Promoting Personal Behavioral Responsibility: 

A “Twist” on Management Systems
by Mary Beth Hewitt
Behavior management systems have long been touted as the way to shape, change and modify student behavior.  As the movement toward “least restrictive environments” progressed, school personnel were faced with the challenge of finding a tool which could be easily taught to staff, worked well for a majority of the children and was manageable within the confines of a classroom.  Unfortunately, anyone who has employed a traditional system knows firsthand that the very system designed to improve behavior can have the opposite effect.

This article will explore reasons why traditional, teacher directed management systems “backfire” including:  issues of consistency; how a child’s self image influences his/her ability to accept or reject both positive and negative feedback; and issues of blame.  Since some readers may be “locked in” to using a traditional system, because it is used on a program or school-wide basis, suggestions will be made to address these issues.  Readers will then be introduced to a suggested management system which encourages students to monitor their own behavior through guided self-evaluation; encouraging the development of personal responsibility. This system has been effectively used with both elementary and secondary students and has been particularly successful with students who have not functioned well under traditional systems.

PROBLEMS WITH TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

1) Blame/Responsibility

In order for a behavior management system to work, the students have to see a firm connection between their behavior and the result of their behavior.  If there is not a direct correlation between the action and the result, then the results look like either good luck or bad luck.

Here is an analogy.  What causes speeding tickets?  Speeding?  Have you ever sped and not received a speeding ticket?  Yes.  Then speeding doesn’t cause speeding tickets.  If it did, then whenever we sped, a ticket would magically appear out of our dashboard.  So what causes speeding tickets?  Getting caught speeding?  Have you ever been speeding and been stopped and not gotten a ticket?  Yes.  Then getting caught speeding doesn’t cause speeding tickets either.  So, WHAT causes speeding tickets?  Getting caught speeding by an officer that is…in a bad mood, overzealous, trying to meet a “quota”, has no compassion….Yes!  It’s the person who is charged with enforcing the speeding rule, and does so, that causes speeding tickets.  So speeding tickets are THEIR fault, not mine. What causes checkmarks on the board?  What causes me to earn/lose my behavior points?  My inappropriate behavior?  No.  There are times I behave inappropriately and nothing happens.  There are even times I behave inappropriately and the teacher sees me and nothing happens.  So when a checkmark goes on the board, or I only earn 2 out of 3 happy faces, it’s the TEACHER’S fault.  

Behavior management systems operate on an enforcement mentality.  It’s not the child’s behavior that causes the positive or negative consequence.  It’s the teacher noticing and choosing to give the consequence that causes the result.  The program is teacher driven.

In order for a behavior system to work, students have to be angry with themselves for the results of their misbehavior.  In a teacher directed management system; where the staff member is responsible for enforcement, the student frequently blames the teacher for the results (You took my points.  It’s your fault that I didn’t get recess).  Traditional management systems promote an enforcement rather than a personal responsibility mentality and, therefore, lend themselves to externalization of blame.

Since it is virtually impossible to be completely consistent in enforcing rules, there are several “opening gambits” students can use to shift blame away from themselves and on to the staff.

Staff Splitting
“Miss Hewitt saw me with my hat on and didn’t say anything.”

Inconsistent enforcement of the rules by the various adults in the environment is a frequent rationalization students use to excuse their behavior.  What the students are trying to do is make this an issue of whether or not adults are consistent and take the focus off the real issue; whether or not they are choosing to follow or break the rules.  Their belief system is that “I don’t have to follow the rules if all of the adults don’t enforce them.”  

Unfortunately, many adults fall for this type of rationalization.  There seems to be an irrational belief that, if only every adult in the environment treated students the same way, the students would behave.  This belief puts the total weight of the students’ behavior on the shoulders of the staff and the responsibility on enforcement rather than on compliance.  Although consistent enforcement does help keep the rule in the forefront, inconsistent enforcement neither causes nor excuses inappropriate behavior.  The issue isn’t whether or not the staff member is or isn’t doing his/her job, the issue is that the student is violating the rule and is looking for someone else to blame.

When confronted with “Other staff don’t do anything when I…” rationalizations, say, “You feel because you broke the rule and weren’t “called on it” that the rule has changed.  It hasn’t.”  or  “You would like it to be Miss Hewitt’s fault that you are breaking the rule.”  These statements objectively put the focus of responsibility back on the student, where it belongs, and prevents subjective and often damaging discussions about your personal feelings regarding inconsistent enforcement.

You’ve Got To Catch Me
Just as a speed limit sign is the stated expectation of the maximum allowable speed, the classroom rules are stated expectations of behavior.  The hope is that the citizens will willingly and voluntarily comply with the posted rules.  The reality is that many times they don’t.  But does this have to mean that the teacher has to assume total responsibility for catching violators?  Our goal is to help students develop internal controls and assume personal responsibility for their behavioral choices.  However, if we try to accomplish this by exercising external vigilance and controls the result is that problem ownership is placed in the hands of the adults and not the students.  The mentality becomes, “I’m not accountable if you didn’t catch me.”

In this type of system, the staff member can spend an inordinate amount of time being on the “look out” for misbehavior.  Once found, a lot of effort can be spent marking charts and arguing about guilt/innocence.  I’ve watched teachers literally jumping up and down, leaving groups of students who are behaving, to find and mark the chart.  In essence, the teacher becomes the “cop”; responsible for monitoring the students’ behavior.  If the student does misbehave, but doesn’t get caught, what he’s learned is that you can get a reward without really earning it.  His goal becomes not to get “caught” rather than to not misbehave.

Whether or not they were caught “red-handed” becomes a gambit many students use.  The point isn’t whether or not I broke the rules, but if you can prove it.  Again, this defense puts the burden of responsibility on the shoulders of the staff and the focus is effectively taken off the real issue.

There seems to be a belief system that we have to be eye witnesses to all actions or we cannot judge at all.  Take, for example, the student who was walking between campus buildings one warm spring day.  A staff member observed him being followed by a cloud of smoke at regular intervals.  When confronted, the student had already extinguished the cigarette and indignantly demanded that we produce the evidence.  “Did anyone see me with a cigarette?  Can you find a cigarette?  You can’t charge me with smoking if you can’t prove it.”  The next thing I knew staff members were searching his route on their hands and knees looking for a butt. Similarly, I don’t know how many times I’ve heard students approach a teacher for help with a plaintive statement like, “John just hit me” and the staff member’s response is “I didn’t see it so I can’t do anything about it.”  This type of blanket absolution sends a strong message that it’s not the behavior that is the issue, it’s whether I catch you misbehaving.

I am not advocating that we be quick to judge, but I feel that we should respond to the “You’ve got to catch me” mentality with “You believe that it’s all right to break the rules if I am not an eye-witness to it.  It’s not.  It’s your responsibility to follow the rules whether I catch you or not.  Only you are 100% certain of whether you did what you are being accused of and you’re the one that has to live with that.”  The next step, regardless of whether you are functioning under a traditional or the suggested management system, is that you make informed decisions based on a “preponderance of evidence”.  To do otherwise not only encourages students to work at not getting caught but also encourages the victims to “take the law into their own hands.”

You’ve Got To Be Precise
A third “gambit” that students employ to try to place blame for their behavior on the staff is to say that the adult was not precise enough with his/her language and, therefore, the student isn’t responsible for his/her behavior.  The results of falling into this trap are that the adults either go through contortions trying to make certain that they say the exact same thing the exact same way all of the time or add additional rules.  Again, this is a ploy to get the focus off the child’s responsibility and place it on the adult’s ability to state expectations with precision.

I call this the “loophole” gambit.  You know the type of students I mean.  When you say, “Bring your chair up to the front of the room” they bring the chair up and then sit on the floor.  Or when you give the class the direction to lower their voices, they bellow in a bass voice.  Or when told, “Take your hat off”  they take it off momentarily, bow, and then put it back on their head.  Then they smile that innocent smile and say, “But I did what you told me too!”.  Traditional management systems are directive in nature.  Directives are commonly known to backfire with students who have oppositional tendencies and this is especially true during the developmental period of adolescence.

Rather than trying to plug the loopholes (you’ll end up tongue-tied, frustrated, and with a list of rules a mile long if you do), you can do two things.  Even in traditional management systems, this type of limit testing behavior can be proactively avoided by, ASKING rather than TELLING.  Instead of say, “I’m giving you a direction, you need to take your hat off.”  Say, “What is the rule about wearing hats in class?”  This shifts the responsibility for compliance to the student.

The second strategy is to teach the students about the difference between following the “letter of the law” and the “spirit of the law”.  (It is important to make certain that the students do understand this concept, since young children and those who may be cognitively or language impaired take idioms literally.)  In a lesson, one can give examples of statements a teacher might make and then ask the students to identify the intent.  Examples:  Stop running.  Does the teacher mean:  a) walk? b) start hopping or skipping?; Turn around.  Does the teacher mean:  a) face front? b) turn in a circle?.  After this lesson, when a student who has just violated a rule innocently looks at you, smiles and says, “But I did what you SAID!”  you can ask, “Are you following the spirit of the law?”

2)  Manipulation of the System

In a traditional, externally monitored behavior system, a student who wants to can manipulate the system.

Ricky re-enters the classroom from serving a time out.  He comes in during Math, his worst subject.  He looks at the teacher, at the work on the board, and then says, “Shit, shit, shit….bye.”

Under the behavior system in Ricky’s class, when a student violates the talking rule three times they are automatically sent out of the room.  Ricky would rather “be bad than be stupid”; in essence being sent out of the room is a reward rather than a punishment.

What I’ve witnessed happening in traditional systems is that staff feel “locked in” to having to use the behavior system even when they know the student’s goal is to get out of class.  Many staff members feel that they cannot use techniques like “Planned Ignoring” or “Interpretation”, because to do so would give the appearance that they were being inconsistent in their enforcement of the rules.  Frustrated by a feeling that the behavior management system is driving their intervention decisions, staff frequently start manipulating the system themselves to meet their needs as evidenced in the following example.

It’s 9:00 a.m..  Students come into class with 0 points and can earn 2 for each of 7 rules for a maximum of 14 points during a 45 minute time period.

9:01 a.m..  Carl is handed his assignment and he says, “I’m not doing any f….ing work today.”  He can now only earn 1 of his talking points.

9:05 a.m..  Carl’s pencil breaks and he says, “Oh shit.”  He can now earn 0 talking points.  With nothing left to lose, Carl continues to swear.  Carl’s teacher doesn’t want to send him out of the room and wants to stop the behavior, so she “jumps” categories.  She says, “Carl, I’m giving you a direction to stop swearing and she marks in the directions category.  When she runs out of direction points, she again switches categories by saying, “Carl when you are swearing you are not working so I’m taking a work point.  Eventually she runs out of categories and, in frustration, sends Carl from the room.  Counter-manipulation of the system had no effect on changing Carl’s behavior.

If you are saddled with having to use a traditional management system, you can still use the techniques of “planned ignoring” and “interpretation” BUT you will need to explain those strategies to the students from the beginning to avoid arguments over the timing of when you address behaviors.  I suggest you say something like, There are going to be times when it looks like I either didn’t hear or see a misbehavior or I did and I’m letting someone get away with something.  I want you to know that in my class I used a technique called “Planned Ignoring”.  Planned Ignoring is the conscious decision not to pay attention to the behavior at the time it happens.  It does not mean that I condone the behavior, just that I’m choosing not to address it at the time it happens.  I assure you it will be addressed.  Many times with Planned Ignoring I will also use a strategy called “Interpretation”.  What I’ll be doing is trying to find out what caused the behavior.  For example, if someone came into the room and threw his books on the floor I might ask, “What wrong?” instead of saying, “You’re not earning your safety points”.  I will have made the decision to ignore the book throwing for the moment (even though I don’t approve of it) to find out why.  Sometimes finding out why will stop the behavior and we can deal with the safety issue later.  If the students have been given this type of explanation you are less likely to get statements like, “John had his hat on and you didn’t say anything.”  If you do, you can say, “You feel because I didn’t address John at that time that the rule has changed.  It hasn’t.”  Again, we want to reiterate to students that an individual’s responsibility for compliance is not based on what others are doing but rather on what they are doing.  Don’t let the management system drive your intervention decisions.  You do not need to manipulate the system if you have proactively explained why, at times, your enforcement may appear inconsistent.

3)  Attention Given For Misbehavior Rather Than For Appropriate Behavior

In traditional management systems the student is able to earn “points” for appropriate behaviors and loses the opportunity to earn points for evidencing inappropriate behaviors.  The notion is that students will repeat behaviors for which they are rewarded and eliminate behaviors for which they are punished.  Frequently, however, the only time a student’s behavior is noticed is when he/she is misbehaving.  Each time the students violate a rule and are caught by the teacher, they theoretically “lose the opportunity to earn a point”.  Unless students are perfect (or not caught) the only time their behavior is addressed is when they are behaving inappropriately.  A student can follow the talking rule for 39 minutes of a class period, violate the rule twice in the last 3 minutes and earn 0.  Or they can violate the rule twice in the first 3 minutes and have “nothing left to lose” for the remaining 39!

Take, for example, Anthony.  Anthony has a real problem with teasing his peers whenever he is bored.  Generally, he finishes his work and immediately begins “bugging” whoever is sitting next to him.  His IEP goal is to “treat his peers with respect as evidenced by not teasing, touching, or interfering with others”.  Each class period he can earn up to 2 points for meeting this goal.  Today, Anthony finishes his math assignment early.  He calls Henry a name.  The teacher reminds Anthony of his goal and encourages him to earn the rest of his points.  Now he can earn one point.  About ten minutes later, Anthony teases again.  Again he receives attention for this behavior and now has 0 points left to earn this period.  What the teacher doesn’t know is that during that 10 minute interval, Anthony got the urge to tease Henry at least 3 times.  He also thought about “bugging” Tom.  He made a conscious decision not to engage in teasing behavior, however, since only he knew about his thoughts and decisions, he was not rewarded for his restraint.  Anthony’s visible behavior is all the teacher has to go on and he is getting attention when he does things incorrectly.  In his mind, he gets punished when he does something wrong but does not get rewarded when he does something right.

To get around this, sometimes staff will give positive reinforcement when they see an absence of the problem behavior.  However, they are merely guessing that the student is showing restraint.  How do you address this dilemma?  How can we “mind read” and reinforce self-restraint on the part of the student?  The fact is that WE can’t, but the child can.  Since the student is the only one who can truly know his/her thoughts and decisions to act or not act, only the student can monitor restraint.  (If you are using a traditional system, the suggested individual tally system which follows in Figure 3 can be a supplement to your classroom system.)  This is the way we introduced the concept of self-monitoring to Anthony.

Teacher:
We’ve talked before about the problem you have when you’re bored.

Anthony:
Yeah.

Teacher:
What do you do when you’re bored?

Anthony:
I bug other people.

Teacher: 
Are there times when you think about bugging other people and choose not to?

Anthony:
Sometimes.

Teacher:
Can I tell when that happens?

Anthony:
No, because if I don’t bug you can’t tell I wanted to. 

Teacher:
That’s right.  But  you can tell, can’t you?

Anthony 
Yeah.

Teacher: 
 How about if you keep track of all the times you want to bug but make the decision not to?

Anthony: 
 How?

Teacher:
Well, every time you think ‘I want to bug, but I’d better not’, make a little mark on this card.  At the end of the day we’ll look it over and see how many times you made good decisions.

Anthony:
OK.

In an individual tally system, initially the goal is to have the students become conscious of their chronic non-productive behavior.  Ultimately, the goal is to reduce, over time, the number of tallies as the new behavior pattern becomes more automatic.

What has been fascinating to staff members who have used this system is that when students self-monitor in this manner, they do not require, nor expect to earn a “reward”.  The act of tallying and seeing the results of their behavior change seems to be self-reinforcing.

Some people ask, isn’t there a possibility that the students may exaggerate about the frequency of their self-restraint?  Of course that possibility exists.  We have not found this to be a problem, however.  The fact that the student is paying attention to their own behavior and intentions (often for the first time) generally results in a positive behavioral change and even if they do stretch the truth about it, the benefits far outweigh the problem.

4)  I Don’t Believe It

A final problem with externally monitored management systems is that the student may disagree with the evaluation of the staff member because it conflicts with the student’s self-image.  In my early years of teaching, I was fascinated by the reactions I’d get when I’d give positive reinforcement to a student and I’d get a negative reaction.  That wasn’t the way it was supposed to work.  Students were supposed to thrive on positive reinforcement.  What I didn’t know, at the time, is when my message conflicted with the students’ belief system the student set out to correct my message rather than modify his/her behavior.

Roy had the reputation for being a “bad kid”.  When the teacher would say, “Roy, you’re doing a good job working independently” that message did not compute with his “bad” image.  Roy would immediately misbehave to prove who he really was.  Freddy is always down on himself and sees himself as a failure who can’t do anything right.  When the teacher gives him a good grade he rips up his paper.  He can’t reconcile the incoming message that he is succeeding with his self-image.

When you encounter confusing behavioral reactions like the ones mentioned above, a good strategy is to describe what you are observing to bring the behavioral pattern out in the open.  Say things like:  “It’s hard for you to hear good things about your behavior”  or “When you feel like a failure it’s difficult to accept that you can succeed”.  

I’ve spent a lot of time talking about students who behave inappropriately and blame the teacher for the results of their problems.  There are also those students, however, who behave appropriately and hold the teacher responsible for their success.  Generally, these are perfectionist  type personalities.  These students view the good things that happen to them as being the result of good luck, the good mood or benevolence of the staff member, someone taking pity on them, or a mistake.  They do not make a firm connection between their actions and the result.  Just like the student who is receiving consequences for misbehavior blames the person evaluating his actions, this student externalizes responsibility for success.  Our goal for both students is to place the responsibility for evaluation in their hands.

SUGGESTED BEHAVIOR SYSTEM

The suggested system does not have to vary in content from a traditional system.  (In Figure 2 you can see that the same categories are covered as in Figure 1).  The difference is in the process.  In this system, the students self-evaluate their behavior.  (Before anyone panics, this will be a guided self-evaluation!)  The most number of points (3) can be earned for independent, voluntary compliance; 2 points for complying with reminders and 1 point for complying with the expectations sometime during the period.  (I have yet to meet a student who can talk inappropriately for an entire class period; he/she has to throw in a few appropriate words sometime!)

The teacher does not formally monitor points during the class period.  At the end of class, the student self-evaluates.  The teacher queries, “Carl, how did you do on the talking rule?”  This forces Carl to take a look at his own behavior.  Let’s say that Carl’s assessment of his performance and the teacher’s are the same; Carl thinks he earned a 3 and the teacher concurs.  Carl is then told, “Give yourself a 3.”

Now, let’s say that Carl’s assessment of his performance is higher than that of his teacher (Carl 3; teacher 2).  At this point, the staff member can ask Carl questions that might lead him to re-evaluate in a very benign, non-confrontational manner.  For example, “Carl, do you remember how you let me know that you were angry that your pencil broke?”  Carl grins and says, “Uh huh” (he swore when his pencil broke).  The teacher then says, “So how many points did you earn?”  Carl says 2 and is told to give himself a 2.  But what happens when Carl does not “fess up” to the behavior and still insists he earned a 3?  At this point the teacher would say, “Give yourself a 3 and put a * next to it.  We’ll discuss it further right before lunch/recess.”  It is amazing that the student who couldn’t remember a misbehavior or who wants to argue during class time, suddenly remembers when it would cut into his time.  Frequently, when Carl is told he needs to stay back from lunch for a few minutes to discuss the “*”, he shouts, “Give me a 2” and runs out the door.

Perfectionists have an interesting response to self-evaluation.  The same student, who under an externally monitored system, might “lose it” if he/she couldn’t earn all his/her points, is frequently much harder on him/herself when self-evaluating.  Freddy was asked, “How’d you do on the directions rule?”  He replied, “I only got a 1”.  The teacher was confused as she felt Freddy had followed all of the directions.  “I’m confused.  Why a 1?”  “Because I thought about not doing it.”  

It is not unusual for perfectionists to think that because they had a “bad” thought, they should be punished for it.  If the student underestimates his/her behavior, the teacher can point out the positives.  “You thought about not following the directions, but you did!  You know it takes a great deal of self-control to do the right thing even when you don’t want to.  So, how many points did you earn?”  Now the student can raise his/her estimation based on the evidence presented by the staff member.

Whatever the problem, overestimation or underestimation, the staff member can help guide a discussion of the facts and help the student come to a more realistic judgment.  Students start to see the connection between their actions and the results.  Although not a perfect program, guided self-evaluation avoids many of the problems that external monitoring systems encounter.

A final thought, I wonder what would happen if when we got to the exits on the Thruway we were asked, “How did you do on the speeding rule today?”  Regardless of whether we told the truth or lied, it would definitely get us thinking about and examining our own behavior.  Isn’t that our goal, to get our students to think about and examine, monitor and adjust their own behavior?

This paper was presented at the 1996 ANYSEED Conference in Albany, New York on March 23, 1996. 
EXAMPLE OF TRADITIONAL BEHAVIOR SYSTEM- Figure 1

    On Time            Prepared          Directions        Work               Talking             Safety              Seat                All
	Andy

ADHD
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	

	Oscar

Oppositional
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	

	Carl

Conduct
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	

	Molly

Mood
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	

	Edward

Eccentric
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	

	Donna

Dramatic
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	

	Freddy

Fearful
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2      
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	


On Time:

Student is in seat and ready to work when the bell rings and/or activity begins.

Prepared:

Student has materials needed for class and/or activity.

Directions:
Student follows directions the first time they are given.

Work:

Student completes work and makes corrections when necessary.

Talking:

Student uses appropriate tone, volume, and language and follows rules for participation.

Safety:

Student keeps hands, feet, & objects to self and engages in behaviors which will not injure self or others.

Seat:

Student stays in assigned seat or area unless he/she has permission to do otherwise.


Each class period students can earn up to 14 points (2 in each category) for following rules.  The first time a student violates a rule he/she will get a warning and the behavioral expectation will be repeated.  The student can now earn one point.  The second time a student violates a rule he/she will receive a second warning and the behavioral expectation will be repeated.  The student can now earn no points.  The third time a student violates a rule, he/she will be sent to time out.

EXAMPLE OF SUGGESTED BEHAVIOR SYSTEM- Figure 2
On Time            Prepared          Directions        Work               Talking             Safety              Seat                All
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On Time:

Student is in seat and ready to work when the bell rings and/or activity begins.

Prepared:

Student has materials needed for class and/or activity.

Directions:
Student follows directions the first time they are given.

Work:

Student completes work and makes corrections when necessary.

Talking:

Student uses appropriate tone, volume, and language and follows rules for participation.

Safety:

Student keeps hands, feet, & objects to self; engages in behaviors which will not injure self or others.

Seat:

Student stays in assigned seat or area unless he/she has permission to do otherwise.

Each class period students earn from 7-21 points for following the rules.  Students rate themselves according to the following criteria.  3- I followed the rule independently; 2- I followed the rule after being reminded; 1- I followed the rule sometimes.
EXAMPLES OF SUGGESTED INDIVIDUAL BEHAVIOR GOALS FOR SELF-MONITORING-Figure 3

Once students are doing well following the individual classroom rules, it is important to individualize the goals to reflect their different behavioral needs.

All Students:
Follows the “spirit” of all classroom rules.

Individual goal:
Carl will treat his classmates with respect as evidenced by not teasing, touching, or interfering with them.



Carl will keep track of all the times he wants to “bug” others but makes the decision not to do so.

Individual goal:
Donna will keep the focus on herself as evidenced by not interfering in the affairs of others.  

When she feels the need to say something, she will first ask herself, “Is this my business?”.  Donna will 

keep track of all the times she wants to “butt in” but makes the decision not to do so.

Individual goal:
Freddy will attempt to do his work independently as evidenced by not asking for help before he’s had the 

opportunity to assess if he really needs it.  When he feels the need to ask for help, he will first read the 

directions, look over the entire assignment for things he might be able to do, remind himself of past 

successes, and try at least one part of the assignment.  Freddy will keep track of the times he wants to 

ask for help right away, but makes the decision not to.

Each class period, students can earn up to 3 points for following the spirit of the classroom rules.  Students rate themselves according to the following criteria.

3-
I followed the rules independently.

2-
I followed the rules after being reminded

1-           I followed the rules sometimes

As for individual goals, each time the student makes a decision to refrain from a habitual behavior and engage in an alternative behavior (i.e., not “bugging”; not “butting in”; not “asking for unneeded help”) he/she marks his/her sheet.  Initially the goal is to have the students become conscious of their chronic non-productive behavior.  Ultimately, the goal is to reduce the number of tallies as the new behavior pattern becomes more automatic.  *Note - It has been our experience that when students self monitor using a tally chart, they do not require, nor expect to earn a “reward”.  The act of tallying and seeing the results of their behavior change seems to be self-reinforcing.

