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In this article, we examine two schools that successfully adopted school-wide positive behavior
interventions and highlight some of the common features that contributed to their success. As
part of our analysis, we draw upon the theoretical literature on organizational change to discuss
factors that supported these successful school-wide reform efforts, including the contributions of
administrators, teachers, and school psychologists. © 2007 Wiley Periodicals, Inc.

“The best laid plans of mice and men often fail.” This wide-ranging assessment has been well
supported by numerous studies of planned educational change. Most change efforts in education
over the past 25 years have met with limited success. Even when supported by federal or state
government mandates, the level of successful implementation of innovative programs has been
very low (Barber, 2001; Berends, Bodilly, & Kirby, 2002; Berman, 1981). Mann (1978) studied
nationwide school reform initiatives and cited the success rate at about 20% for actual change in
educational programs as a result of planned innovations. Current data seem to indicate that little
has changed in the past few decades (McDermott, 2000; Mirel, 1994; Rice & Malen, 2003).

Today, school reform efforts are required to meet the political pressures of the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001 and other pieces of federal legislation such as the Individuals With Disabilities
Education Act (2004), with their mandates for increasing student achievement and improving
student behavior. Evidence, principally from case studies and anecdotal reports at elementary and
middle schools, is rapidly accumulating to demonstrate the effectiveness of school-wide positive
behavior support (SWPBS) as a promising approach for promoting positive student and school
outcomes (Kern & Manz, 2004). Indeed, according to Liaupsin, Jolivette, and Scott (2004), “school-
wide systems of behavior support are well suited to meet the current and future challenges faced
by schools in providing a successful educational experience for all students” (p. 498).

Despite such acclamations of enthusiastic support, some schools fail to adopt organizational
innovations such as SWPBS even after initial trainings and testimonials to their effectiveness from
experts in the field. Given the apparently high levels of satisfaction reported by schools that have
adopted positive school-based interventions (Kern & Manz, 2004), one wonders why some efforts
are adopted and implemented while others are resisted and soon abandoned.

In this article, we examine two schools that successfully adopted school-wide positive behav-
ior interventions and highlight some of the common features we believe contributed to their suc-
cess. As part of our analysis, we draw upon the theoretical literature on organizational change and
discuss factors that support successful school-wide reform efforts.

SWPBS

SWPBS is a multilevel approach for creating safe school environments (Horner & Sugai,
2000; Sugai & Horner, 2002). Grounded in a team problem-solving approach, school-wide positive
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behavior interventions target three conceptual levels of interventions: primary (i.e., universal),
secondary (i.e., selected/targeted), and tertiary. Primary interventions are designed to meet the
needs of most students within the school and are applied across all settings. Examples of primary
interventions are the development, direct teaching, and vigorous reinforcement of three to five
positively stated school rules. Primary interventions are aimed at students who come to school
generally well equipped with educational skills, and it is estimated that primary interventions meet
the behavioral and social needs of approximately 80 to 90% of the students within the school
setting (Sugai, Horner, & Gresham, 2002). Primary interventions are often called “universal”
interventions because application is across all students within the school environment (Walker
et al., 1996).

Secondary, or selected/targeted interventions, target students within the school who exhibit
significant risk factors and require more specialized forms of assistance beyond the support pro-
vided through primary interventions. Tutoring, social skills instruction, and mentoring programs
are examples of interventions at this level. It is estimated that secondary interventions meet the
needs of approximately 5 to 10% of the student body (Sugai & Horner, 1994).

Tertiary interventions aim at the approximately 1 to 5% of the school population who have
long-standing, persistent behavior problems and for whom primary- and secondary-level interven-
tions prove insufficient. Interventions for this group are individualized, usually predicated on
functional behavioral assessments, and generally take more time and energy for staff to implement.

Horner et al. (2004) listed seven key features of SWPBS: (a) school-wide expectations or
rules for appropriate behavior; (b) direct, active teaching of the expectations and rules; (c) acknowl-
edgment of students who obey the rules and otherwise engage in appropriate school conduct; (d)
consequences for rule-violating behavior; (e) use of data to guide decision making; and (f) admin-
istrative support at the school and (g) district levels. Applications of positive school-wide inter-
ventions are likely to differ across school settings as school teams respond to unique environmental
conditions associated with various schools.

Case 1: Centennial School of Lehigh University

Centennial School of Lehigh University is a day-school program located in Bethlehem,
Pennsylvania, that provides special education and other services for children and youth ages 6 to
21 years of age who are classified under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improve-
ment Act of 2004 (IDEA; 2004) as emotionally disturbed or autistic. Students are referred to
Centennial School from nearly 40 area school districts only after multidisciplinary teams make
the determination that the resources for addressing students’ challenging and disruptive behav-
iors within the districts are inadequate. Approximately 100 students, most (i.e., 93%) of whom
are classified as exhibiting an emotional disturbance, receive services from the school annually.
Seventy-six percent of the student body is Caucasian, 13% is African American, and 11% is
Hispanic American. Eighty-two percent (based on attendance data from 2003-2006) receive free
or reduced-price lunch.

The details of Centennial’s implementation of a SWPBS model is chronicled in detail else-
where (see Fogt & Piripavel, 2002; George, 2000; Miller, George, & Fogt, 2005). Briefly, in 1998,
Centennial School adopted a school-wide model similar to the model successfully implemented at
the Fern Ridge Middle School in Veneta, Oregon (Taylor-Greene & Kartub, 2000), marking an
early attempt to ascertain the benefits such a system might have for an alternative school serving
some of the most behaviorally challenging children and youth in the public school system. Like
other models of SWPBS, Centennial’s model was comprised of a three-tier system that included
universal, selected, and tertiary interventions. The school-wide model, combined with other research-
based practices of positive behavior support (PBS), produced substantial reductions in antisocial
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behavior as indicated in part by the virtual elimination of physical restraint (e.g., 122 episodes
during the first 20 days of school as compared to no occurrences during the last 20 days of the
school year) and the closing of the only two seclusionary time-out rooms at the school. Follow-up
interviews with teachers at the end of the school year indicated a high degree of teacher satisfac-
tion with the interventions and with the magnitude of positive student outcomes, resulting in a
commitment from teachers and other school staff to continue the innovation the subsequent year.

Now in Year 9 of implementation, the practices associated with the school-wide innovation
are fully integrated into the school culture and have led to substantial decreases in student anti-
social behavior and significant increases in prosocial behavior. Centennial School is currently one
of the few alternative schools in the country where sustainable systems are in place to support
students at all three PBS levels (i.e., universal, selected/targeted, tertiary) (for a more compre-
hensive discussion of the effects of SWPBS and other research-based practices on the students and
staff of Centennial School, see Miller et al., 2005).

Case 2: Northwest Elementary School

Northwest Elementary School is located in a small urban center with a population of approx-
imately 25,000 in Eastern Pennsylvania. Due to the collapse of its steel industry, the city suffers
from a disintegrating tax base. The elementary school, one of five in the district, is located in a
high-crime downtown area, making walking to school a potentially dangerous activity. The school
serves approximately 550 students in Grades 1 through 5, and the student body is 48% Caucasian,
47% Hispanic, 3% African American, and 1% Asian. Sixty-seven percent of the students receive
free or reduced-price lunch.

Discipline problems at the school were high, as evidenced in part by the number of office
referrals (1,717) and after-school detentions (845) recorded during the baseline year.

Community support for the school was low, as judged by poor attendance at the school’s
annual open house. For example, advertisements by school officials that included flyers and repeated
mailings yielded not a single parent at the school’s first open house in autumn of the baseline year.

That same year, the new principal at the school began exploring the feasibility of implement-
ing a system of SWPBS. By semester’s end, a small-scale effort was implemented in the school
cafeteria—the setting identified by school staff as the most chaotic in the building. The interven-
tion consisted of the development of explicit expectations that were directly taught and modeled
by staff and rehearsed by students. Tokens in the form of facsimile dollars were awarded to
students for rule-following behavior. Success, defined as the restoration of polite behavior in the
cafeteria, was immediate and provided the foundation for a larger intervention the following year
that would include the entire school.

At the beginning of the subsequent school year, SWPBS was implemented throughout the
entire school program. The school-wide intervention incorporated (a) clearly defined rules and
expectations across the various school settings, (b) direct teaching of the rules and expectations,
(c) a gradation of consequences for rule-violating behavior, (d) heightened recognition of stu-
dents’ appropriate behaviors by school faculty, (e) special incentives, (f) the use of data for deci-
sion making, and (g) consistent follow-through on the part of school staff. Training of teachers in
critical program components occurred over 2 days during the summer prior to the commencement
of the school-wide intervention. At the same time, resources needed for assisting children who
required individualized interventions were identified.

By the end of Year | of implementation, the system of PBS produced decreases in the fre-
quencies of both disciplinary referrals and after-school detentions. Office referrals for the year
decreased from 1,717 to 702 (i.e., 1,015 fewer than in the baseline year), and after-school deten-
tions decreased from 845 to 85 (i.e., 760 fewer than in the baseline year). By the end of Year 2
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of the school-wide innovation, office referrals were further reduced to 619, and the number of
after-school detentions were reduced to 21. Of additional interest was the impact of the school-
wide intervention on students with disabilities. In Year 1, 57 students with Individual Education
Programs (IEPs) within the school population accounted for 298 office referrals, 338 after-school
detentions, 19 days of in-school suspension, and 5 days of out-of-school suspension. In Year 2 of
the school-wide intervention, 26 students with IEPs accounted for 34 office referrals, 2 after-
school detentions, 3 days of in-school suspension, and 5 days of out-of-school detention. Nearly
450 families were in attendance at the first open house of that year; a remarkable contrast from the
previous year. According to the school’s principal, the rise in family attendance was partially
attributable to a renewed emphasis by staff on positive contacts with families (e.g., speaking with
family members about the school’s efforts to help students succeed) rather than disciplinary con-
tacts (e.g., speaking with family members about students’ misbehavior at school) (Schlaffer, 2003).

CHARACTERISTICS OF SUCCESSFUL CHANGE

The examples presented herein involved two distinct education settings: an alternative school
for students with challenging behaviors and an urban general education elementary school. There
were differences between the two schools in terms of student demographics, physical structures,
goals, purposes, curriculum, and as implementation of the school-wide interventions unfolded, in
the topography of the interventions themselves. For example, although point sheets were a key
element of the school-wide intervention at the alternative school, these were not part of the inter-
ventions used in the elementary school. Nonetheless, there were a number of similarities between
the interventions at the two schools that are worth mentioning. For part of this analysis, we draw
upon the theoretical literature in organizational change to anchor our remarks and offer recom-
mendations. We have included a resource list for the reader (see Table 1) that identifies additional
reference material for the organizational factors and strategies that led to sustainable change.

School-Wide Agreements

In both schools, the models of school-wide change were grounded on a series of agreements
among stakeholders (i.e., teachers, paraprofessionals, ancillary staff including school psycholo-
gists and others) to adhere to certain procedures within the school and classroom environments.
Both schools, for example, developed brief slogans representing major school rules, including (a)
be there be ready, (b) be respectful, (c) be responsible, (d) keep hands and feet to self (personal
space), and (e) follow directions (Taylor-Green & Kartub, 2000). Rules were defined differently
by setting and taught to students across the various settings in the school. Teachers and staff
modeled the desired behaviors and provided children with many opportunities to rehearse and
practice the expectations and rules throughout the school, and teachers recognized the children for
doing so through verbal praise and other forms of reinforcement. For example, both schools
created “school stores” for children to exchange tokens for tangible rewards.

Class-Wide Interventions

Both schools reached agreements on common interventions for teachers to employ in their
classrooms prior to sending children to the principal’s office. The class-wide interventions differed
in specifics between the two schools, but were similar in that each consisted of a set of sequential
steps that provided teachers with a structure to use for managing low-level misbehavior. For
example, teachers in the alternative school used a sequence that included (a) an oral review of
classroom expectations at the beginning of every class, (b) public recognition of students who
followed classroom expectations, (c) private reminders for students who were not following class-
room expectations, (d) opportunities to “take time” (i.e., take a brief break from a frustrating
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Table 1

Organizational Factors and Strategies for Sustainable Change

Organizational

factors Strategies References
Leadership  Rationale and shared vision for change (Fullan, 2001)

¢ Clear and consistent support from administrators,
including planning, organizing, problem solving,
clarifying, informing, monitoring, motivating,
consulting, recognizing, supporting, managing conflict,
team building, networking, delegating, developing,
mentoring, and rewarding

(Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005)
(McCloud, 2005)

(Mohr & Dichter, 2001)

(Patterson & Rolheiser, 2004)

(Yukl, Wall, & Lepsinger, 1990)

School-wide
teams

Teachers, instructional assistants, school psychologists,
specialists, administrative staff

(Freeman, Smith, & Tieghi-Benet, 2003)

School-wide

School-wide expectations and rules

(Garmston, 2002)

agreements Be there be ready (Mohr, 1998)
Be respectful (Taylor-Green & Kartub, 2000)
Be responsible (Gilbert & Gilbert, 1992)
Personal space/hands and feet (Carr et al., 2002)
Follow directions (Alberto & Troutman, 2003)
¢ Rules defined operationally by setting (Dwyer, Osher, & Warger, 1998)
* Data-based decision making
¢ Recognition of positive behavior
Token economy
Facsimile dollars
Awards ceremonies
School stores
 Consistent consequences for rule-violating behavior
Class-wide » Total commitment from all teachers (Sugai & Horner, 2002)
interventions * Review of expectations (Carr et al., 2002)
* Focus on positive behavior (Dunlap & Kern, 1996)
* Emphasis on academic acquisition (Gottfredson, Gottfredson, & Hybl, 1993)
* Public recognition of rule-following behavior (Glasser, 1990)
* Private warnings
* Opportunities to “take time”
* Problem-solving process
Resources e Training of faculty and staff (Boyle, While, & Boyle, 2004)

* Time

(Sparks, 2001)

Organizational
restructuring

« Codification of new practices

¢ Annual revisions of school handbooks to reflect
school-wide agreements

* Redefinition of roles for school psychologists and
school counselors

 Decision rules triggering tertiary interventions

(Fullan, 1995)
(Giles & Hargreaves, 2006)
(DuPaul, 2003)

activity), (e) private warnings subsequent to the quiet reminder for persistent rule-violating behav-
ior, and finally (f) a directive to report to “problem solving.” Problem solving is a four-step
process (i.e., problem identification, identification of a replacement behavior, development of a
plan, and commitment to the plan) that allows students the opportunity to resolve issues and return
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quickly to class (Glasser, 1990). Consequently, when students at the alternative school left the
classroom because of behavior problems, they left to problem solve (with the goal of quickly
returning to the classroom) rather than simply reporting to the principal’s office as part of a
“discipline referral.”

Teachers in the elementary school followed a similar sequence for intervening with low-level
misbehavior (i.e., review of expectations prior to the class period, public recognition of appropri-
ate behavior, private reminders and warnings for misbehavior), but one that incorporated two
additional steps. First, disruptive students were directed to retrieve colored cards from a wall chart
in the room that designated different levels of behavioral infractions; a green card signified a
first-time warning, and a yellow card signified a second warning. The third card, a red one, was a
signal for the child to leave the classroom. The three-card system was developed and agreed upon
by the elementary teachers as a replacement for a previous procedure that entailed writing names
on the chalkboard, which was found to be an ineffective strategy.

Second, before reporting to the principal’s office, students were required to first report to a
“buddy teacher.” A buddy teacher was another classroom teacher who served as the child’s advo-
cate, confidante, and mentor within the building. Students who could problem solve successfully
with the buddy teachers returned to class. Students who failed to problem solve successfully with
the buddy teacher or students who returned to class and continued to be disruptive were sent to the
office immediately, as were students who engaged in any serious or dangerous misbehavior within
the classrooms.

Class-wide interventions provided structures for teachers to operate within when students
engaged in low-level misbehavior in the classrooms. The goal was to maintain students in
the classroom and keep them focused on the tasks at hand. Secondarily, although perhaps equally
important, the goal was to prevent low-level misbehavior from escalating to more serious forms
of misbehavior. The multilayered approaches for classroom discipline in the schools not only
provided students with direct instruction in appropriate classroom behavior through oral reviews,
modeling, and reinforcement of the classroom expectations but also allowed students to receive
multiple opportunities through reminders, prompts, and private warnings to regain their focus
and remain in class. When used consistently across all classrooms, the multilayered inter-
vention systems provided a visible sign to both students and their parents/caregivers that teach-
ers at the schools placed a premium on maintaining students in the classrooms. Moreover, the
class-wide systems of discipline added an element of fairness in that everyone in the environ-
ment was knowledgeable about the rules and attempted to enforce them in the same way for all
students.

In addition to class-wide procedures governing behavior, teams in both schools committed to
incorporating intensive academic interventions as part of the school-wide interventions. For exam-
ple, alternative school teachers focused on filling every moment of allocated time with relevant
activities for boosting students’ active engagement in instructional lessons. To support such efforts,
new curriculum materials and equipment were purchased, teacher-preparation periods were added
to teachers’ schedules, and “teaching teams” were formed to deliver instruction. Teachers also
were provided with intensive training in various evidence-based instructional techniques for enhanc-
ing the delivery of interesting and engaging lessons.

In the elementary school, students from various grades were grouped homogeneously for
reading and math instruction based on their functioning levels, permitting students of different
chronological ages to enjoy classes together. Teachers at the elementary school also received
training in direct instruction techniques to assist struggling readers. Acquisition of academic skills
became the central mission at both schools—an emphasis that had inherent appeal for teachers
who traditionally define themselves in that role.
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Clear Rationale and Shared Vision

The need for change within the schools was embedded in questions such as “What is it we
hope to achieve?” and “What is achievable?” And it was the administrators responding to envi-
ronmental conditions in the schools that initially helped articulate answers to those questions. The
administrators observed, researched, and questioned assumptions that supported the present con-
ditions at the schools, and each administrator engaged school personnel in ongoing dialogues
about what the staff would like to accomplish in the future. In each instance, administrators encour-
aged their staffs to envision a more desirable set of conditions for the future and to begin thinking
about a process for getting there. Eventually, the administrators and their school teams developed
clear rationales for making large-scale changes to the schools—rationales that stipulated reasons
for making the changes and creating school environments where quality teaching could occur. A
strong rationale and vision allow for clearly articulated terminal goals, coordination among school
staff to achieve the goals, standards against which to judge future success, and a plan for the
dispersal of resources (George, 2000).

In the alternative school, for example, the administrator appealed to staff to envision a future
where students would make positive changes in their lives and exercise control over their own
behavior—if teachers would take the time to teach them how do to so. The goal of student self-
management was juxtaposed with present practices that placed staff in the position to control
students, usually through physical management and seclusionary time-outs. In addition, display-
ing data that were collected the previous year, the administrator cited the potential dangers for
injury to staff, noting that data showed 82% of the injuries to staff occurred as a result of situations
that involved physical restraint. The administrator of the elementary school, on the other hand,
framed the need for impending change as a choice between present practices that relied on react-
ing to and punishing student misbehavior and a future vision of a school that emphasized teaching
students how to behave and recognizing them when they did so appropriately.

In both schools, the rationales for change were simple, clear, and easily understood by school
personnel, although not initially supported by all individuals. In both instances, the rationales
provided guidance for future action by giving those involved in the school-wide initiatives a
common goal to achieve. Creating a common shared mindset of what “should be” is the first step
in successful change (Senge, 1990).

Leadership

The administrators in these two schools were fully committed to the success of the school-
wide interventions and supplied ongoing support to ensure the success of their faculty. The admin-
istrators spearheaded the initial assessments, conducted the preliminary research, articulated the
rationale for change, created the vision, rallied support among their respective staffs, and managed
nearly every aspect of implementation, including the collection and use of school-wide data. They
listened, they problem-solved, and they were visible when times were difficult and less visible
when things were going well (Schwahn & Spady, 1998). Indeed, the administrators in these schools
were the “social architects” (Block, 2002, p. 171) of the proposed changes and “became the
changes they wanted to see in their schools” (Bolman & Deal, 1995, p. 64), meaning that in these
two instances, the administrators modeled the changes for their staffs and made the innovations
the top priorities in their respective schools.

Although the administrators were the “social architects” of the change initiatives, a small
group of key leaders emerged among the staffs, including school psychologists, who became
involved in all aspects of the change effort. These individuals, who were respected by their col-
leagues, took part in the day-to-day implementation of activities, served as “cheerleaders” for the
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change, and provided mentorship to staff who needed additional support. Defined by Hall and
Hord (1987) as secondary change agents, these small-group leaders are critical for sustaining
long-term successful implementation of change efforts.

Teachers

Classrooms in American public schools are typically loosely coupled entities; a structure that
provides teachers with a great deal of autonomy within classrooms, especially with regard to
discipline (Weick, 1995). In these two school examples, teachers were asked to relinquish some of
their autonomy and work together on common agreements for the good of the entire school. As
previously described, administrators worked with teachers to develop school-wide expectations
and rules, including a structure for intervening in low-level misbehavior that could be used across
all the instructional areas within the building.

Common expectations that are defined differentially across different physical settings and
implemented consistently across time offer a number of advantages for school environments. For
example, messages about acceptable and unacceptable behavior that are repeated frequently over
time by all adults in the school setting help students develop an unmistakable and clear under-
standing of the standards for appropriate conduct. As important, frameworks that lead to consis-
tent and predictable responses, such as the aforementioned class-wide interventions, empower
every adult in the school with equal authority for upholding the standards of decorum. A whole-
school model is successfully implemented when teachers are empowered to act within the bound-
aries of the shared vision and expectations that they actively worked to develop, when they hold
each other accountable, and when they work together to continuously improve the system (Ful-
lan, 2003).

School Psychologists

School psychologists were not merely participants in the school-wide teams that initiated,
designed, and implemented the school reforms; in both schools, the school psychologists emerged
as leaders of the group referred to as secondary change agents. In both schools, the roles of the
school psychologists were reconfigured and eventually transformed as the school-wide innova-
tions evolved and moved forward. Originally assigned to traditional screening and assessments,
discipline, and crisis intervention, the school psychologists eventually took on roles that more
closely aligned with the future directions of the schools; that is, the provision of antecedent inter-
ventions for problem prevention rather than reactive and routine applications of negative conse-
quences after problem behaviors already had occurred. In the alternative school, for example, the
school psychologists largely abandoned more traditional roles and functions and replaced the time
spent in those endeavors with classroom observations, direct consultation with teachers, and assess-
ments on the degree to which the school-wide and class-wide procedures were being properly
implemented. School psychologists also provided professional development in areas such as applied
behavior analysis, progress monitoring, functional behavior assessments, PBS plans, charting and
graphing students’ behavioral progress, and the use of data for making instructional decisions.

A similar transformation of duties occurred for the school psychologist at the elementary
school. Like the school psychologists in the alternative school, the elementary school psychologist
was originally assigned routine assessments and discipline (i.e., helping the principal process an
average of nearly 10 office disciplinary referrals daily). With the advent of the school-wide inter-
vention, the school psychologist’s role evolved into one of providing greater support to children
who clearly required more assistance to succeed (i.e., those requiring selected/targeted and tertiary-
level interventions). Even the location of the school psychologist’s work in the elementary school
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moved from the main office of the school to within various classrooms, positioning the psychol-
ogist to provide greater assistance for teachers with challenging students.

Meeting the new demands placed school psychologists in a role more closely aligned with
that of behavioral consultants, working collaboratively with teams of teachers to design interven-
tions for children in need of more assistance. Having previously established “legitimate power”
within the schools as quasi-administrative personnel and “expert power” through their respected
knowledge of behavioral interventions (Erchul & Martens, 2002), the school psychologists were
readily accepted by teachers in their new roles. Moreover, not only did the school psychologists
serve as consultants to teachers in these schools but they also served as consultants to the admin-
istrative teams. Consequently, the school psychologists were able to have a strong impact on the
evolution of the school-wide initiatives, and they became strong advocates for the changes made
in the schools.

Resources

Both the alternative and elementary schools committed resources to maximize successful
implementation of the school-wide innovations. Fiscal resources were minimal and cost about
$3000 annually above and beyond current budget allocations. The additional expenditures covered
store items and awards and prizes for students. Ultimately, the most valuable resources were the
training teachers received in research-based methods and the structures school-wide teams helped
develop to support the implementation of new skills in everyday practice (Fullan, 2001). Once
teachers changed their behavior based on the agreements they reached and the training they received,
the new routines and methods became embedded in their teaching repertoires and institutionalized
over time in the school settings.

Organizational Restructuring

The agreements reached among school staff during the planning and implementation of the
school-wide interventions were codified and written into the schools’ policy and procedures man-
uals. Thereafter, the procedures that were developed prior to and during the school-wide innova-
tion supplied the basis for training newly recruited teachers to the schools. Moreover, once codified,
the new procedures were revised annually based on feedback from teachers and staff on the utility,
ease of implementation, and effectiveness of the procedures.

While money is important to any change effort, these school examples show that the most
important resources were time and training. Teachers needed to learn the skills necessary for
successfully doing what was being asked of them, and they needed time to practice the newly
learned skills and to receive feedback on how well they were doing. Time for teachers to collab-
orate, to study data, and make adjustments to their teaching repertoires was a critical resource in
the successful implementation of the school-wide model in these schools. In both cases, faculty
meeting time was no longer primarily used for “housekeeping information” but instead was reserved
for data presentations, discussions troubleshooting specific cases with implementation difficulties,
and for updates regarding training on the school-wide model. The administrators signaled to the
staffs the importance of the school-wide innovation by allocating time for teachers to learn, prac-
tice, analyze, and modify new behaviors. Through time, training, and experience, teachers and
other school personnel learned that the key to changing student behavior is to first change staff
behavior.

CONCLUSION

In this article, we described two schools’ experiences with whole-school change and identi-
fied factors we believe contributed to their success, including the contributions of administrators,
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teachers, and school psychologists. Schools are constantly changing. Change begins with the
notion that something is not working as well as it should be and that there are better ways to
conduct business. Some changes are relatively small in terms of impact, such as the annual attri-
tion rate of teachers; some are quite large, such as the implementation of the requirements of
federal legislation such as No Child Left Behind. Other changes are profound and transform the
core behavior patterns within the school, such as the ones described herein. However, meaningful
change is possible only if systems are restructured in a manner that enables change to occur (Deal
& Peterson, 1999), and any change, if improperly managed, will not sustain into the future. Change
that does not lead to behavioral transformation for both school personnel and students cannot be
considered successful (Miller et al., 2005).
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