria
Use an inside voice 1.54 0.53 -0.47 -1.13
Use manners 1.73 045 -1.22 -0.09
Listen to and follow adult requests 1.91 028 -2.98 6.95
Share lunch tables with others 1.72 048 -1.40 0.85
Follow directions the first time asked 1.77 045 -1.58 1.35
Keep food on your plate 1.81 0.41 -1.80 1.89
Eat before socializing 1.10 0.64 -0.10 -0.57
Be considerate of other's food choices 1.44  0.62 -0.63 -0.54
Raise your hand for help 1.38  0.69 -0.67 -0.70
Make your choices quickly 1.24  0.62 -0.20 -0.57
Eat your own food 1.51  0.61 -0.83 -0.29
Choose a seat quickly and stay in it 1.44  0.67 -0.77 -0.50
Clean up after yourself 1.79 043 -1.80 2.21
Know your order when walking through lunch line 1.37  0.69 -0.62 -0.73
Have money ready 093 0.77 0.12 -1.29
Recycle 0.89 0.70 0.15 -0.94
Take only the allowed food portions 1.27  0.66 -0.35 -0.76
Know your lunch number 1.19  0.78 -0.35 -1.29
Raise hand for permission to get up 1.20 0.81 -0.39 -1.39
Use your table manners 1.75  0.46 -1.43 0.82
Keep lunch tables clean 1.60  0.55 -0.93 -0.18
Clear away trash 1.71  0.51 -1.46 1.21
Make healthy choices 1.39 0.61 -0.48 -0.63
Eat Iunch 1.66  0.53 -1.27 0.64
Playground
Respect other people's personal space 1.81  0.46 -2.50 5.74

Follow the rules of the game 1.80 0.43 -2.10 3.73



Respond immediately when teacher/adult calls
Be kind to peers while playing games
Play approved games
Use equipment appropriately
Return equipment when you are done
Line up when the bell rings
Stay in established area
Report problems/unsafe behavior to teacher
Use restroom before going outside
Include others in your activities
Be active
Wear appropriate clothes and shoes
Control your temper
Restroom
Stay in your own stall
Take care of your own business
Give others privacy and remain in own stall
Minimize chatting
Keep water in the sink
Knock before entering
Keep surfaces and walls free of graffiti
Flush toilet
Wash hands with soap
Throw away any trash properly
Report any problems to your teacher

Use the restroom quickly and return to class quietly

Return to class promptly

Clear the restroom before the bell rings

Have appropriate hall pass when necessary

Keep bathroom tidy

Avoid using cell phone

Respond appropriately to conflict situations
Bus

Use kind words toward the bus driver and others

Listen to and follow the bus driver's rules

Share seating on the bus

Speak in a quiet inside voice

Remain seated after entering the bus

Stay clear of roadway

Talk quietly with others

Remain in seat

Use self-control

Be ready when bus arrives

Carry on all personal belongings needed

Follow school dress code

Be alert and watch for your stop on the way home

Keep all food and drinks stored away
Keep hands and feet to yourself
Keep bus clean

Take off all personal belongings
Stay clear of a moving bus

1.84
1.86
1.52
1.74
1.70
1.79
1.82
1.83
1.18
1.61
1.51
1.43
1.86

1.84
1.85
1.90
1.23
1.68
1.14
1.76
1.84
1.87
1.81
1.85
1.80
1.85
1.31
1.28
1.67
1.36
1.86

1.83
1.93
1.64
1.66
1.89
1.91
1.61
1.88
1.89
1.78
1.69
1.40
1.70
1.51
1.88
1.74
1.64
1.92

0.44
0.41
0.64
0.49
0.54
0.51
0.46
0.43
0.74
0.58
0.59
0.61
0.41

0.42
0.38
0.35
0.66
0.55
0.80
0.48
0.41
0.35
0.41
0.36
0.41
0.38
0.71
0.74
0.49
0.79
0.36

0.39
0.28
0.54
0.51
0.33
0.31
0.54
0.34
0.34
0.43
0.51
0.67
0.52
0.61
0.34
0.45
0.56
0.29

-2.90
-3.00
-0.96
-1.66
-1.60
-2.40
-2.58
-2.64
-0.30
-1.18
-0.74
-0.55
-3.11

-2.73
-2.57
-3.61
-0.27
-1.52
-0.27
-1.94
-2.50
-2.55
-1.78
-1.99
-1.78
-2.24
-0.54
-0.51
-1.01
-0.74
-2.46

-2.06
-4.04
-1.16
-1.04
-2.91
-3.44
-0.90
-2.77
-2.89
-1.61
-1.32
-0.69
-1.51
-0.88
-2.85
-1.29
-1.30
-3.97

7.96
8.82
-0.13
1.90
1.69
4.93
6.17
6.59
-1.11
0.42
-0.42
-0.59
9.50

7.16
6.13
13.33
-0.73
1.39
-1.39
3.01
5.85
5.74
1.88
1.97
1.85
4.00
-0.88
-1.02
-0.35
-0.99
5.21

3.15
17.15
0.33
-0.09
8.09
11.98
-0.31
7.15
7.95
1.22
0.73
-0.61
1.38
-0.22
7.67
0.20
0.75
16.55
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Be alert and prepared in emergency situations
Arrival/dismissal

Respond immediately when teacher/adult calls

Raise your hand for help

Maintain dress code

Control temper in conflict situations

Stay in assigned area

Keep all materials in backpack

Arrive on time to school

Go straight to class

Bring to school and take home all necessary

materials

Arrive on time to before and after school activities

Show a positive attitude

Resolve conflicts peacefully

Fulfill before and after school commitments

1.76

1.81
1.57
1.35
1.90
1.72
1.43
1.82
1.58

1.79
1.78
1.75
1.88
1.78

0.47

0.42
0.58
0.63
0.31
0.47
0.58
0.40
0.55

0.42
0.44
0.45
0.34
0.43

-1.74

-1.96
-0.96
-0.45
-2.63
-1.25
-0.45
-1.92
-0.84

-1.65
-1.69
-1.31
-2.77
-1.54

2.18

2.90
-0.06
-0.66
4.94
0.23

-0.69
2.41

-0.36

1.33
1.75
0.16
7.01
0.91
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Note. Bolded numbers indicated those values that may be problematic as they exceed the

established threshold noted at the top of each column. Items ranged from 0-2.
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Appendix E

SESSS Expectations by School Level
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Table E1
Skills Not Important for Success (rated 0 on the SESSS) in Seven Settings by School Level
Classroom
ES MS HS Total

Domain and item n % n % n % n %

Respect
Follow directions 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 0 0.00
Use kind words and actions 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 0 0.00
Control your temper 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 0 0.00
Cooperate with others 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 0 0.00
Use an inside voice 4 360 0 000 O 000 4 173
Follow the dress code 20 1835 2 351 4 656 26 11.45
Be truthful 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 0 0.00
Keep hands, feet, and objects to self 0O 000 1 175 0 000 1 043
Be encouraging and helpful to peers 0 000 1 175 1 159 2 0387
Raise hand and wait quietly to be 1 09 2 351 4 635 7 3.03

called on

Listen and pay attention to the speaker 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Responsibility
Arrive to class on time 0 000 O 000 1 156 1 043
Remain in school for the whole day 1 091 0 000 1 159 2 0.87
Bring your required materials 2 180 1 1.7 0 0.00 3 1.29
Turn in finished work 2 180 0 000 1 156 3 129
Exercise self-control 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 0 0.00
Be in assigned area before tardy bell 2 182 2 351 2 317 6 2.6l
Make up work when absent 5 455 1 175 1 156 7 3.03
Participate in all activities 0 000 3 526 1 156 4 1.72
Take care of school property 0 000 O 000 O 000 O 0.00
Use time wisely 0 000 O 000 1 159 1 043
Respond appropriately to conflict 1 091 0 000 O 000 1 043
Turn off cell phones and electronic 12 11.11 7 1250 14 2222 33 14.54

devices during school hours

Best effort
Participate in class activities 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 O 0.00
Complete work with best effort 0 000 O 000 O 000 O 0.00
Try first, then ask for help politely 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 0 0.00
Keep desk area clean 11 991 2 351 12 1875 25 10.78
Use classroom materials appropriately 1 090 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.43
Keep materials organized 4 360 1 1.75 3 469 8 345
Remain on-task 1 09 0 000 O 000 1 043
Show a positive attitude 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 0 0.00
Stay focused on your own work 0 000 0 000 1 156 1 043
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Table E1 (cont.)

Hallway
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
No talking 16 13.56 46 80.70 46 76.67 108 45.96
Walk on the right side 17 1441 17 3036 35 5833 69 29.49
Keep hands to yourself 0 000 1 175 2 333 3 1.28
Use a quiet voice 2 169 3 526 9 1500 14 596
Stay calm and controlled in
conflict with adults and peers b 08 0000 0 000 1 043
Avoid gossip and use kindwords 1 087 1 1.75 3 508 5 216
Be courteous of other classrooms 0 000 0 000 O 000 0 0.00
Use appropriate ways to show 3 254 0 000 1 167 4 170
affection to others
Respect materials (e.g. posters) 2 171 0 000 O 000 2 0.85
Responsibility
Keep hands to yourself 0 000 O 000 1 167 1 043
Walk 0 000 2 345 2 333 4 170
Stay in line with your class 0 0.00 25 44.64 35 5932 60 2586
Follow instructions given for 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000
drills and emergencies
Keep the hallways clean 4 342 0 000 O 000 4 1.70
Have apassand signinand out 32 27.83 5 8.62 10 1695 47 20.26
Recognize and walk away from 3 9259 2 351 1 172 6 260
drama
Turn off cell phones and
electronic devices during 19 1652 5 877 26 44.07 50 21.65
school hours
Report unsafe behaviors 1 08 0 000 1 169 2 0.86

Keep materials in your own 32 2883 4 690 13 2203 49 21.49

locker
Best effort
Walk quietly 5 427 8 14.04 11 18.64 24 10.30
Walk directly to next location 6 517 7 1228 9 1525 22 948
Use hallway time appropriately 3 9259 0 000 2 339 5 216

and efficiently
Pay attention to where you're
going 1 08 1 175 1 172 3 129
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Table E1 (cont.)

Cafeteria
ES MS HS Total

Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect

Use an inside voice 1 0.89 1 1.96 1 2.22 3 1.44

Use manners 1 0.88 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.48

Listen to and follow adult

requests 0 000 O 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Share lunch tables with others 2 1.77 1 1.96 0 0.00 3 1.43
Follow directions the first

time asked 2 177 0 000 O 000 2 096
Keep food on your plate 1 08 0 000 O 000 1 048
Eat before socializing 11 973 10 1961 12 26.09 33 1571
Be considerate of other's food

choices 8§ 721 5 980 1 217 14 6.73
Raise your hand for help 1 088 8 15,69 16 3478 25 11.90

Responsibility
Make your choices quickly 9 804 5 1020 6 1333 20 9.71
Eat your own food 2 179 5 1020 5 11.11 12 5.83
Choose a seat quickly and

stay in it 5 446 4 833 11 2391 20 9.71
Clean up after yourself 2 180 0 000 O 000 2 098
Know your order when

walking through Iunch line 8 721 3 652 13 2889 24 11.88
Have money ready 45 4286 15 3261 5 11.11 65 33.16
Recycle 38 3519 12 26.09 10 2222 60 30.15
Take only the allowed food

portions 16 1481 4 870 4 889 24 12.06
Know your lunch number 40 3738 3 625 3 652 46 22.89
Raise hand for permission to

get up 8 7.14 17 36.17 26 5778 51 25.00

Best effort
Use your table manners 2 179 0 000 0 000 2 096
Keep lunch tables clean 6 541 0 000 O 000 6 291
Clear away trash 4 357 0 000 1 217 5 240
Make healthy choices 8 721 1 204 5 1087 14 6.80
Eat lunch 3 273 1 204 2 444 6 29
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Table E1 (cont.)

Playground
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Respect other people's personal
space 1 09 0 0.00 3 5000 4 299
Follow the rules of the game 0 000 O 0.00 2 4000 2 1.50

Respond immediately when
teacher/adult calls
Be kind to peers while playing

2 192 0 000 2 4000 4 3.01

games 1 09 0 000 2 4000 3 226
Responsibility
Play approved games 7 673 1 417 2 50.00 10 7.58
Use equipment appropriately 1 095 0 000 2 5000 3 226
Return equipment when you are
done 3 28 0 000 2 5000 5 376
Line up when the bell rings 1 095 3 13.04 2 50.00 6 455
Stay in established area 1 095 1 417 2 50.00 4 3.01
Report problems/unsafe behavior 1 095 0 000 2 5000 3 227
to teacher
Use restroom before going
outside 18 17.14 6 26.09 2 50.00 26 19.70
Best effort
Include others in your activities 4 38 0 000 2 5000 6 458
Be active 3 288 1 435 2 5000 6 458
Wear appropriate clothes and
shoes 6 577 0 0.00 2 5000 8 6.11

Control your temper 1 09 0 000 2 5000 3 2.29




Table E1 (cont.)
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Restroom
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Stay in your own stall 2 189 0 000 2 571 4 208
Take care of your own business 1 094 0 0.00 1 286 2 1.05
GI.VC others privacy and remain 5 189 0 000 1 28 3 157
in own stall
Minimize chatting 5 476 9 18.00 10 28.57 24 12.63
Keep water in the sink 3 28 1 200 4 1143 8 4.19
Knock before entering 19 1827 15 3125 14 40.00 48 25.67
Keep sur.faces and walls free of S 47 0 000 0 000 5 262
graffiti
Responsibility
Flush toilet 3 28 0 000 0 000 3 158
Wash hands with soap 1 09 0 000 O 000 1 053
Throw away any trash properly 1 096 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.53
Report any problems toyour o 505 o 900 0 000 0 000
teacher
Use the restroom quicklyand =g o7 o 909 o0 000 1 053
return to class quietly
Return to class promptly 1 097 0 000 O 000 1 0.53
Clear the restroom before the 5 1569 7 1373 4 1143 27 1436
bell rings
Have appropriate hall pass 23 2277 3 588 6 17.14 32 17.11
when necessary
Best effort
Keep bathroom tidy 2 192 0 000 O 000 2 1.06
Avoid using cell phone 27 2621 4 800 5 1429 36 19.15
Respond appropriately to 1 09 0 000 O 000 1 053

conflict situations
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Table E1 (cont.)

Bus

ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %

Respect
Use kind words toward the bus 0 000 O 000 1 333 1 0.56
driver and others

Listen to and follow the bus 0 000 O 000 1 333 1 056
driver's rules

Share seating on the bus 4 381 0 000 1 333 5 282

Speak in a quiet inside voice 1 095 1 238 1 333 3 1.69

Remain seated after enteringthe 0 000 0 000 1 333 1 0.56
bus

Stay clear of roadway 0 000 O 000 1 345 1 057

Responsibility

Talk quietly with others 2 194 1 244 1 345 4 231

Remain in seat 0 000 O 000 1 345 1 057

Use self-control 0 000 O 000 1 345 1 057

Be ready when bus arrives 0 000 O 000 1 345 1 057

Carry on all personal belongings 2 192 1 238 1 345 4 229
needed

Follow school dress code 14 1373 2 476 2 690 18 1040

[u—

Be alert and watch for yourstop 1 0.96 238 3 1034 5 286
on the way home

Keep all food and drinks stored 7 673 1 238 3 1034 11 6.29

away
Best effort
Keep hands and feet to yourself 0 000 0 000 1 345 1 0.58
Keep bus clean 0 000 O 000 1 345 1 059
Take off all personal belongings 2 196 4 1053 1 357 7 4.17
Stay clear of a moving bus 0 000 O 000 1 345 1 058
Be alert and prepared in 1 101 1 263 1 345 3 181

emergency situations
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Table E1 (cont.)

Arrival/dismissal
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Respond immediately when
teacher/adult calls 2 180 0 000 O 0.00 2 0.93
Raise your hand for help 0 000 5 893 4 851 9 423
Maintain dress code 14 1284 2 357 2 426 18 849
Control temper in conflict situations 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Responsibility
Stay in assigned area 0 000 O 000 2 426 2 094
Keep all materials in backpack 3 273 5 893 2 444 10 4.74
Arrive on time to school 1 091 0 000 O 0.00 1 047
Go straight to class 2 182 2 364 2 426 6 2283
Bring to school agd take home all 0 000 0 000 1 213 1 047
necessary materials
Arrive on time to before and after
school activities 1 091 0 000 1 213 2 094
Best effort
Show a positive attitude 1 09 0 000 O 0.00 1 047
Resolve conflicts peacefully 1 09 0 000 O 0.00 1 047
Fulfill before and after school
commitments 1 091 0 000 O 0.00 1 047

Note. Bold numbers indicate items where more than 50% of respondents rated the
expectation as not important for success in this setting. ES = elementary school; HS =
high school; MS = middle school; SESSS = Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific
Settings (Lane, Oakes, & Menzies, 2010).
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Skills Important for Success (rated 1 on the SESSS) in Seven Settings by School Level
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Classroom
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Follow directions 4 360 2 351 5 781 11 474
Use kind words and actions 25 2273 12 2143 18 2857 55 24.02
Control your temper 12 1091 5 877 10 1587 27 11.74
Cooperate with others 15 13.64 11 1930 & 12.70 34 14.78
Use an inside voice 49 4414 34 59.65 37 58.73 120 51.95
Follow the dress code 64 58.72 34 59.65 31 50.82 129 56.83
Be truthful 14 12.61 10 17.54 14 22.58 38 16.52
Keep hands, feet, and objects to self 18 16.22 13 22.81 18 29.03 49 21.30
Be encouraging and helpful to peers 33 29.73 19 3333 20 31.75 72 31.17
Raise hand and wait quietly to be 42 37.84 29 50.88 33 5238 104 45.02
called on
Listen and pay attention to the 14 1273 4 7.14 10 16.13 28 12.28
speaker
Responsibility
Arrive to class on time 25 2252 14 2456 14 2188 53 2284
Remain in school for the whole day 30 27.27 14 25.00 20 31.75 64 27.95
Bring your required materials 35 3153 8 14.04 14 21.88 57 24.57
Turn in finished work 18 1622 4 7.02 12 18.75 34 14.66
Exercise self-control 12 1081 6 10.53 12 18.75 30 12.93
Be in assigned area before tardy bell 54 49.09 27 4737 30 47.62 111 48.26
Make up work when absent 35 31.82 10 17.54 13 2031 58 25.11
Participate in all activities 46 4144 24 42.11 21 3281 91 39.22
Take care of school property 34 3091 12 21.05 15 2344 61 2641
Use time wisely 19 17.27 13 2281 12 19.05 44 19.13
Respond appropriately to conflict 19 1727 7 1228 11 1746 37 16.09
Turn off cell phones and electronic 38 35.19 15 26.79 28 44.44 81 35.68
devices during school hours
Best effort
Participate in class activities 21 1892 14 2456 13 20.31 48 20.69
Complete work with best effort 10 9.01 4 7.02 10 1563 24 1034
Try first, then ask for help politely 31 2793 19 3333 17 2656 67 28.88
Keep desk area clean 69 62.16 39 68.42 33 51.56 141 60.78
Use classroom materials 36 3243 16 28.07 21 3281 73 3147
appropriately
Keep materials organized 65 58.56 32 56.14 29 4531 126 54.31
Remain on-task 16 1441 10 17.54 13 20.31 39 16.81
Show a positive attitude 25 2252 14 2456 18 28.13 57 2457
Stay focused on your own work 28 2523 18 31.58 17 26.56 63 27.16
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Table E2 (cont.)
Hallway
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
No talking 74 62.71 11 1930 13 21.67 98 41.70
Walk on the right side 58 49.15 34 60.71 21 3500 113 4829
Keep hands to yourself 24 2034 14 2456 30 50.00 68 28.94
Use a quiet voice 41 3475 36 63.16 43 71.67 120 51.06
Stay calm and controlled in
conflict with adults and 21 1780 8 14.04 12 20.00 41 1745
peers
Avoid gossipandusekind 3, 596 17 2980 22 3720 70 30.30
words
Be courteous of other 26 2203 11 19.64 22 3667 59 2521
classrooms

Use appropriate ways to show
affection to others
Respect materials (e.g.

41 34775 23 4035 24 40.00 88 37.45

46 3932 20 35.09 23 3833 &89 38.03

posters)
Responsibility

Keep hands to yourself 19 1624 12 20.69 25 41.67 56 23.83
Walk 22 18.80 18 31.03 29 4833 69 29.36

Stay in line with your class 40 34.19 20 3571 21 3559 81 3491
Follow instructions given for 5= 4,4 3 517 g 1333 16 678
drills and emergencies

Keep the hallways clean 40 34.19 28 4828 30 50.00 98 41.70
Hifl‘zapassand“gnmand 54 4696 30 5172 37 6271 121 52.16
Recognize and walk away
from drama

Turn off cell phones and
electronic devices during 34 29.57 23 4035 30 50.85 87 37.66
school hours

Report unsafe behaviors 25 2155 6 1034 10 1695 41 17.60
Keep materials inyourown 1 3594 57 4655 27 4576 95 41.67
locker

Best effort

Walk quietly 33 2821 27 4737 39 66.10 99 4249
Walk directly to next location 33 28.45 28 49.12 34 57.63 95 40.95
Use hallway time . 312672 18 3158 22 3729 71 30.60
appropriately and efficiently

Pay attention to where you're
going 32 2735 22 3860 23 39.66 77 33.19

43 37.07 25 4386 22 3793 90 38.96
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Table E2 (cont.)
Cafeteria
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Use an inside voice 37 33.04 26 5098 26 57.78 89 42.79
Use manners 21 1858 16 31.37 17 3696 54 2571
Listen to and follow adult
requests 9 796 3 588 6 13.04 18 8.57
Share lunch tables with others 30 2655 13 2549 9 19.57 52 2476
Follow directions the first time
asked 25 22,12 10 19.61 10 2222 45 21.53
Keep food on your plate 21 1858 8 16.00 9 19.57 38 18.18
Eat before socializing 59 5221 37 7255 26 56.52 122 58.10
Be considerate of other's food
choices 42 37.84 26 50.98 21 45.65 89 42.79
Raise your hand for help 33 2920 29 56.86 18 39.13 80 38.10
Responsibility
Make your choices quickly 61 54.46 31 63.27 24 5333 116 56.31
Eat your own food 34 3036 24 4898 19 4222 77 37.38
Choose a seat quickly and stay
in it 35 31.25 19 3958 22 4783 76 36.89
Clean up after yourself 23 2072 9 1837 7 1556 39 19.02
Know your order when walking 1) 3704 13 3913 20 4444 80 39.60
through lunch line
Have money ready 37 3524 17 3696 26 57.78 80 40.82
Recycle 50 4630 25 54.35 25 55.56 100 50.25
Take only the allowed food
portions 49 4537 25 5435 24 5333 98 49.25
Know your lunch number 39 3645 14 29.17 18 39.13 71 35.32
Raise hand for permission to get
up 32 2857 18 3830 11 2444 61 2990
Best effort
Use your table manners 19 1696 13 26.00 17 3696 49 23.56
Keep lunch tables clean 38 3423 18 36.73 15 32.61 71 34.47
Clear away trash 29 2589 11 22.00 11 2391 51 2452
Make healthy choices 48 4324 29 59.18 20 4348 97 47.09
Eat lunch 25 2273 16 32.65 16 3556 57 27.94
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Table E2 (cont.)
Playground
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Respect other people's personal
space 11 1058 5 2083 1 16.67 17 12.69
Follow the rules of the game 14 1346 6 2500 2 40.00 22 16.54
Respond immediately when 8 769 4 1667 1 2000 13 977
teacher/adult calls
Be kind to peers while playing
games 9 865 4 1667 0 000 13 09.77
Responsibility
Play approved games 32 30.77 10 41.67 2 50.00 44 33.33
Use equipment appropriately 24 2286 4 16.67 1 25.00 29 21.80
Return equipment when you are
done 28 26.67 2 833 0 0.00 30 22.56
Line up when the bell rings 12 1143 3 13.04 1 2500 16 12.12
Stay in established area 10 952 4 16.67 2 50.00 16 12.03
Report problems/unsafe behavior
12 1143 4 1739 0 0.00 16 12.12
to teacher
Use restroom before going
outside 45 4286 10 4348 1 25.00 56 4242
Best effort
Include others in your activities 30 2885 7 3043 2 50.00 39 29.77
Be active 43 4135 7 3043 2 50.00 52 39.69
Wear appropriate clothes and
shoes 48 46.15 9 39.13 2 50.00 59 45.04
Control your temper § 7.69 3 1304 1 2500 12 9.16
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Table E2 (cont.)
Restroom
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Stay in your own stall 10 943 2 392 10 28.57 22 11.46

Take care of your own business 14 1321 3 6.00 7 20.00 24 12.57
Give others privacy and remain

) 6 566 1 200 7 2000 14 733

in own stall
Minimize chatting 50 47.62 31 62.00 18 51.43 99 52.11
Keep water in the sink 21 19.81 12 24.00 12 3429 45 23.56
Knock before entering 37 3558 14 29.17 13 37.14 64 34.22
Keep surfaces and walls free of

graffiti 21 1981 5 10.00 9 2571 35 18.32

Responsibility

Flush toilet 15 1442 5 980 5 1429 25 13.16
Wash hands with soap 9 865 6 11.76 8 2286 23 12.11

Throw away any trash properly 19 1827 5 9.80 11 31.43 35 18.42
Report any problems to your

teacher 15 1471 5 980 8 2286 28 14.89
Use the restroom quickly and 19 045 ¢ 1569 8 2286 35 18.52

return to class quietly
Return to class promptly 12 11.65 7 1373 8 2286 27 14.29
Clear the restroom before the

bell rings 39 3824 18 3529 18 5143 75 39.89
Have appropriate hall pass when

necessary 38 37.62 17 3333 15 4286 70 37.43

Best effort

Keep bathroom tidy 34 32,69 13 26.00 11 31.43 58 30.69
Avoid using cell phone 25 2427 7 1400 16 4571 48 25.53
Respond appropriately to 14 1346 2 4.00 & 2286 24 12.70

conflict situations




189

Table E2 (cont.)
Bus
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect

Use kind words toward the 15 1429 4 952 9 30.00 28 15.82
bus driver and others

Listen to and follow the bus 6 571 2 476 3 10.00 11 6.21
driver's rules

Share seating on the bus 30 28.57 15 3571 8 26.67 53 29.94

Speak in a quiet inside voice 31 2952 11 26.19 13 4333 55 31.07

Remain seated after entering 9 857 5 1190 4 1333 18 10.17

the bus
Stay clear of roadway 9 857 2 488 3 1034 14 8.00
Responsibility
Talk quietly with others 37 3592 10 2439 13 4483 60 34.68
Remain in seat 10 9.71 4 952 5 1724 19 10.92
Use self-control 13 1250 2 476 3 1034 18 10.29
Be ready when bus arrives 22 21.15 8 19.05 6 20.69 36 20.57
Carry on all personal 32 3077 8 19.05 7 24.14 47 26.86
belongings needed
Follow school dress code 44 4314 16 38.10 7 24.14 67 38.73

Be alert and watch for your 23 2212 11 26.19 & 2759 42 24.00
stop on the way home

Keep all food and drinks 43 4135 10 23.81 10 3448 63 36.00

stored away
Best effort

Keep hands and feet to 11 1078 3 750 4 13.79 18 10.53
yourself

Keep bus clean 25 2475 11 2821 6 20.69 42 2485

Take off all personal 33 3235 7 1842 6 2143 46 27.38
belongings

Stay clear of a moving bus 4 392 3 732 4 1379 11 640

Be alert and prepared in 21 2121 7 1842 6 20.69 34 2048

emergency situations
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Table E2 (cont.)
Arrival/dismissal
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect

Respond immediately when 14 1261 11 19.64 12 2553 37 17.29
teacher/adult calls

Raise your hand for help 33 30.00 20 3571 20 4255 73 34.27
Maintain dress code 57 5229 23 41.07 21 44.68 101 47.64

Control temper in conflict 11 1000 5 893 6 1277 22 1033

situations

Responsibility
Stay in assigned area 20 18.18 10 17.86 26 55.32 56 2629
Keep all materials in backpack 43 39.09 26 46.43 31 68.89 100 47.39
Arrive on time to school 18 1636 9 16.07 9 19.15 36 16.90
Go straight to class 26 23.64 23 41.82 28 59.57 77 3632

Bring to school and take home

! 24 2182 9 1607 9 19.15 42 19.72

all necessary materials

Arrive on time to before and 24 2182 9 16.07 10 21.28 43 20.19
after school activities

Best effort

Show a positive attitude 27 2432 12 2143 13 27.66 52 2430

Resolve conflicts peacefully 12 1081 3 536 8 17.02 23 10.75

Fulfill before and after school 27 2455 7 1250 11 2340 45 21.13
commitments

Note. Bold numbers indicate items where more than 50% of respondents rated the
expectation as important for success in this setting. ES = elementary school; HS = high
school; MS = middle school; SESSS = Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific
Settings (Lane, Oakes, & Menzies, 2010).



Table E3

Skills Critical for Success (rated 2 on the SESSS) in Seven Settings by School Level

191

Classroom
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Follow directions 107 96.40 55 96.49 59 92.19 221 95.26
Use kind words and actions 85 7727 44 7857 45 71.43 174 75.98
Control your temper 98 89.09 52 91.23 53 84.13 203 88.26
Cooperate with others 95 8636 46 80.70 55 87.30 196 85.22
Use an inside voice 58 52.25 23 4035 26 41.27 107 46.32
Follow the dress code 25 2294 21 36.84 26 4262 72 31.72
Be truthful 97 87.39 47 82.46 48 77.42 192 83.48
Keep hands, feet, and objects to self 93 83.78 43 75.44 44 70.97 180 78.26
Be encouraging and helpful to peers 78 70.27 37 6491 42 66.67 157 67.97
Raise hand and wait quietly to be 68 61.26 26 45.61 26 41.27 120 51.95
called on
Listen and pay attention to the 96 87.27 52 92.86 52 83.87 200 87.72
speaker
Responsibility
Arrive to class on time 86 77.48 43 7544 49 76.56 178 76.72
Remain in school for the wholeday 79 71.82 42 75.00 42 66.67 163 71.18
Bring your required materials 74  66.67 48 84.21 50 78.13 172 74.14
Turn in finished work 91 81.98 53 9298 51 79.69 195 84.05
Exercise self-control 99 89.19 51 89.47 52 81.25 202 87.07
Be in assigned area before tardy bell 54 49.09 28 49.12 31 49.21 113 49.13
Make up work when absent 70  63.64 46 80.70 50 78.13 166 71.86
Participate in all activities 65 58.56 30 52.63 42 65.63 137 59.05
Take care of school property 76 69.09 45 7895 49 76.56 170 73.59
Use time wisely 91 82.73 44 77.19 50 79.37 185 80.43
Respond appropriately to conflict 90 81.82 50 87.72 52 82.54 192 83.48
Turn off cell phones and electronic 58 53.70 34 60.71 21 33.33 113 49.78
devices during school hours
Best effort
Participate in class activities 90 81.08 43 75.44 51 79.69 184 79.31
Complete work with best effort 101 9099 53 9298 54 84.38 208 89.66
Try first, then ask for help politely 80 72.07 38 66.67 47 73.44 165 71.12
Keep desk area clean 31 2793 16 28.07 19 29.69 66 2845
Use classroom materials 74  66.67 41 71.93 43 67.19 158 68.10
appropriately
Keep materials organized 42 37.84 24 42.11 32 50.00 98 42.24
Remain on-task 94 84.68 47 82.46 51 79.69 192 82.76
Show a positive attitude 86 7748 43 7544 46 71.88 175 7543
Stay focused on your own work 83 74.77 39 68.42 46 71.88 168 7241
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Table E3 (cont.)

Hallway
ES MS HS Total

Domain and item n % n % n Y% n Y%
Respect

No talking 28 2373 0 0.00 1 1.67 29 1234

Walk on the right side 43 3644 5 893 4 6.67 52 2222

Keep hands to yourself 94 79.66 42 73.68 28 46.67 164 69.79

Use a quiet voice 75 63.56 18 31.58 8 13.33 101 42.98

Stay calm and controlled in
conflict with adults and peers

Avoid gossip and use kind
words

Be courteous of other
classrooms

Use appropriate ways to show o, ¢ 27 34 5965 35 5833 143 60.85
affection to others

Respect materials (e.g. posters) 69 58.97 37 6491 37 61.67 143 61.11

9 81.36 49 85.96 48 80.00 193 82.13

83 7217 39 6842 34 57.63 156 67.53

92 7797 45 8036 38 63.33 175 74.79

Responsibility
Keep hands to yourself 98 83.76 46 79.31 34 56.67 178 75.74
Walk 95 81.20 38 65.52 29 4833 162 68.94
Stay in line with your class 77 6581 11 1964 3 508 91 39.22
Follow instructions given for 13 9576 55 9483 52 86.67 220 93.22
drills and emergencies
Keep the hallways clean 73 6239 30 51.72 30 50.00 133 56.60

Have a pass and sign in and out 29 25.22 23 39.66 12 2034 64 27.59
Recognize and walk away 70 60.34 30 52.63 35 60.34 135 58.44
from drama

Turn off cell phones and
electronic devices during 62 5391 29 5088 3 508 94 40.69
school hours

Report unsafe behaviors 90 77.59 52 89.66 48 81.36 190 81.55
Keep materials in your own 38 3423 27 4655 19 3220 84 36.84
locker

Best effort

Walk quietly 79 67.52 22 38.60 9 1525 110 47.21
Walk directly to next location 77 6638 22 38.60 16 27.12 115 49.57
Use hallway time appropriately ¢, 99 69 39 6842 35 59.32 156 67.24
and efficiently

Pay attention to where you're

. 84 71.79 34 59.65 34 58.62 152 65.52
going
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Table E3 (cont.)

Cafeteria
ES MS HS Total

Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect

Use an inside voice 74  66.07 24 47.06 18 40.00 116 55.77

Use manners 91 80.53 35 68.63 29 63.04 155 73.81

Listen to and follow adult

requests 104 92.04 48 94.12 40 86.96 192 91.43

Share lunch tables with others 81 71.68 37 72,55 37 80.43 155 73.81
Follow directions the first time

asked 8 76.11 41 80.39 35 77.78 162 77.51
Keep food on your plate 91 80.53 42 84.00 37 80.43 170 81.34
Eat before socializing 43 38.05 4 784 8 1739 55 126.19
Be considerate of other's food

choices 61 5495 20 39.22 24 5217 105 50.48
Raise your hand for help 79 6991 14 2745 12 26.09 105 50.00

Responsibility
Make your choices quickly 42 3750 13 2653 15 3333 70 3398
Eat your own food 76  67.86 20 40.82 21 46.67 117 56.80
Choose a seat quickly and stay

in it 72 6429 25 52.08 13 2826 110 53.40
Clean up after yourself 86 77.48 40 81.63 38 84.44 164 80.00

Know your order when

. . 61 5495 25 5435 12 26.67 98 48.51
walking through lunch line
Have money ready 23 2190 14 3043 14 31.11 51 26.02
Recycle 20 1852 9 1957 10 2222 39 19.60
Take only the allowed food
portions 43 3981 17 3696 17 37.78 77 38.69
Know your lunch number 28 26.17 31 64.58 25 5435 84 41.79
Raise hand for permission to
get up 72 6429 12 2553 8 17.78 92 45.10
Best effort
Use your table manners 91 81.25 37 74.00 29 63.04 157 75.48
Keep lunch tables clean 67 6036 31 63.27 31 67.39 129 62.62
Clear away trash 79 7054 39 78.00 34 7391 152 73.08
Make healthy choices 55 4955 19 38.78 21 45.65 95 46.12

Eat lunch 82 7455 32 65.31 27 60.00 141 69.12
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Table E3 (cont.)

Playground
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Respect other people's personal
space 92 8846 19 79.17 2 3333 113 84.33

Follow the rules of the game 90 86.54 18 75.00 20.00 109 81.95

Respond immediately when 94 9038 20 83.33 2 40.00 116 87.22
teacher/adult calls

Be kind to peers while playing

—

94 9038 20 8333 3 60.00 117 87.97

games
Responsibility
Play approved games 65 6250 13 54.17 0 0.00 78 59.09
Use equipment appropriately 80 76.19 20 8333 1 25.00 101 75.94
Retum equipment whenyou 2, 79 48 27 91,67 2 5000 98 73.68
are done
Line up when the bell rings 92 87.62 17 7391 1 2500 110 83.33
Stay in established area 94 89.52 19 79.17 0 0.00 113 84.96
Report problems/unsafe 92 87.62 19 82.61 2 5000 113 85.61
behavior to teacher
Use restroom before going
outside 42 40.00 7 3043 1 2500 50 37.88
Best effort
Include others in your
activities 70 67.31 16 69.57 0 0.00 86 65.65
Be active 58 5577 15 6522 0 0.00 73 55.73
Wear appropriate clothes and
shoes 50 48.08 14 60.87 0 0.00 64 48.85

Control your temper 95 9135 20 8696 1 25.00 116 88.55




195
Table E3 (cont.)

Restroom
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Stay in your own stall 94 88.68 49 96.08 23 65.71 166 86.46
Take care of your own
business 91 85.85 47 94.00 27 77.14 165 86.39
Give others privacy and remain g0 g3 45 49 9800 27 77.14 174 91.10
in own stall
Minimize chatting 50 47.62 10 20.00 7 20.00 67 3526
Keep water in the sink 82 7736 37 74.00 19 54.29 138 72.25
Knock before entering 48 46.15 19 3958 8 2286 75 40.11

Keep surfaces and walls free of ¢ 22 47 45 9900 26 7429 151 79.06

graffiti
Responsibility

Flush toilet 86 82.69 46 90.20 30 85.71 162 85.26
Wash hands with soap 94 90.38 45 88.24 27 77.14 166 87.37

Throw away any trash properly 84 80.77 46 90.20 24 68.57 154 81.05
Report any problems to your ¢ g5 59 45 9020 27 77.14 160 85.11
teacher

Use the restroom quickly and

. 83 80.58 43 84.31 27 77.14 153 80.95
return to class quietly

Return to class promptly 90 87.38 44 86.27 27 77.14 161 85.19
Clear the restroom before the
bell rings 47 46.08 26 50.98 13 37.14 86 45.74
Have appropriate hall pass 40 39.60 31 60.78 14 40.00 85 4545
when necessary
Best effort
Keep bathroom tidy 68 65.38 37 74.00 24 68.57 129 68.25
Avoid using cell phone 51 49.51 39 78.00 14 40.00 104 55.32
Respond appropriately to 89 85.58 48 96.00 27 77.14 164 86.77

conflict situations
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Table E3 (cont.)

Bus

ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %

Respect
Use kind words toward the bus
driver and others
Listen to and follow thebus g5 9459 40 9524 26 86.67 165 93.22
driver's rules
Share seating on the bus 71 67.62 27 64.29 21 70.00 119 67.23
Speak in a quiet inside voice 73 69.52 30 7143 16 53.33 119 67.23

Remain seated afterentering o g1 43 37 8810 25 8333 158 89.27

90 85.71 38 90.48 20 66.67 148 83.62

the bus
Stay clear of roadway 96 91.43 39 95.12 25 86.21 160 91.43
Responsibility
Talk quietly with others 64 62.14 30 73.17 15 51.72 109 63.01
Remain in seat 93 90.29 38 90.48 23 79.31 154 88.51
Use self-control 91 87.50 40 95.24 25 86.21 156 89.14
Be ready when bus arrives 82 78.85 34 8095 22 75.86 138 78.86
Carry on all personal 70 6731 33 7857 21 72.41 124 70.86
belongings needed
Follow school dress code 44 4314 24 57.14 20 68.97 88 50.87

Be alert and watch for your
stop on the way home
Keep all food and drinks stored

80 76.92 30 7143 18 62.07 128 73.14

54 5192 31 73.81 16 55.17 101 57.71

away

Best effort

Keep hands and feet to 91 89.22 37 92.50 24 82.76 152 88.89
yourself

Keep bus clean 76 75.25 28 71.79 22 75.86 126 74.56
Take off all personal 67 65.69 27 71.05 21 75.00 115 68.45
belongings

Stay clear of a moving bus 98 96.08 38 92.68 24 82.76 160 93.02
Be alert and prepared in 77 77.78 30 78.95 22 75.86 129 77.71

emergency situations
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Table E3 (cont.)

Arrival/dismissal
ES MS HS Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %

Respect

Respond immediately when 95 85.59 45 80.36 35 74.47 175 81.78
teacher/adult calls

Raise your hand for help 77 70.00 31 55.36 23 4894 131 61.50
Maintain dress code 38 3486 31 55.36 24 51.06 93 43.87

Control temper in conflict 99 90.00 51 91.07 41 87.23 191 89.67

situations

Responsibility
Stay in assigned area 90 81.82 46 82.14 19 4043 155 72.77
Keep all materials in backpack 64 58.18 25 44.64 12 26.67 101 47.87
Arrive on time to school 91 82.73 47 8393 38 80.85 176 82.63
Go straight to class 82 74.55 30 54.55 17 36.17 129 60.85

Bring to school and take home ¢ 76 16 47 8393 37 7872 170 79.81
all necessary materials

Arrive on time to before and 85 7727 47 83.93 36 76.60 168 78.87
after school activities

Best effort
Show a positive attitude 83 74.77 44 78,57 34 7234 161 75.23
Resolve conflicts peacefully 98 88.29 53 94.64 39 8298 190 88.79
Fulfill before and after school 82 7455 49 87.50 36 76.60 167 78.40
commitments

Note. Bold numbers indicate items where more than 50% of respondents rated the
expectation as critical for success in this setting. ES = elementary school; HS = high
school; MS = middle school; SESSS = Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific
Settings (Lane, Oakes, & Menzies, 2010).
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Table F1
Skills Not Important for Success (rated 0 on the SESSS) in Seven Settings by Educator Role
Classroom
GenEd SpEd Other Total

Domain and item n % n % n % n %

Respect
Follow directions 0 000 O 000 O 000 O 0.00
Use kind words and actions 0 000 O 000 O 000 O 0.00
Control your temper 0 000 O 000 O 000 0 0.00
Cooperate with others 0O 000 O 000 O 000 O 0.00
Use an inside voice 3 213 1 500 0 000 4 173
Follow the dress code 14 1022 1 500 11 1571 26 11.45
Be truthful 0 000 O 000 0 000 O 0.00
Keep hands, feet, and objectstoself 0  0.00 0 0.00 1 143 1 043
Be encouraging and helpful to peers 1 071 0 000 1 143 2 0.87
Raise hand and wait quietly to be 5 355 0 000 2 286 7 3.03

called on

Listen and pay attention to the speaker 0 0.00 0 000 0 0.00 0 0.00

Responsibility
Arrive to class on time 1 070 0 000 O 000 1 043
Remain in school for the whole day 1 072 0 000 1 143 2 0.87
Bring your required materials 3 211 0 000 O 000 3 129
Turn in finished work 1 070 0 000 2 28 3 1.29
Exercise self-control 0 000 O 000 0 000 O 0.00
Be in assigned area before tardy bell 4 284 0 000 2 290 6 2.6l
Make up work when absent 4 282 1 526 2 28 7 3.03
Participate in all activities 2 141 0 000 2 28 4 172
Take care of school property 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 O 0.00
Use time wisely 1 071 0 000 O 000 1 043
Respond appropriately to conflict 1 070 0 000 O 000 1 043
Turn off cell phones and electronic 22 1571 1  5.00 10 1493 33 14.54

devices during school hours

Best effort
Participate in class activities 0 000 O 000 O 000 O 0.00
Complete work with best effort 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 O 0.00
Try first, then ask for help politely 0 000 O 000 O 000 O 0.00
Keep desk area clean 14 986 4 2000 7 10.00 25 10.78
Use classroom materials appropriately 1 0.70 0 000 0 0.00 1 043
Keep materials organized 4 282 1 500 3 429 8 345
Remain on-task 1 070 0 000 O 000 1 043
Show a positive attitude 0 000 O 000 0 000 O 0.00
Stay focused on your own work 1 070 0 000 0 000 1 043
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Table F1 (cont.)

Hallway
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
No talking 72 5217 9 4737 27 34.62 108 45.96
Walk on the right side 47 3406 S5 2632 17 22.08 69 29.49
Keep hands to yourself 0 000 O 000 3 38 3 1.28
Use a quiet voice 9 652 2 1053 3 385 14 596
Stay calm and controlled in
conflict with adults and peers b 0720 000 0 000 1 043
Avoid gossip and use kindwords 3 221 1 556 1 130 5 216
Be courteous of other classrooms 0 000 0 000 O 000 0 0.00
Use appropriate ways toshow ——» 45 o 000 2 256 4 1.70
affection to others
Respect materials (e.g. posters) 1 072 0 000 1 130 2 0.85
Responsibility
Keep hands to yourself 0 0.00 000 1 130 1 043
Walk 2 144 000 2 260 4 170
Stay in line with your class 44 32.12 31.58 10 13.16 60 25.86

0
0
6
Follgw instructions given for 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 0.00
drills and emergencies
0
3
0

Keep the hallways clean 4 2.88 0.00 0 0.00 4 1.70
Have a pass and sign in and out 33 23.91 1579 11 14.67 47 20.26
Recognize and walk away from

3217 000 3 405 6 2.60
drama
Turn off cell phones and
electronic devices during 34 2464 3 1579 13 17.57 50 21.65
school hours
Report unsafe behaviors 0 000 O 000 2 267 2 086

Keep materials in your own
locker

Best effort

Walk quietly 15 1079 3 16.67 6 7.89 24 10.30
Walk directly to next location 14 1007 2 11.11 6 8.00 22 948
Use hallway time appropriately 5 5 1 o 000 2 267 5 2.16
and efficiently

Pay attention to where you're
going 0 000 O 000 3 39 3 129

32 2336 3 16.67 14 19.18 49 2149
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Table F1 (cont.)

Cafeteria
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Use an inside voice 1 091 1 6.67 1 1.20 3 1.44
Use manners 1 0.89 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.48
Listen to and follow adult
requests 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 0 0.00
Share lunch tables with
others 2 1.79 1 6.67 0 000 3 1.43
Follow directions the first
time asked 2 180 0 000 0 0.00 2 096
Keep food on your plate 0 000 O 0.00 1 120 1 048
Eat before socializing 24 2143 3 2000 6 723 33 1571
Be considerate of other's
food choices 8 7.21 1 6.67 5 6.10 14 6.73
Raise your hand for help 14 1250 2 1333 9 1084 25 1190
Responsibility
Make your choices quickly 11 1019 3 2143 6 714 20 9.71
Eat your own food 5 463 2 1429 5 595 12 583
Choose a seat quickly and
stay in it 9 826 4 3077 17 833 20 9.71
Clean up after yourself 0 000 0 000 2 244 2 0098

Know your order when

walking through lunch line 14 1296 1 769 9 11.11 24 11.88

Have money ready 33 3084 2 1538 30 3947 65 33.16
Recycle 30 28.04 2 1538 28 3544 60 30.15
Take only the allowed food

portions 11 1058 3 23.08 10 1220 24 12.06

Know your lunch number 25 2358 1 7.69 20 2439 46 22.89
Raise hand for permission to

get up 30 2778 5 3846 16 1928 51 25.00
Best effort
Use your table manners 1 091 0 000 1 .19 2 096
Keep lunch tables clean I 092 1 714 4 482 6 2091
Clear away trash 2 182 0 000 3 357 5 240
Make healthy choices 7 642 2 1429 5 6.02 14 6.80
Eat lunch 2 18 1 714 3 366 6 294
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Table F1 (cont.)

Playground
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Respect other people's personal
space 2 267 0 000 2 400 4 299
Follow the rules of the game 1 135 0 000 1 200 2 1.50

Respond immediately when
teacher/adult calls
Be kind to peers while playing

2 270 0 000 2 400 4 3.01

1 135 0 000 2 400 3 226

games
Responsibility
Play approved games 6 833 1 11.11 3 588 10 7.58
Use equipment appropriately 1 139 0 000 2 385 3 226
thgff; cquipment whenyouare 58 o 000 3 577 5 376
Line up when the bell rings 4 563 0 000 2 38 6 455
Stay in established area 2 278 0 000 2 38 4 301
Report problems/unsafe behavior 1 139 0 000 2 392 3 227
to teacher
Use restroom before going
outside 15 21.13 2 2222 9 1731 26 19.70
Best effort
Include others in your activities 1 141 2 2500 3 577 6 458
Be active 3 423 1 1250 2 385 6 458
Wear appropriate clothes and
shoes 4 563 1 1250 3 577 8 6.11
Control your temper 1 141 0 000 2 38 3 2.29
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Table F1 (cont.)

Restroom
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Stay in your own stall 3 261 0 000 1 159 4 208
Take care of your own business 1 087 0 000 1 161 2 1.05
GI.VC others privacy and remain > 174 0 000 1 161 3 157
in own stall
Minimize chatting 15 13.16 2 1429 7 1129 24 12.63
Keep water in the sink 5 435 0 000 3 484 8 4.19
Knock before entering 29 2522 4 30.77 15 2542 48 25.67
Keep sur.faces and walls free of 4 348 0 000 1 161 5 262
graffiti
Responsibility
Flush toilet 2 174 0 000 1 164 3 158
Wash hands with soap 0 000 O 000 1 164 1 053
Throw away any trash properly 0 000 O 000 1 1.64 1 0.53
Report any problems to your 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000
teacher
Use the restroom quickly and 1 087 0 000 0 000 1 053
return to class quietly
Return to class promptly 1 087 0 000 O 000 1 0.53
Clear the restroom before the
bell rings 15 13.04 4 2857 8 13.56 27 1436
Have appropriate hall pass when 24 21.05 4 2857 4 678 32 17.11
necessary
Best effort
Keep bathroom tidy 1 087 0 000 1 164 2 1.06
Avoid using cell phone 24 20.87 2 1538 10 16.67 36 19.15
Respond appropriately to 0 000 O 000 1 164 1 053

conflict situations
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Table F1 (cont.)

Bus

GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %

Respect
Use kind words toward the bus
driver and others
Listen to and follow the bus

0 000 O 000 1 175 1 056

driver's rules 0 000 O 000 1 175 1 0.56
Share seating on the bus 3 286 1 667 1 175 5 282
Speak in a quiet inside voice 1 095 1 667 1 175 3 1.69
Remain seated after entering the

bus 0 000 O 000 1 175 1 0.56
Stay clear of roadway 0 000 O 000 1 175 1 057

Responsibility
Talk quietly with others 2 19 1 714 1 175 4 231
Remain in seat 0 000 O o000 1 175 1 0.57
Use self-control 0 000 O 000 1 175 1 057
Be ready when bus arrives 0 000 O 000 1 175 1 057
Carry on all personal belongings

needed 3 291 0 000 1 175 4 229
Follow school dress code 11 1068 0 0.00 7 1273 18 10.40
Be alert and watch for your stop 4 38 0 000 1 175 5 286

on the way home
Keep all food and drinks stored

away 6 583 2 1333 3 526 11 6.29

Best effort
Keep hands and feet to yourself 0 000 0 000 1 182 1 0.58
Keep bus clean 0 000 O 000 1 1.8 1 059
Take off all personal belongings 5 5.00 0 000 2 370 7 4.17
Stay clear of a moving bus 0 000 O 000 1 179 1 058
Be alert and prepared in 1 103 1 714 1 182 3 181

emergency situations
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Arrival/dismissal
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Respond immediately when
teacher/adult calls 1 08 0 000 1 137 2 093
Raise your hand for help 4 320 1 625 4 556 9 423
Maintain dress code 5 400 1 625 12 1690 18 8.49
Control temper in conflict situations 0 0.00 0 000 0 000 0 0.00
Responsibility
Stay in assigned area 1 08 0 000 1 139 2 09
Keep all materials in backpack 7 569 1 625 2 278 10 4.74
Arrive on time to school 1 08 0 000 O 000 1 047
Go straight to class 4 323 0 000 2 278 6 283
Bring to school agd take home all 0 000 0 000 1 139 1 047
necessary materials
Arrive on time to before and after
school activities 1 08 0 000 1 139 2 094
Best effort
Show a positive attitude 0 000 1 625 0 000 1 047
Resolve conflicts peacefully 1 079 0 000 O 000 1 047
Fulfill before and after school
commitments 1 080 0 000 O 000 1 047

Note. Bold numbers indicate items where more than 50% of respondents rated the
expectation as not important for success in this setting. GenEd = general education
teachers; SpEd = special education teachers; Other = administrators, related service
providers, and staff; SESSS = Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific Settings
(Lane, Oakes, & Menzies, 2010).
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Skills Important for Success (rated I on the SESSS) in Seven Settings by Educator Role

Classroom
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Follow directions 4 282 2 1000 5 7.4 11 474
Use kind words and actions 25 17.99 5 2500 25 3571 55 24.02
Control your temper 16 1143 2 1000 9 1286 27 11.74
Cooperate with others 19 13.57 4 20.00 11 15.71 34 14.78
Use an inside voice 75 5319 9 4500 36 5143 120 51.95
Follow the dress code 83 60.58 11 55.00 35 50.00 129 56.83
Be truthful 23 1643 5 2500 10 1429 38 16.52
Keep hands, feet, and objects to self 27 19.29 4 20.00 18 2571 49 21.30
Be encouraging and helpful to peers 37 2624 9 4500 26 37.14 72 31.17
Raise hand and wait quietly to be
called on 64 4539 12 60.00 28 40.00 104 45.02
Listen and pay attention to the
speaker 12 857 6 30.00 10 1471 28 12.28
Responsibility
Arrive to class on time 26 1831 8 40.00 19 27.14 53 2284
Remain in school for the whole day 40 28.78 6 30.00 18 2571 64 27.95
Bring your required materials 34 2394 7 3500 16 2286 57 24.57
Turn in finished work 17 1197 4 20.00 13 18.57 34 14.66
Exercise self-control 17 1197 2 1000 11 15.71 30 12.93
Be in assigned area before tardy bell 66 46.81 13 65.00 32 4638 111 48.26
Make up work when absent 36 2535 5 2632 17 2429 58 25.11
Participate in all activities 41 28.87 10 50.00 40 57.14 91 39.22
Take care of school property 35 2465 6 31.58 20 28.57 61 2641
Use time wisely 24 17.02 3 15.00 17 24.64 44 19.13
Respond appropriately to conflict 18 12.68 3 15.00 16 23.53 37 16.09
Turn off cell phones and electronic 55 3929 9 4500 17 2537 81 35.68
devices during school hours
Best effort
Participate in class activities 24 1690 7 35.00 17 2429 48 20.69
Complete work with best effort 13 915 3 1500 8 1143 24 1034
Try first, then ask for help politely 38 26.76 6 30.00 23 3286 67 28.88
Keep desk area clean 89 62.68 11 55.00 41 58.57 141 60.78
Use classroom materials
appropriately 382676 9 4500 26 37.14 73 31.47
Keep materials organized 80 56.34 8 40.00 38 54.29 126 54.31
Remain on-task 21 1479 5 25.00 13 18.57 39 16.81
Show a positive attitude 33 2324 5 2500 19 27.14 57 24.57
Stay focused on your own work 35 2465 5 2500 23 32.86 63 27.16
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Hallway
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
No talking 53 3841 9 4737 36 46.15 98 41.70
Walk on the right side 66 47.83 11 57.89 36 46.75 113 4829
Keep hands to yourself 36 2609 5 2632 27 3462 68 2894
Use a quiet voice 68 49.28 11 57.89 41 5256 120 51.06
Stay calm and controlled in
conflict with adults and 20 1449 2 1053 19 2436 41 17.45
peers
Avoid gossipandusekind 30 547 g 4444 26 3377 70 30.30
words
Be courteous of other 27 1971 5 2632 27 3462 59 2521
classrooms

Use appropriate ways to show
affection to others

Respect materials (e.g.
posters)

Responsibility

Keep hands to yourself 31 2230 3 1579 22 2857 56 23.83
Walk 36 2590 7 36.84 26 33.77 69 29.36
Stay in line with your class 41 2993 7 36.84 33 4342 81 3491
Follow instructions given for 1 719 5 953 4 513 16 678
drills and emergencies

Keep the hallways clean 52 3741 10 52.63 36 46.75 98 41.70
Hifl‘zapassand“gnmand 71 5145 12 63.16 38 50.67 121 52.16
Recognize and walk away
from drama

Turn off cell phones and
electronic devices during 59 4275 7 3684 21 2838 87 37.66
school hours

Report unsafe behaviors 27 1942 1 526 13 1733 41 17.60
Keep materials inyourown s, 30 55 15 6667 33 4521 95 41.67
locker

Best effort

Walk quietly 54 38.85 11 61.11 34 4474 99 4249
Walk directly to next location 56 40.29 8 4444 31 4133 95 40.95
Use hallway time . 38 2734 6 3333 27 3600 71 3060
appropriately and efficiently

Pay attention to where you're
going 40 2899 9 50.00 28 36.84 77 33.19

49 3551 10 52.63 29 37.18 88 3745

46 3333 9 4737 34 4416 89 38.03

57 4130 9 4737 24 3243 90 38.96
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Cafeteria
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Use an inside voice 49 4455 7 46.67 33 39.76 89 42.79
Use manners 24 2143 6 40.00 24 2892 54 25.71
Listen to and follow adult
requests 10 893 3 2000 5 6.02 18 8.57
Share lunch tables with others 23 20.54 2 1333 27 3253 52 2476
Follow directions the first time
asked 15 13.51 4 26.67 26 31.33 45 21.53
Keep food on your plate 20 18.02 5 3333 13 1566 38 18.18
Eat before socializing 64 5714 9 60.00 49 59.04 122 58.10
Be considerate of other's food
choices 50 45.05 3 20.00 36 4390 89 42.79
Raise your hand for help 45 40.18 6 40.00 29 3494 80 38.10
Responsibility
Make your choices quickly 60 5556 8 57.14 48 57.14 116 56.31
Eat your own food 47 4352 5 3571 25 29.76 77 37.38
Choose a seat quickly and stay
in it 44 4037 5 3846 27 3214 76 36.89
Clean up after yourself 14 1284 5 3571 20 2439 39 19.02
Know your order when walking 35 35 11 g 6154 33 4074 80 39.60
through lunch line
Have money ready 46 4299 10 76.92 24 31.58 80 40.82
Recycle 59 5514 9 69.23 32 4051 100 50.25
Take only the allowed food
portions 52 50.00 8 61.54 38 4634 98 49.25
Know your lunch number 36 3396 9 69.23 26 31.71 71 35.32
Raise hand for permission to get
up 31 28.70 4 30.77 26 3133 61 29.90
Best effort
Use your table manners 23 2091 5 3571 21 2500 49 23.56
Keep lunch tables clean 33 30.28 4 2857 34 4096 71 34.47
Clear away trash 18 1636 4 2857 29 3452 51 2452
Make healthy choices 51 46.79 7 50.00 39 4699 97 47.09
Eat lunch 30 27.78 5 3571 22 26.83 57 27.94
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Playground
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
R‘Z;I;i‘;tOtherpe"pl“personal 6 800 3 3333 8 1600 17 12.69

Follow the rules of the game 9 12116 2 2222 11 22.00 22 16.54
Respond immediately when
teacher/adult calls g§ 1081 1 11.11 4 8.00 13 9.77

Be kind to peers while playing ¢y | 1111 ¢ 1200 13 9.77

games

Responsibility

Play approved games 24 3333 4 4444 16 31.37 44 33.33
Use equipment appropriately 12 16.67 3 3333 14 2692 29 21.80
thg;gequlpment‘”heny"“are 12 1667 2 2222 16 30.77 30 22.56
Line up when the bell rings 7 986 1 11.11 8 1538 16 12.12
Stay in established area g 11.11 1 11.11 7 1346 16 12.03
Report problems/unsafe behavior 9 1250 1 1111 6 1176 16 12.12
to teacher

Use restroom before going 27 3803 5 5556 24 46.15 56 42.42
outside

Best effort

Include others in your activities 22 3099 1 1250 16 30.77 39 29.77
Be active 26 36.62 4 50.00 22 4231 52 39.69
Wear appropriate clothes and 30 4225 5 62.50 24 4615 59 45.04
Control your temper § 1127 1 1250 3 577 12 9.16
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Restroom
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Stay in your own stall 12 1043 2 1429 8 1270 22 11.46
Take care of your own business 11 9.57 2 1429 11 17.74 24 12.57
Give others privacy andremain ¢ ¢ 96 5 1429 4 645 14 733
in own stall
Minimize chatting 60 52.63 9 64.29 30 4839 99 52.11
Keep water in the sink 21 1826 6 4286 18 29.03 45 23.56
Knock before entering 40 3478 6 46.15 18 30.51 64 34.22
Keep surfaces and walls free of 15 1304 g 5714 12 1935 35 1832
graffiti
Responsibility
Flush toilet 15 13.04 2 1429 8 13.11 25 13.16
Wash hands with soap 13 1130 4 2857 6 9.84 23 12.11
Throw away any trash properly 21 18.26 4 28.57 10 16.39 35 18.42
Report any problems toyour ¢ 1391 5 1538 10 1667 28 14.89
teacher
Use the restroom quickly and 19 067 4 2857 12 2000 35 18.52

return to class quietly
Return to class promptly 14 12,17 3 2143 10 16.67 27 14.29

Clear the restroom before the 3 3539 4 2657 28 4746 75 39.89

bell rings
Have appropriate hall pass when 35 30 76 6 4286 29 49.15 70 3743
necessary
Best effort
Keep bathroom tidy 30 26.09 4 30.77 24 39.34 58 30.69
Avoid using cell phone 29 2522 2 1538 17 2833 48 25.53
Respond appropriately to 14 1217 1 7.69 9 1475 24 12.70

conflict situations
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Table F2 (cont.)

Bus

GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %

Respect
Use kind words toward the bus
driver and others
Listen to and follow the bus

13 1238 5 3333 10 17.54 28 15.82

. 7 667 1 667 3 526 11 6.21
driver's rules
Share seating on the bus 31 2952 4 26.67 18 31.58 53 29.94
Speak in a quiet inside voice 35 3333 5 3333 15 2632 55 31.07
Remain seated afterentering 15 1y 43 3 2000 3 526 18 10.17
the bus
Stay clear of roadway 9 874 1 667 4 7.02 14 8.00
Responsibility
Talk quietly with others 36 3529 3 2143 21 36.84 60 34.68
Remain in seat 11 1078 2 1333 6 10.53 19 10.92
Use self-control 10 9.71 1 667 7 1228 18 10.29
Be ready when bus arrives 18 17.48 4 26.67 14 2456 36 20.57
Carry on all personal 23 2233 5 3333 19 3333 47 2686
belongings needed
Follow school dress code 38 36.89 7 46.67 22 40.00 67 38.73
Be alert and watch foryour 19 1045 6 4000 17 2082 42 24.00

stop on the way home

Keep all food and drinks stored 30 3095 ¢ 4000 21 36.84 63 36.00

away
Best effort
Keep hands and feet to 10 980 1 714 7 1273 18 10.53
yourself
Keep bus clean 22 2178 6 4286 14 2593 42 2485
Take off all personal 22 2200 5 3571 19 3519 46 27.38
belongings
Stay clear of a moving bus 8§ 784 1 714 2 357 11 640
Be alert and prepared in 14 1443 3 2143 17 3091 34 2048

emergency situations
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Arrival/dismissal
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Respond immediately when 19 1520 3 1875 15 2055 37 17.29
teacher/adult calls
Raise your hand for help 46 36.80 6 3750 21 29.17 73 34.27
Maintain dress code 60 48.00 6 37.50 35 4930 101 47.64
Control temper in conflict 14 1120 1 625 7 972 22 1033
situations
Responsibility
Stay in assigned area 36 2880 2 1250 18 25.00 56 26.29
Keep all materials in backpack 57 46.34 6 37.50 37 51.39 100 47.39
Arrive on time to school 19 1520 2 1250 15 20.83 36 16.90
Go straight to class 41 33.06 7 4375 29 40.28 77 36.32
Bring to school and take home 1160 4 9500 17 2361 42 1972
all necessary materials
Arrive on time to before and 19 1520 3 18.75 21 29.17 43 20.19
after school activities
Best effort
Show a positive attitude 26 20.63 2 1250 24 3333 52 24.30
Resolve conflicts peacefully 12 952 1 625 10 13.89 23 10.75
Fulfill before and after school 22 17.60 3 1875 20 27.78 45 21.13
commitments

Note. Bold numbers indicate items where more than 50% of respondents rated the
expectation as important for success in this setting. GenEd = general education teachers;
SpEd = special education teachers; Other = administrators, related service providers, and
staff; SESSS = Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific Settings (Lane, Oakes, &
Menzies, 2010).
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Table F3

Skills Critical for Success (rated 2 on the SESSS) in Seven Settings by Educator Role

Classroom
GenEd SpEd Other Total

Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect

Follow directions 138 97.18 18 90.00 65 92.86 221 95.26

Use kind words and actions 114 82.01 15 75.00 45 64.29 174 75.98

Control your temper 124 88.57 18 90.00 61 87.14 203 88.26

Cooperate with others 121 86.43 16 80.00 59 84.29 196 85.22

Use an inside voice 63 44.68 10 50.00 34 48.57 107 46.32

Follow the dress code 40 2920 8 40.00 24 3429 72 31.72

Be truthful 117 83.57 15 75.00 60 85.71 192 83.48

Keep hands, feet, and objects to self 113 80.71 16 80.00 51 72.86 180 78.26
Be encouraging and helpful to peers 103 73.05 11 55.00 43 6143 157 67.97
Raise hand and wait quietly to be

called on 72 51.06 8 40.00 40 57.14 120 51.95
Listen and pay attention to the

speaker 128 91.43 14 70.00 58 85.29 200 87.72

Responsibility

Arrive to class on time 115 80.99 12 60.00 51 72.86 178 76.72
Remain in school for the wholeday 98 70.50 14 70.00 51 72.86 163 71.18
Bring your required materials 105 7394 13 65.00 54 77.14 172 74.14
Turn in finished work 124 87.32 16 80.00 55 78.57 195 84.05
Exercise self-control 125 88.03 18 90.00 59 84.29 202 87.07
Be in assigned area before tardy bell 71 5035 7 35.00 35 50.72 113 49.13
Make up work when absent 102 71.83 13 6842 51 72.86 166 71.86
Participate in all activities 99 69.72 10 50.00 28 40.00 137 59.05
Take care of school property 107 7535 13 68.42 50 71.43 170 73.59
Use time wisely 116 82.27 17 85.00 52 7536 185 80.43

Respond appropriately to conflict 123 86.62 17 85.00 52 76.47 192 83.48
Turn off cell phones and electronic 63 4500 10 50.00 40 59.70 113 49.78
devices during school hours

Best effort

Participate in class activities 118 83.10 13 65.00 53 75.71 184 79.31
Complete work with best effort 129 90.85 17 85.00 62 88.57 208 89.66
Try first, then ask for help politely 104 73.24 14 70.00 47 67.14 165 71.12
Keep desk area clean 39 2746 5 25.00 22 3143 66 2845
Use classroom materials

appropriately 103 72.54 11 55.00 44 62.86 158 68.10
Keep materials organized 58 40.85 11 55.00 29 4143 98 4224
Remain on-task 120 84.51 15 75.00 57 81.43 192 82.76
Show a positive attitude 109 76.76 15 75.00 51 72.86 175 75.43

Stay focused on your own work 106 74.65 15 75.00 47 67.14 168 7241
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Table F3 (cont.)

Hallway
GenEd SpEd Other Total

Domain and item n % n % n Y% n Y%
Respect

No talking 13 942 1 526 15 1923 29 1234

Walk on the right side 25 18.12 3 1579 24 31.17 52 2222

Keep hands to yourself 102 7391 14 73.68 48 61.54 164 69.79

Use a quiet voice 61 4420 6 31.58 34 43.59 101 42098

Stay calm and controlled in
conflict with adults and peers

Avoid gossip and use kind
words

Be courteous of other
classrooms

Use appropriate ways toshow g, 6304 9 4737 47 6026 143 60.85
affection to others

Respect materials (e.g. posters) 91 65.94 10 52.63 42 54.55 143 61.11

117 84.78 17 89.47 59 75.64 193 82.13

97 7132 9 50.00 50 64.94 156 67.53

110 80.29 14 73.68 51 65.38 175 74.79

Responsibility
Keep hands to yourself 108 77.70 16 84.21 54 70.13 178 75.74
Walk 101 72.66 12 63.16 49 63.64 162 68.94
Stay in line with your class 52 3796 6 3158 33 4342 91 39.22

Follow instructions given for 1,5 gy g1 17 8947 74 94.87 220 93.22
drills and emergencies

Keep the hallways clean 83 59.71 4737 41 53.25 133 56.60
Have a pass and signin and out 34 24.64 4 21.05 26 34.67 64 27.59
Recognize and walk away 78 56.52 10 52.63 47 63.51 135 58.44
from drama

Turn off cell phones and
electronic devices during 45 3261 9 4737 40 54.05 94 40.69
school hours

Report unsafe behaviors 112 80.58 18 94.74 60 80.00 190 81.55
Keep materials in your own 55 40.15 3 16.67 26 35.62 84 36.84
locker

Best effort

Walk quietly 70 50.36 4 2222 36 4737 110 47.21
Walk directly to next location 69 49.64 8 4444 38 50.67 115 49.57
Use hallway time appropriately 9o 959 15 6667 46 6133 156 67.24
and efficiently

Pay attention to where you're

going

O

98 71.01 9 50.00 45 59.21 152 65.52
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Table F3 (cont.)

Cafeteria
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Use an inside voice 60 5455 7 46.67 49 59.04 116 55.77
Use manners 87 77.68 9 60.00 59 71.08 155 73.81

Listen to and follow adult 102 91.07 12 80.00 78 93.98 192 91.43
requests

Share lunch tables with others 87 77.68 12 80.00 56 67.47 155 73.81
Follow directions the firsttime o, ¢4 ca 11 7333 57 68.67 162 77.51

asked
Keep food on your plate 91 8198 10 66.67 69 83.13 170 81.34
Eat before socializing 24 2143 3 20.00 28 33.73 55 26.19

Be considerate of other's food 53 4705 11 9333 41 5000 105 50.48

choices
Raise your hand for help 53 4732 7 46.67 45 54.22 105 50.00
Responsibility
Make your choices quickly 37 3426 3 2143 30 3571 70 33.98
Eat your own food 56 51.85 7 50.00 54 64.29 117 56.80
Cl:r‘l"l’fe aseatquicklyandstay g0 5138 4 3077 50 5952 110 53.40
Clean up after yourself 95 87.16 9 6429 60 73.17 164 80.00
Know your order when
walking through Iunch line 55 5093 4 3077 39 48.15 98 48.51
Have money ready 28 26.17 1 7.69 22 2895 51 26.02
Recycle 18 16.82 2 1538 19 24.05 39 19.60
Take only the allowed food =y 39 45 5 1533 34 4146 77 38.69
portions
Know your lunch number 45 4245 3 23.08 36 4390 84 41.79
Raise hand forpermission o 47 4355 4 3077 41 4940 92 45.10
getup
Best effort
Use your table manners 86 7818 9 64.29 62 73.81 157 7548
Keep lunch tables clean 75 68.81 9 64.29 45 54.22 129 62.62
Clear away trash 90 81.82 10 7143 52 61.90 152 73.08
Make healthy choices 51 4679 5 3571 39 4699 95 46.12

Eat lunch 76 7037 8 5714 57 69.51 141 69.12
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Table F3 (cont.)

Playground
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Respect other people's personal
space 67 8933 6 66.67 40 80.00 113 84.33

Follow the rules of the game 64 8649 7 77.78 38 76.00 109 81.95
Respond immediately when 64 8649 8 88.89 44 88.00 116 87.22
teacher/adult calls

Be kind to peers while playing o g4 54 ¢ 8889 42 84.00 117 87.97

games
Responsibility
Play approved games 42 5833 4 4444 32 6275 78 59.09
Use equipment appropriately 59 8194 6 66.67 36 69.23 101 75.94
Return equipment whenyou g0 gy 56 7 7778 33 6346 98 73.68
are done
Line up when the bell rings 60 84.51 8 88.89 42 80.77 110 83.33
Stay in established area 62 86.11 8 88.89 43 82.69 113 84.96
Report problems/unsafe 62 8611 8 88.89 43 8431 113 85.61
behavior to teacher
Use restroom before going
outside 29 40.85 2 2222 19 3654 50 37.88
Best effort
Include others in your
activities 48 67.61 5 6250 33 63.46 86 65.65
Be active 42 59.15 3 3750 28 53.85 73 55.73
Wear appropriate clothes and
shoes 37 5211 2 25.00 25 48.08 64 48.85
Control your temper 62 8732 7 8750 47 90.38 116 88.55
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Table F3 (cont.)

Restroom
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Stay in your own stall 100 86.96 12 85.71 54 85.71 166 86.46
Take care of your own
business 103 89.57 12 85.71 50 80.65 165 86.39

Give others privacy and

L 105 91.30 12 85.71 57 9194 174 91.10
remain in own stall

Minimize chatting 39 3421 3 2143 25 4032 67 3526
Keep water in the sink 89 7739 8 574 41 6613 138 72.25
Knock before entering 46 40.00 3 23.08 26 44.07 75 40.11
Keep surfaces and walls free o0 g3 46 ¢ 4286 49 79.03 151 79.06
of graffiti

Responsibility
Flush toilet 98 8522 12 8571 52 8525 162 85.26
Wash hands with soap 102 8870 10 71.43 54 8852 166 87.37
Throw away any trash 94 8174 10 7143 50 81.97 154 81.05
properly
Report any problems toyour g gc 09 1| 8462 50 83.33 160 85.11
teacher

Use the restroom quickly and

. 95 82.61 10 71.43 48 80.00 153 80.95
return to class quietly

Return to class promptly 100 86.96 11 78.57 50 83.33 161 85.19

Clear the restroom before the 7 4 57 ¢ 4286 23 3898 86 45.74
bell rings

Have appropriate hall pass 55 4825 4 2857 26 44.07 85 45.45
when necessary

Best effort

Keep bathroom tidy 84 73.04 9 69.23 36 59.02 129 68.25

Avoid using cell phone 62 5391 9 69.23 33 55.00 104 55.32

Respond appropriately to 101 87.83 12 9231 51 83.61 164 86.77

conflict situations
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Table F3 (cont.)

Bus

GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %

Respect
Use kind words toward the bus
driver and others
Listen to and follow thebus ¢ 9333 14 9333 53 9298 165 93.22
driver's rules
Share seating on the bus 71 67.62 10 66.67 38 66.67 119 67.23
Speak in a quiet inside voice 69 6571 9 60.00 41 7193 119 67.23

Remain seated afterentering o3 gg 27 15 8900 53 9298 158 89.27

92 87.62 10 66.67 46 80.70 148 83.62

the bus
Stay clear of roadway 94 91.26 14 9333 52 91.23 160 91.43
Responsibility
Talk quietly with others 64 62775 10 71.43 35 61.40 109 63.01
Remain in seat 91 89.22 13 86.67 50 87.72 154 88.51
Use self-control 93 90.29 14 9333 49 8596 156 89.14
Be ready when bus arrives 85 82,52 11 7333 42 73.68 138 78.86
Carry on all personal 77 7476 10 66.67 37 64.91 124 70.86
belongings needed
Follow school dress code 54 5243 8 5333 26 4727 88 50.87

Be alert and watch for your
stop on the way home
Keep all food and drinks stored

80 77.67 9 60.00 39 68.42 128 73.14

away 61 59.22 7 46.67 33 57.89 101 57.71
Best effort
Keep hands and feet to 92 90.20 13 92.86 47 8545 152 88.89
yourself
Keep bus clean 79 7822 8 57.14 39 7222 126 74.56
Take off all personal 73 73.00 9 64.29 33 61.11 115 68.45
belongings
Stay clear of a moving bus 94 92.16 13 92.86 53 94.64 160 93.02
Be alert and prepared in 82 84.54 10 71.43 37 67.27 129 7171

emergency situations
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Arrival/dismissal
GenEd SpEd Other Total
Domain and item n % n % n % n %
Respect
Respond immediately when =5 g4 00 13 8125 57 78.08 175 81.78
teacher/adult calls
Raise your hand for help 75 60.00 9 56.25 47 65.28 131 61.50
Maintain dress code 60 48.00 9 56.25 24 33.80 93 43.87
Control temper in conflict 111 88.80 15 93.75 65 9028 191 89.67
situations
Responsibility
Stay in assigned area 88 70.40 14 87.50 53 73.61 155 72.77
Keep all materials in 59 4797 9 5625 33 4583 101 47.87
backpack
Arrive on time to school 105 84.00 14 87.50 57 79.17 176 82.63
Go straight to class 79 6371 9 56.25 41 56.94 129 60.85
Bring to school and take home 1y g3 59 15 7500 54 7500 170 79.81
all necessary materials
Arrive on time to before and 105 84.00 13 81.25 50 69.44 168 78.87
after school activities
Best effort
Show a positive attitude 100 79.37 13 81.25 48 66.67 161 75.23
Resolve conflicts peacefully 113 89.68 15 93.75 62 86.11 190 88.79
Fulfill before and after school 102 81.60 13 81.25 52 72.22 167 78.40

commitments

Note. Bold numbers indicate items where more than 50% of respondents rated the

expectation as critical for success in this setting. GenEd = general education teachers;
SpEd = special education teachers; Other = administrators, related service providers, and
staff; SESSS = Schoolwide Expectations Survey for Specific Settings (Lane, Oakes, &

Menzies, 2010).



219

(010T ‘SQIZUDIN 29 ‘saye() ‘dueT) s3uniag o1y10adg 10J AdAINg suone}oadxy IPIMIooYdS = SSSHS $SIoYOed) uoneonpa [eroads = pgds

‘JJe1s pue ‘s1op1A01d 9ITAIIS PIIB[AI ‘SIOJRNSIUTWIPE = JOYI() SSWI JO JOqUINU = ¥ {SIYILBI) UONBINPI [BIdUAS = PHUILD) ‘(sjuopuodsar
JO %0t > Aq $s200nS .10/ |p21]1.15 PAI0IS) AJIOLId MO 9q 0) PIMIIA AIIM SUORIIIAXI JSOW AIIYM SSUINAS JJBIIPUI SIdqUINU PO 270N

69L 1 000 O 95§ I L9°9 I L9°91 v 6Ll ¥ ST9 T RETITY)
000 0 000 O L99I ¢ 00°0T ¢ LTy 0l  €¥0oE L ST9 ¢ pads
000 0 000 O 95§ I 000 0 €80 S vLIT S ST9 ¢ pHuD
000 0 000 O 95§ I L99 I €80 S vLIT S ST9 ¢ paurquio)
LLOS ¥ 9TS 1 8LLT S 0009 6 €80 S T89S €I ST9 ¢ YO
8¢SI T SOIT v 688 L €eee S 0S79 ST LITS 71 00ST 8 pads
69L 1 000 0 L99I ¢ €€°€S 8 €8Sy 11 €16 6 8¢6 ¢ pHuD
8¢S T 000 O L99I ¢ €€°EL T 0SLE 6 €168 6 ST9 T Y31y
69L 1 000 O 000 0 L99 I LTy 0l 609C 9 07l PYPO
000 0 000 O 95§ I 000 0 00T 9 $OET € 000 0O pads
000 0 000 O IITI 4 €eel 4 €eee 8 609 9 8¢6 ¢ pHuD
000 0 000 O II'TI z L99 I 0S'LE 6 €¥0oE L ST9 ¢ S[PPIN
69L 1 000 O II'TI z L99 I L9°91 vo6ELT b ST9 ¢ PYPO
69L 1 €S01 T TCTC ¥ L9°9T b LYTY 0l  €I'6€ 6 00T 8 pads
000 0 000 O 000 0 000 0 00SC 9  6€LT ¥ 8¢6 ¢ pHuD
69L 1 000 0O 9S§ I 000 0 00SC 9  6€LT ¥ 8¢6 € Areyuowo[q
% ¥y % y % y % y % y % y % y o[0y
(gD resst  (61)sng  (87) woonsay (S1) punoi3Aeld (y7) euoye)  (€7) Aem[ieHq  (Tg) WOOISse[)  /[9AJ] [00YDS
SIP/[BALLIY

(y) Sumes

Jmis puv Qnov,J fo (Aj1101ig MOT) 950F > Aq SSSHS Y} UO (7) §S200NG LOf [VINLL) SD P2.40DS SWAI] JO JU2D4dJ PUD AdQUINN

0 xipuaddy

KJLIOLIJ 9JBIOPOJA PUB MOT YIIM PIMIIA SWI] SSSHS JO 938jud0194 pue JoquunN

1D 9[qeL



220

(0107

‘SOIZURINl 29 ‘Soe() ‘QueT) sSunIaS o110adg 103 AdAING SuONeIAAXH IPIM[00YIS = SSSHS SIOYOLI} uoneonpa [eroads = padS Jyers
pue ‘s10p1A01d 9IAIS PIIB[AI ‘SI0JRISIUTIUPE = JOYI() ‘SWAII JO JQUINU = ¥ ‘SIAYILI) UONBONP [BIOUST = pHUSD) *(S)udpuodsar Jo 9,6/
-0t AQ §5200n5 .10/ [p2171.40 PII0DS) AJLIOLId 9JRIOPOW 9q 0 PAMIIA JIIM SUOIILIOAAXI JSOW IdYM SSUINIS AJeDIPUL SIOQUINU P[Og “2ION

8¢S L 68°LS Il €eee 9 000 9 00°SL 81 LS°69 91 eI'es Ll REIVET9)
LLOE 14 91°¢9 Cl 4R 4% 8 L9°9C 14 00°0S Cl L1I°TS Cl 000S 91 pads
9%'8¢ S 78°9¢ L 8L'LT S €eee S €8Sy Il 5°9¢ el 9oy ¢l pquD
9%'8¢ S LELY 6 €eee 9 €eee S £€°8S 14! L8°09 14! sLey vl paulquuoy)
S99y 9 LELY 6 L9991 € 000 9 £€°8S 14! er0¢ L (2 | REIVET9)
LLOE 14 LELY 6 IT°TI [4 000 0 €8°0¢C S er0¢ L €T9¢  8I pads
LLOE 14 78°9¢ L 4R 4% 8 L9997 L €eee 8 €S°LY Il 0s'LE Tl pquD
9%'8¢ S 1Ty 8 68'8¢ L L9°9C 14 L9 1V 0l €S'LY Il sLey vl Y31y
80°¢C € SO'1¢ 14 €eee 9 €eee S L9 1V 0l wrs9 Sl 8¢€°6S 6l REIVET9)
69°L | 000 0 8L'LT S 00°0¢ ¢ 00°S¢ 9 er0¢ L 8¢6 ¢ pads
LLOE 14 1Ty 8 L9991 € L9°9C 14 L9 1V 0l €S°LY Il ¢C1e 0l pquD
LLOE 14 1Ty 8 (44 14 €eee S L9 1V 0l €S'LY Il ¢C1e 0l SIPPIN
8¢S L 68°LS Il €eee 9 000 9 05°79 Sl wrs9 Sl eI'es Ll REIVET9)
¥S'19 8 £9°CS 0l €eee 9 €eee S LI'PS el 8LV¢E 8 sLey vl pads
80°¢T € 78°9¢ L €eee 9 €eee S 0S°LE 6 8L1¢E 8 ¢C1e 0l pquD
9¥'8¢ S 78°9¢ L 8L'LT S 000 9 00°0S Cl L1I°TS Cl €90y ¢l Areyuowd[yg

% Y % Y % A % A % A % A % Y o[0Y
(€1) Tesstw (61) (81) (99, (2 (€2) (T9) /I9A3] [00YIS
SIp/[EALLIY sng woonsY punoi3Aeq BLIOJOJR) Kem[reH WOO0ISSB[)

(y) Sumes

s pup Anov,J Jo (31101 2)042POJN) %S/ -0F AG SSSHS Y UO (7) SS20ING A0[ [DI1LL) SV PA.L0IS SWII] O JUDIADJ PUD LdOGUINNT

¢H9IqeL



Appendix H

ANOVA and Multiple Linear Regression Statistics

Table H1
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One-Way ANOVAs with each SESSS Setting Mean Score as DV and School Level

(Elementary, Middle, High) as Fixed-Effect Factors

Setting / source d S§§ MS F p R’ n” (CI)
Classroom

School level 2 004 0.02 0.30 0.74 0.00  0.00 (0.00-0.02)

Within groups 229 15.10 0.07 - - - -

Total 231 15.14 - - - - -
Hallway

School level 2 3.63 1.81 1849 <0001**** 0.14 0.14 (0.07-0.20)

Within groups 235 23.06 0.10 - - - -

Total 237 26.68 - - - - -
Cafeteria

School level 2 060 030 2.55 0.08 0.02  0.02 (0.00-0.06)

Within groups 208 24.42 0.12 - - - -

Total 210 25.02 - - - - -
Playground®

School level 1 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.79 0.00  0.00 (0.00-0.02)

Within groups 128 12.18 0.10 - - - -

Total 129 12.18 - - - - -
Restroom

School level 2 074 037 3.88 0.02 0.04 0.04 (0.00-0.09)

Within groups 189 18.02 0.10 - - - -

Total 191 1876 - - - - -
Bus

School level 2 020 0.10 1.08 0.34 0.01 0.01 (0.00-0.04)

Within groups 174 16.42 0.09 - - - -

Total 176 16.62 - - - - -
Arrival/dismissal

School level 2 039 019 2.04 0.13 0.02  0.02 (0.00-0.05)

Within groups 212 20.19 0.10 - - - -

Total 214 20.57 - - - - -

Note. ANOVA = analysis of variance; CI = 90% confidence interval; DV = dependent
variable; MS = mean square; SS = type III sum of squares; SESSS = Schoolwide

Expectations Survey for Specific Settings (Lane, Oakes, & Menzies, 2010).

“The one-way ANOVA for playground was run for elementary and middle school levels

only due to insufficient cell sizes at the high school level.
*H%p <.0071 (a0=.05/7, no. of tests). ****p < .0001.
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