Getting everyone to behave better!

The Framework for Intervention approach
Presentation to EPiT Course, Nottingham University, 2008
Why should I listen to all this?

· To find out about Framework

· To hear some ( about referral

· To be able to respond to schools’ concerns about behaviour in a new way

· Because it’s real and effective ( !

Problem? What problem?

 
· Teachers tend to deal with incipient behaviour problems by themselves or in informal chats with colleagues, 
· yet this is the best time to intervene and prevent problems developing
 
While these assertions have high face-validity for people involved in teaching, they are also reflected in numerous studies. Yet the issue of low-level disruption is that which teachers consistently report as the area that causes them most concern. Not only that but the same view is reported in American and European reports.

What could their story be?

To understand what is happening it’s important to understand the sense that teachers might be making of the situation. A hypothetical thought process might be:

“I don’t want to be seen as unable to control a class.....”
“Other teachers don’t seem to have problems like mine.....”
“I can’t complain about behaviour when it’s so trivial- I’ll say something if it gets worse …......”
“But this low-level disruption is so wearing….....”
Resolving the dissonance

The hypothetical thought process is unresolved. To avoid dissonance some modification is needed. In this case it could go:

“I’m not confident to deal with this problem – I’ve had little training – but everyone expects me to know what I’m doing.”
“Maybe the naughtiest child has learned this behaviour from bad parenting – or maybe he was born like it- perhaps he’s autistic or ADHD or something…..”
“Maybe I couldn’t be expected to deal with this one as he’s unusual – maybe it’s not my fault. ”
The referral

As a result of the rationalisation a belief system is set up which may lead to a referral:

· He’s different from the others

· I think he may have some kind of special need

· I’ve tried all I know

· He’s disrupting the others

· He needs special help

None of these should be treated as ‘untrue’ though all referral information should be judged against the thinking of the referrer. Therefore these statements are better seen as constructions of the situation by the referrer. But the constructions have some power in determining the following process…..
The effects of adults’ attributions in post-referral assumptions
	He’s different from the others
	Implication>
	Problem is individual rather than contextual

	I think he may have some kind of special need
	Implication>
	Assessment should be explanatory and predictive

	I’ve tried all I know
	Implication>
	Referral follows demonstration of failure

	He’s disrupting the others
	Implication>
	Problem-focus



	He needs special help
	Implication>
	Assumes external ‘expertise’ is needed


Most behaviour problems are dealt with by referral approaches - the referral of the problem by the person who directly experiences it to a person who is felt to be able, or have the responsibility, to deal with it. Referral based systems for behaviour problems have some almost inevitable characteristics:

They tend to concentrate on individuals (or sometimes groups) rather than be seen as a systems or contextual failure. This inevitably involves explicit or implicit blame.

There is an implicit basis of explanation: the pupil was bad - the pupil ‘has EBD’ - the pupil has a psychiatric condition….. Probably based on people’s need for predictability. (An opposite approach is hypothesis and testing.)

Referrers are often, though not always, concerned that they will be asking for help without sufficient cause. They will therefore tend leave referral for some time after recognition of the problem and emphasise all the things that they have tried to overcome the problem. However there is an implication that these attempts have failed. (This is often a problem where the ‘solutions’ tried appear to be valid approaches that have been inadequately implemented- “We tried a token economy last Thursday afternoon- it didn’t work...” )
Referrals are problem focussed and so is much of the resultant activity. (Often solutions are seen as ‘de-validation’ of the original concern and any approaches already tried - is this a reason why Andy Miller found that teachers seldom talk about successful interventions with other school staff ?)

Referral systems require a sense of hierarchy of skill, knowledge and power - going ‘up’ the scale at each point of referral. They imply ‘expertise’ unavailable to the referrers. But this does not mean that the referrers want the expertise themselves - the need to refer justifies passing the problem on - and thus reduction of stress for the referrer. The message to EPs is - the referral is an important psychological act for the referrer…...
Responses to referral

· Behavioural approaches

· ‘Internal’ counselling and therapies

· Drug treatment

· Non-interactionist educational approaches (i.e. pupil ‘training’)

· Control approaches

· Referral – multi agency

Referral systems strongly suggest a limited range of responses and techniques- largely based on the implicit ‘within-child’ notion

Behavioural approaches based on the R-SR+ (or occasionally S-R-SR+) tend to be used and limited to the individual pupil.

Counselling, therapies, mentoring all imply that there’s something in the child that should change to solve the problem

Drug treatment is more prevalent and less questioned- Methylphenidate (Ritalin, Concerta), Risperidone, Haloperidol, Dextroamphetamine (Adderall) etc.

Not so obvious - educational approaches such as ‘citizenship’, developing emotional literacy and emotional curriculum all imply pupil deficits of learning.

Control approaches - any physical limitation (including all types of exclusion - detentions etc)

Multi agency referral can be construed as sharing responsibility (good!) or abrogating personal responsibility (bad). Given the pressure of work and responsibility on most agencies the latter appears to be very common. Another form of multi agency referral could also be termed ‘pass the parcel’.

Referral of pupils for behaviour problems is often……

· A displacement activity to avoid a difficult conversation, but….

· Difficult conversations work on three levels: Facts, feelings and identity

· Referral only allows for the ’facts’ conversation

Cognition is not, of course singly dimensional. It is possible to hold two somewhat incompatible views at the same time, but to function in the areas to which those views relate, the dissonance must be addressed. As we have seen, if a teacher feels both “I don’t feel competent” and “I should be competent” referral addresses the dissonance by ‘passing on’ the problem as a within-child package. But the general dissonance remains (very often a new pupil is referred soon after a pupil is removed from a class). Any conversation about the referral will therefore occur in the presence of unresolved dissonance. The ‘polite’ behaviour, therefore, is not to refer to the areas covered by the dissonance but to displace into the facts of the pupil’s bad behaviour.

How to…….
· Work within a ‘psychologically allowable structure’

· Deal with all three parts of difficult conversations

· Make this the norm

The ‘psychologically allowable structure’ is one where the teacher experiencing the problem will engage fully and voluntarily. Preferably they will want to join in from the start, but at least they should be ready to ‘give it a go’ without any sense of coercion.

The 3 part conversation comes from Stone et. al. (1999). They say that all difficult conversations are made up of three conversations but often the dialogue is largely made up of discussion (or dispute) about each person’s ‘facts’ (“You did that”, “no I didn’t” etc). There may be some reference to the second conversation about feelings, though usually simply in order to add emphasis or evidence to support opinions rather than in an exploratory way.

It is the third conversation – identity- that is least likely to be referred to openly. Identity covers the essential question – how do I see myself? It is clear that we need a sense of self (or ‘picture of ourselves’)  which has qualities (amongst others) of rationality, efficacy, social attractiveness, stability etc) e.g. Ewing (1990). Very often, the reason why the conversation is difficult is because something within it attacks our self image in some way. But it is usually too sensitive to be addressed head on. Most often, it is the failure to address this part of the conversation that leads to a feeling of unsatisfactory outcome.

Discussion…..

How to provide a system that teachers will sign up to….

That allows them to address the facts, their emotions and their sense of self (both professional and personal) in relation to behaviour in their classes

We need a system because we don’t want to have to be there all the time- we need schools to be able to do this all the time !

When working with school staff there is often the feeling that their conception of self includes a picture of a competent effective pupil behaviour manager. This construct in many appears to be predicated on the expectations of others rather than on an objective self-assessment. But it is clearly important and highly sensitive to any hint of questioning. Very often such questioning, however sensitively framed, will evoke extreme reaction – fight or flight.
What we did…..

· Devised a system of graduated response to behaviour – the Framework for Intervention

· Made action at the first level environment plans rather than behaviour plans

The solution was to use the graduated approach of the SEN Code, but use the term Levels to discriminate the process. We put highest emphasis on level 1.

To do that, we needed something that would make a difference in children’s behaviour, but did not rely on external expertise and focussing on individual children.

The answer was to use the unique knowledge of the teacher to make some change in their teaching and learning environment. By focussing on the area where teachers have knowledge and expertise we move more gently into their ‘identity region’.

The fact that changing environments changes behaviour is or should be pretty axiomatic (for psychologists at least). It should also be remembered though that the notion of responding to individual behaviour concerns with environmental change was unique at the time we started (there is still virtually no literature!). 

We also based what we were doing on work done on change and ownership (for example Kurt Lewin) where the most long-lasting change is that which is planned and carried out by people working in the environment which is changing. We guessed (rightly in almost all cases as it turned out) that teachers would be clear on what needed to be changed. In many ways we felt that we were moving into their behavioural ZPD.
Level One - the heart of Framework 

· Immediate support when teacher raises concern

· No thresholds

· Works with groups or individuals

· Behaviour Coordinator support from start

· Expression of concern/Teacher stays in control

· Behavioural Environment Checklist

· Baselining / Behavioural Environment Plan

So the system for level 1 was initiated-

•Expression of concern by teacher (or other staff member) to behaviour coordinator

•Initial discussion- concerned teacher given Behaviour Environment Checklist to complete before next meeting

•At some point- baseline measure of concerning behaviour taken

•Second meeting- BEC discussed and concerned teacher decides on area(s) to tackle. Behaviour Environment Plan formulated (as far as possible based on ideas of concerned teacher)

•Plan carried out - as far as possible by concerned teacher

•After around 6 weeks (can vary) further check on behaviour completed

•Plan reviewed by Teacher and BeCo. New plan formulated if appropriate.

The Behaviour Coordinator:
· Respected member of staff

· An enabler of others

· Crucial to approach

· Basic behavioural knowledge

· Trained in consultation

· Facilitates solutions

The Behaviour Coordinator is crucial to framework. They can be a sole practitioner in a small school, or one of a team in larger (e.g. secondary schools). 

Original training was 5 days over a year and concentrated on consultation practice- particularly how to empower colleagues (and avoid donating solutions). Training also includes a little on traditional methods of dealing with behaviour - especially a basic understanding of S-R-SR+ type behavioural paradigms.

A problem of this training was that BeCos were often promoted following the course (excellent transferable skills !).

Nevertheless, this is an area which we feel could still be improved……

Levels 2 and 3 - a reassuring structure

· Individual Behaviour Plans

· Maintenance of environmental  work

· Direct support at level 3

Most Framework interventions don’t need to go beyond interventions at level 1. Levels 2 and 3 are marked by increasing use of individual methodology whilst retaining the environmental work from level 1.

At level 2 we now recommend that individual plans concentrate on the S of the Stimulus-Response process- that is there is individualisation of the stimuli used for the child/pupil, rather than a concentration on reward structures (though, of course, class reward structures stay in use!). We also recommend that targets set come from real agreement with the target child - best if they choose what to aim at. They can also be brought into the process of changing the environment through use of Framework for pupils.

Level 3 is really the first time we get anywhere near most traditional approaches to behaviour - individual plans, reward structures, counselling etc.

Moral/Ethical issues

· Acceptance,Respect,Change (ARC)

· Empowerment, no blame, can do 

· Deals with concerns not ‘problem children’

We use Accept- Respect- Change (ARC) as a shorthand for the way people engaged in Framework should work together. (Another implicit principle is that all persons should be treated on the same basis: be they head teachers, ‘inadequate parents’, naughty children, educational psychologists, government ministers……………) 
The words in ARC have special meanings which are:

· Accept - accept people as being ‘where they are’ not ‘where they should be’
· Respect - make no negative assumptions about people’s internal motivations for actions however ‘bad’ those actions are perceived to be
· Change - with such Acceptance and Respect change is always possible
The Framework principles stem from theoretical bases such as Deming’s quality management principles, Learning organisations, the works of Kurt Lewin, Michael Argyris and Donald Schön, and the social constructionist view expressed in radical psychology (for example Kenneth Gergen).  Empowerment (or can do as it is often paraphrased) is a core element as the original ‘problem’ is seen as defined by the problem bringer. There is no assumption in Framework of what this problem means to the problem bringer - instead there is a process which Gergen describes as a ‘transpositional hermeneutic’ (roughly ‘moved interpretation’ - similar to reframing but as a basis for joint consultation). This involves ‘honouring’ the view of the problem bringer but engaging in joint reinterpretation into potential solutions so that ownership is maintained. Effecting the solution therefore is owned by the problem bringer who can take personal credit for the success. No blame is an obvious adjunct to the process- but is included as experience suggests that without direct work on attacking blame it has insidious effect. 

The ‘concerns’ approach reflects a personal construct psychology approach.

The tendencies  of Framework

· Social rather than individual

· Describing rather than categorising

· Contextual rather than problem-focussed

· Talking with rather than talking to 

Framework looks at the situation rather than the perpetrator of the behaviour. Thus behaviours of all are of interest and the extent to which they are mediated by their environment (especially including interactions between people). Thus it has a social psychological orientation.

Framework analysis involves describing the whole situation rather than the behaviour alone. No categorisation is used.

Framework does  not concentrate on the behaviour as a problem but as a cue for a concern. That way we can start earlier and treat the concern more systemically- and it’s less personal.

This leads to consultations - not as expert with non-expert, but as equals with different perspectives, knowledge, skills and powers. In fact, there is an emphasis on the ‘concerned person’ (Framework’s term for the problem holder) to provide the solution. 

“To ask (consultants) for answers as well as questions is often to require, and pay for, more than you really need.”

Charles Handy, Understanding Organisations

Framework methodologies

· Consultation

· Solution focus

· Classroom change

· System change

· Resources change

· Policy change

Framework therefore supports consultation and consultation supports Framework. The aim is to look for home grown solutions formulated by the concerned person as far as possible.

Often this process is not difficult, but when stuck, Solution Focussed methodologies are extremely useful.

The areas of solution are wide ranging - from changing factors in the classroom (including teacher’s own behaviour) to changing the policy of the school.

Current Echoes

· Social constructionist view

· Learning organisations

· Attribution theory

· New definitions of ‘experts’

· Inclusion

· Consultation (enabling versions)
There are many more bases for framework from an eclectic range of sources. 

A Social Constructionist view is implicit in Framework, though the process encourages evaluation through pre and post-testing. See the Gergen reference for the obvious links.

The work of Peter Senge and his co-writers on Learning Organisations covers much of the same ground as Framework - it is intensely systemic in orientation but with much regard to the individual within the system. Implicitly, it follows the precept of Framework which says that the job is to learn and change to meet the needs of the pupil, not try to change the pupil to meet the needs of the organisation. (The notion of customer and provider is surprisingly useful here though generally the metaphor is not liked by teaching staff.)

Attribution Theory is important to demonstrate the lack of rigour and susceptibility to bias in human judgements of individuals and groups - see particularly ‘fundamental attribution error’.

Recent work on the nature of ‘experts’ suggests that real expertise is gained from constant re-evaluation and development of the expert’s field of work. A body of knowledge which is static and unchangeable is likely to get in the way of solutions rather than be helpful.

Consultation which is aimed at empowerment rather than delivering expertise is central to Framework
Using Psychology

· Relates to full range of causes and possible responses

· Creates permanent consultation / SFBT environment

· Behaviour=learning

· Psychology + Sociology + Management theory 

Framework is virtually unique in that within its three levels it systematically looks at any of the variables that might impinge on behaviour, and looks for solutions through changing any of the determining aspects that can be changed.

The way it is structured it requires habitual use of consultation rather than referral, and is solution rather than problem orientated.

Framework implicitly links the concepts of behaviour change and learning, which although a core construct to psychologists is much less clear in the minds of most professionals in education. The effect of this is to make every level 1 Framework intervention a ‘learning about learning’ experience for staff.

Framework is rooted in a wide range of psychological theory and evidence, but also reflects core sociological theories (particularly labelling theory/sociological explanations for deviance). In addition, it fits with the most prevalent themes in modern management theory - learning organisations and quality management.

Links to quality management
· Aims at empowering all 

· Solution bringers, not problem bringers

· Optimal ‘behavioural’ environment

· Flexible and adaptable 

· All responsible for quality

Framework replicates the core of Deming’s quality management in that it looks to develop the self-efficacy of staff and ‘require’ them to monitor their working environment with a view to suggesting improvements.

But does it work? 

· University of Birmingham Study- 2000

· Scotland Study 2004

· Norway Study 2007

· More needed......
A limited evaluation of the pilot of  F4i in 1997 showed significant attitude changes in school staff about their confidence to deal with behaviour issues and their perception of their own responsibility as agents of change- both in the positive direction. Teachers’ Unions, who were very skeptical at first, conducted their own research and reported very favourable responses from their members.

In 2000 a Birmingham University research report was published based on semi-structured interviews in 6 Framework schools- 4 primary and 2 secondary. The researchers- Ted Cole, John Visser and Harry Daniels concluded that F4i met its own aims in aiding whole-school improvement through responses to behavioural concerns, improving the effectiveness of support services, fostering better behaviour management, atmosphere and ethos in schools. It effectiveness in reducing disruption varied according to the extent that it had been implemented (some of the schools had embraced it fully from the start and others were introducing it slowly). Generally the more they had done the better the results.

The 2004 study was carried out in Scotland for the Scottish Executive by Tom Williams, PEP for East Ayrshire in 48 primary, 4 special and 9 secondary schools. The headlines were that 79% of headteachers said that it was a good approach to behaviour in their schools and 75% saying that it fits well with existing strategies. 80% said that it added positively to their behaviour policies with 72% saying that it was a positive approach to disruption.  

70% Head Teachers reported that they were no longer seen as the first point of call, 80% felt that the BeCo role was a good opportunity for staff development and 68% said that Framework offered peer support for teachers in their schools.

There was concern over the issue of confidentiality of teachers’ completed checklists, lack of time and experienced staff going to the Behaviour Coordinator feeling it to be seen as an admission of failure. Tom reported that analysis of recent HMCI (Scottish OfSTED) reports suggested that morale was higher in Framework schools.

Framework is recommended by the Scottish Executive and has been adopted by 30 Scottish local authorities:

http://www.betterbehaviourscotland.gov.uk/initiatives/staged/accessforall/framework.aspx
In the Hedmark University College, Norway, evaluation of 2007 the results are notable for being very close to the evaluation in Scotland with similar comments being made. 70% of the expressions of concern eventually led to substantial change in behaviour and of the 11 individual cases examined 9 showed clear progress. Comments included: “We have been helped to structure the knowledge and competence we already had” and “We are more conscious about what is going on, what we do and how it works. Great to learn that it really works to focus on what is positive”. Teacher felt more positive about their own ability to solve behaviour problems.

There were some significant differences in usage between the schools with one school producing 56 checklists! The way that the project was introduced had a major effect on the attitude of teachers, but the quality of the school based training was valued by most. The results emphasised the importance of selecting the right BeCo. The checklist was thought to be of value in all situations by half the teachers by was highly rated by nearly all for working at school level. Some said that the checklist was too long. Statistical analysis of the checklist showed a high level of reliability (in many schools more than one teacher filled in the checklist at the same time). The researchers concluded that this made the checklist a reliable tool to use for self evaluation of schools’ learning/behaviour environments.

Baselining was carried out in almost all cases and was valued by teachers. There were some frustrations over paperwork where it wasn’t fully understood or where teachers felt under time pressure. All teachers emphasised the importance of teacher collaboration. Support from the trainers and headteachers was emphasised. Introduction on a more ‘bottom-up’ basis was recommended.

In summary, the evaluations so far suggest that staff describe positive effects which are correlated with the extent to which the school adopted the Framework. The positive effects are on individual cases and systemic factors.
However, these studies provide only a limited evaluation of F4i. There is an absence of data from observation or statistical sources which substantiate suggested differences between schools adopting Framework and those which have not. There is a strong need for comparison of Framework and ‘traditional’ approaches to behaviour, but this would need to be over a significant term- the 2000 study made it very clear that Framework was not a short term fix.

(When we asked for DfES- as it then was - to conduct a full-scale evaluation into Framework after they had invested £2.5m into it in Birmingham, we were told that they had no facility to conduct such work!)
What can you do ?

· Every time you deal with ‘behaviour difficulties’ ask the teacher what environmental factors (in the school) might be affecting the behaviour

· Ask the teacher what environmental factors they would most like to change

· Use SFBT to make a plan

· Learn to inoculate yourself against labelling – 
· Learn about double-loop learning and adopt it

· Learn about your own bias
The usual response to behaviour issues being brought up with EPs will be to formulate some kind of intervention, usually based on modifying contingencies - reward/consequence systems etc. All EPs need to know how to do this.

But this always implicitly places the problem ‘within the child’ making discussion of setting factors more difficult. You will find this wider conversation much easier and staff much more open if you start to talk about environmental constraints rather than problem talk about the pupil(s).

Teachers always want to change something in their environment! The first suggestions may be frivolous (move the school to the Seychelles) or over-ambitious (extend the classroom into the playground), but it gives the platform for talk about practical environmental change- and frequently opens up the issue of teacher’s contribution to the setting factors….

Solution focus is great for breaking any ‘it’s hopeless’, ‘it won’t work’ ‘we’re doing all that already’ type logjams in thinking.

The pressure to confirm labels is intense. Start as you mean to go on. Confront negative stereotyping and time-out useless labelling from the start. Don’t collude with poorly defined ‘conditions’ such as ADHD, ODD or even ASD. Don’t confuse ‘the generally held view’ with the truth. Question terms like ‘Child Mental Health’, ‘Emotional damage’ and understand the inbuilt implications. Don’t accept at face value. Be a psychologist instead.

Double-loop thinking (Argyris and Schön) : Don’t just evaluate what you’re doing (single loop) but also evaluate the basis for doing it at all (double loop). Highly recommended for both EPs and their clients. Read Argyris and Schön- guaranteed you wont regret it.

And- remember that we are all biased- and that means me and you. Behaviour issues invoke major emotional reactions in almost everyone and you, despite your professional veneer and impeccable training, are not immune. Talk to others- check your views with them – when you strongly disagree check whether it’s because you have a vested identity interest. Not easy, but very important in this area of working.
And finally, we have learned…..

· The best solutions are good for all children (and adults !)

· There is no real learning about learning to be gained from those who learn easily

· An approach that depends on exceptional people will not be useful for others

· How little we know and that there’s always more to learn

There are some areas of SEN which require specialist knowledge to make provision - sensory difficulties, physical difficulties etc. But maybe most don’t need provision that is special because it’s different, but simply that it is good educational practice focussed and sliced more to meet a higher degree of need. Framework fulfils this proposition in that we’ve shown that many behaviour problems disappear when the education environment is improved for all. (Other examples available on request.)

As a corollary to the proposition above - schools need children who have difficulty in learning to ensure that practice is best practice. Bright kids can learn in flawed educational environments, pupils with learning difficulties can’t. But environments optimised for the less able will also be optimised for the able.

Finding out what works in one place can be next to useless if the persons making it work have special talent. We need to know what works for ordinary people. This is the fundamental flaw in the ‘leading- practitioner’ system -ex ‘Beacon’- initiative so beloved by DfES. Framework makes things work for every practitioner.
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