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School-Wide Positive Behaviour Support
as Preventive Framework to Reduce Disruptive
Behaviours: A Cross-Sectional Study

Cristina TABACARU DUMITRU!, Georgeta CHIRLESAN?Z,
Valentina STINGA?, Maria CONSTANTINESCU*

Abstract

Disruptive behaviours negatively interfere with learning outcomes, forcing
schools to identify effective preventive and intervention strategies in order to
improve behavioural school climate. An extensive body of research promotes
School-Wide Positive Behaviour Support (SWPBS) as an effective preventive
framework to foster prosocial behaviours and simultaneously reduce disruptive
behaviours. This paper presents the findings from a study that aimed at investigating
problematic behaviours during primary education among typically developing
children and to examine subgroup differences in the effectiveness of the SWPBS
framework in Romania. Participants in our study were a sample of 973 teachers
teaching in 30 schools from the Arges county schools. A descriptive statistical
analysis was undertaken (a) to identify the type and intensity of disruptive
behaviours, (b) to analyse the characteristics of schools with a high frequency of
problematic behaviours and (c) to test if school-related variables (such as school
size and location) can be linked with students’ disruptive behaviours. Results
indicated that higher rates of disruptive behaviours identified by teachers from our
research sample were noisiness while entering the school, running in hallways.
Problematic behaviours are more likely to be identified and defined by more
experienced teachers, although the correlation proved to be small. Problematic
behaviours correlated positively with school size and location. The bigger the
school, the more disruptive behaviours were present. The current study adds to
the evidence that schools are unique organizations and a school-wide prevention
model should be developed considering the school characteristics and their specific
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context. Research limitations and implications for policies are also discussed in
this paper.

Keywords: school climate, disruptive behaviours, positive behaviour support,
School-Wide Positive Behaviour Support.

Introduction

A growing body of research has reported a worryingly high prevalence of
disruptive behaviours in schools (Fossum et al., 2008; Astor & Benbenishty,
2019). Studies (Bettencourt et al., 2018; Collins et al., 2016; Malloy et al., 2018;
McGuire & Meadan, 2022) show that teachers see disruptive behaviours as a major
problem, interfering with learning, and rate managing challenging behaviours as
the most stressful problem in their professional lives (Howard Seeman, 2010).
Disruptive behaviours negatively interfere with learning outcomes, forcing schools
to identify effective preventive and intervention strategies in order to improve
behavioural school climate. Some examples of behaviours interfering with learning
are characterized by aggression, noncompliance, and negative emotionality, such as
intimidation, hostility, anger, avoidance, social withdrawal, and defiance. Concern
about discipline and about the need to consistently manage disruptive behaviours
has made teachers focus on school strategies and practices to prevent challenging
behaviours and create a positive school climate. Schools play a crucial role in
preventing disruptive behaviours and in promoting a positive and healthy learning
environment for child development (Pulimeno ef al., 2020; Costache et al., 2022).
In the past decade, teachers have become more aware of the impact of a positive
approach on managing disruptive behaviours and have reported their need to get
trained so as to manage better challenging behaviours in the classroom (Huang &
Anyon, 2020). Professional development training for school staff can be helpful in
developing and implementing more effective strategies on managing and reducing
disruptive behaviours (Mahvar et al., 2018). To address this gap, School-Wide
Positive Behaviour Support (SWPBS) proposes a framework to engage school
communities and equip teachers and parents with the necessary knowledge and
skills to develop a positive and supportive learning environment. A stronger
identification with the organisation determines more cooperative behaviour (Toker
& Gorener, 2022), based on the positive impact of human psychology on daily
life activities (Vaiz & Ekemen, 2022). Involving the teacher in the delivery of the
program increases the likelihood of generalisation of the program throughout the
school day (Muratori et al., 2019). An effective discipline strategy will be based
on a crucial factor, consistency (Rogers, 2011), which can only be ensured if all
actors involved in the child’s life are applying the same principles in managing
problematic behaviours, correcting them and shaping positive ones.
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Literature review

School-wide positive behavioural support interventions

Developed in early 1990, by George Sugai & Rob Horner (Sugai & Horner,
2000), SWPBS is a framework of strategies, built on Skinner behaviourism (1965),
promoting inclusive philosophy and a proactive approach to positive behaviours
teaching. Pro-active learning approaches enrich the pro-social students’ behaviours,
positive behaviours that will replace the problematic ones. It has been used
extensively in the US (Algozzine et al., 2019), and has a growing popularity in the
European school settings (Bodin et al., 2016). SWPBS is a multitiered framework,
proposing an evidence-based approach for (re)thinking and (re)structuring school
discipline systems to provide universal, targeted, and intensive support to form
a positive, supportive and inclusive environment and encourage positive social,
emotional, and behavioural growth in all students. Several principles are guiding
school discipline procedures: (1) establishing common values for school staff,
for students and their parents and for the community, (2) identifying some
behavioural expectations and routines that would shape students’ development
towards embracing those common values, (3) observing, teaching and reteaching,
rewarding, acknowledging positive behaviours (Freeman et al., 2016; Sadusky et
al., 2018). SWPBS proposes a more proactive approach to managing challenging
behaviours, based on a broad range of systemic and individualised strategies
with significant impact on students’ academic performance. Yet, exclusionary
disciplinary practices in schools are currently used extensively in elementary
schools world-wide (Sobalvarro et al., 2016; Jacobsen et al., 2019), with certain
studies reporting an increase in the use of suspension and exclusion as a disciplinary
strategy, which is a reactive approach (Graham, 2020). Behavioural expectations
along with whole-school staff’s use of a rewarding system and specific positive
feedback are elements of positive behavioural support interventions at the school
level.

SWPBS impact on managing disruptive behaviours

Challenging behaviours interfere with learning, those behaviours affect the
learning and peer interactions for all students (Ingemarson et a/., 2020). A common
vision, clarity of school rules and focus on teaching and reinforcing positive
behaviours facilitate a positive classroom climate. The SWPBS framework
proposes a consistent and structured teaching of positive behavioural expectation
and routines, reinforcing behavioural engagement, and enables teachers with
a wide range of strategies to approach disruptive behaviours that have been
proved to be effective (Freeman et al., 2016). The SWPBS framework focuses
on personalising the school environment and meeting all student’ diverse social
and emotional needs by implementing policies, routines, and evidence-based
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instructional practices in a systematic manner. As educators are often key to
preventing students’ misbehaviours and negative experiences at school, it is
central to provide teachers with a better understanding of what a disruptive
behaviour is, what are the impact of those behaviours on student learning is,
how to recognise a disruptive behaviour and what strategies are efficient for each
specific type of challenging behaviour. It is crucial for teachers to identify and
analyse the main stereotypes, attitudes and prejudices that might prevent specific
students, such as migrant students, from feeling included (Vila Bafios et al., 2022).
Studies identified teacher support as a crucial factor in the efficiency of SWPBS
implementation (Feuerborn et al., 2015). Therefore, SWPBS implementation is
based on providing training for teachers and the whole school staff in the positive
discipline philosophy, in the use of praise and reward system along with specific
positive feedback (Ingemarson et al., 2020).

Overall, studies have shown reductions in problem behaviours, increases in
academic outcomes, improved school climate, increased perceptions of safety, and
better teacher wellbeing as a result of SWPBS implementation (Bradshaw et al.,
2010). The impact of the SWPBS framework on preventing problem behaviour
and supporting pro-social behaviour in schools was explored in a meta-analysis
(Solomon et al., 2012; Korpershoek et al., 2016; Mitchell et al., 2018). The focus
of SWPBS is on building learners’ community, connecting all together by setting
up a common vision and behavioural philosophy, as well as common values.
Feeling connected to the school and being supported by teachers promote students’
possibilities to develop in positive ways, both socially and academically (Kearney,
2008). The engagement of parents in the behavioural management program is
essential for its effectiveness (Constantinescu et al., 2017).

Teachers’ perception and impact on school behavioural climate

The core of SWPBS implementation is represented by the teachers’ willingness
to embrace the SWPBS philosophy and their engagement in this process. At the
same time, teachers have a crucial role in shaping a supportive social classroom
climate (Pas et al., 2015). Teachers’ perception of disruptive behaviours is one
of the factors influencing the school behavioural climate. The knowledge and
the ability of teachers to identify problematic behaviours, to recognise their
signs from an early stage and predict some triggers can have a positive impact
on reducing and managing problematic behaviours in the classroom. Failing in
identifying and assessing student behaviour may lead to increased stress levels in
the teacher (Bushaw & Gallup, 2008). In order to address problematic behaviours,
it is important to rapidly identify when they occur, to be able to assess the type
and the intensity of the behaviour, to analyse the antecedent and consequences
for generating better decisions on prevention and intervention techniques (Hanley
et al., 2003). Yet, there is little knowledge on how the SWPBS framework might
influence teachers’ perception of disruptive behaviours (Hosford & O’Sullivan,
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2016). Teachers find disruptive behaviours as the main factor of professional burn-
out and dissatisfaction, the quality of a school’s teaching and learning environment
is closely linked to student and teacher wellbeing (Malloy et al., 2018).

Methodology

An extensive body of research promotes School-Wide Positive Behaviour
Support (SWPBS) as an effective preventive framework to foster prosocial
behaviours and simultaneously reduce disruptive behaviours. This paper presents
the findings from a study implemented during a three-year project, Building School-
Wide Inclusive, Positive and Equitable Learning Environments through a Systems-
Change Approach [SWPBS]. Disruptive behaviours are still raising concerns
for most of the educators and there is a need to investigate the phenomenon and
explore the effects of a preventive, positive-approach to managing problematic
behaviours.

Research questions

Our study aimed to investigate problematic behaviours during primary education
among typically-developing children and to examine subgroup differences in the
effectiveness of the SWPBS framework in Romania.

The research questions of the present study were threefold:

RQ1: What are the teachers’ perceptions towards the type and intensity of
disruptive behaviours found in their school settings?

RQ2: What are the characteristics of schools with a high frequency of
problematic behaviours?

RQ3: Is there a correlation between school-related variables (such as school
size and location) and students’ disruptive behaviours?

We hypothesised that the correlation of disruptive behaviours would be greater
in bigger schools from urban areas.

Research methods

An anonymous voluntary 50-items web-based questionnaire was distributed to
teachers working in 30 public secondary schools from Arges County, Romania,
during the 2019 -2022 school years. The participating schools were recruited based
on location, as it was necessary to visit the schools in order to provide SWPBS
training and coaching, and on the reported availability in implementing SWPBS
framework. The data in the present study is based on questionnaire responses from
a sample of 973 teachers. The SWPBS Questionnaire consisted of 50 questions,
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built upon several instruments: Teacher’s evaluation of Classroom behavioural
climate (Nérhi et al., 2015), Teacher evaluations on behavioural problems in school
(Grey & Sime, 1989), Organisational health and school climate and Revised School
Level Environment Questionnaire (R-SLEQ) (Johnson et al., 2007), and Teacher
Collective efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). The Teacher Questionnaire
was designed to measure several factors: Problematic behaviours in school (Factor
I), Classroom behavioural climate (Factor II), School climate (Factor III) and
Teacher collective efficacy: Collective teacher Beliefs Scale (Factor IV). Data
were collected at three time points (T1, T2, T3) at the beginning of the school
year 2019-2020, the beginning of the school year 2020-2021 which was our
second measurement, and at the end of the school year 2020-2021 for the third
measurement. A descriptive statistical analysis was undertaken (a) to identify the
type and intensity of disruptive behaviours, (b) to analyse the characteristics of
schools with a high frequency of problematic behaviours and (c) to test if school-
related variables (such as school size and location) can be linked with students’
disruptive behaviours.

Research sample

Data in the present study were collected also based on questionnaire responses
from teachers from both research groups (experimental and control). The teachers
filled in paper questionnaires on site in the classroom during T1 and online during
T2 and T3. The distribution of the number of teachers from the schools for both
groups, experimental and control, is shown in the Table 1. The sample variation
during the three time points (T1-T3) is due to the teachers mobilities during the
academic year. Data on teacher perceptions were collected at three time points
(T1-T3) at the beginning of the school year 2019-2020, the beginning of the school
year 2020-2021 which was our second measurement, and in the end of the school
year 2020-2021 for the third measurement. The first data collection for the Baseline
(T1) was done close to the initiation of the intervention and the beginning of a new
school year (October-November 2019) on-site and on paper. To standardize the
assessment procedures, written instructions were given. Teachers were informed
about the study and a written consent was obtained. The second and the third data
collection (T2 and T3) was sent online together with the description of the research
and the consent form, because of the COVID-19 pandemic.
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Table 1. Teachers’ demographics

T1

T2

T3

Teachers (n, %)

Experimental

548 (57.93%)

225 (64.10%)

329 (60.93%)

Control

398 (42.07%)

126 (35.90%)

211 (39.07%)

Total

946

351

540

Gender (n, %)

Experimental

Male 88 (16.1%) 30 (13.3%) | 41(12.5%)
Female 460 (83.9%) | 195 (86.7%) | 288 (87.5%)
Control

Male 67 (16.8%) 16 (12.7%) | 41 (19.4%)
Female 331(83.2%) | 110 (87.3%) | 170 (80.6%)
Age (M, SD)

Experimental 44.2 (9.91) 43.8 (9.13) | 45.21(8.91)
Control 43.62 (8.79) | 44.68 (8.26) | 45.05 (8.20)
Experience (M, SD)

Experimental 21.06 (10.44) (iéég) 22.20(9.91)
Control 19.88 (10.02) | 21.56 (9.63) | 21.18 (9.16)
Years at school (M,

sD)

Experimental 20.02 (8.12) 20.04 (8.10) &ggi)
Control 19.40 (7.83) | 18.45(7.28) | 13.56 (9.85)

Education level (n,
%)

Experimental

Bachelor 275 (50.2%) 115 (51.2%) | 84 (25.6%)
Master 250 (45.6%) 100 (44.4%) | 214 (65%)
Phd 4 (0.7%) - 30 (9.1%)
Other 1(0.2%) 1(0.4%) 1(0.3%)
Missing data 18 (3.3%) 9 (4%)

Control

Bachelor 204 (51.2%) 66 (52.3%) 97 (46%)
Master 171 (43%) 55 (43.7%) | 113 (53.5%)
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Phd 7 (1.8%) 3 (2.4%) 1(0.5%)

Other 3 (0.8%) - -

Missing data 18 (3.3%) 2 (1.6%) -
Results

As stated above, the SWPBS Teacher Questionnaire was used to explore
teachers’ perception of students’ disruptive behaviours in the participating schools.
To answer our research questions on understanding of teachers’ perceptions of
school climate and types of disruptive behaviours, during all three time points (T1,
T2, T3), corresponding to the three-years of SWPBS framework implementation,
the questionnaires were collected anonymously via an email survey link. Teachers
across all 30 schools expressed their perceptions on disruptive behaviours that
affect school climate and the learning environment. The findings proved the
utility of SWPBS with respect to improving school climate and reducing specific
problematic behaviours often experienced in primary school settings such as lack
of concern towards peers, noisiness, running in hallways, rough play, breaking
school rules, verbal abuse towards other students (e.g., offensive or insulting
remarks), standing in ‘prohibited’ school areas, rude or disrespectful comments and
responses, physical aggression towards other students (e.g., by pushing, punching,
striking), leaving school premises without permission, physical destructiveness
(e.g., breaking objects, damaging furniture and fabric), verbal abuse towards
school staff (e.g., offensive, insulting, insolent or threatening remarks), physical
aggression towards school staff. In Table 2, the findings on SWPBS Teacher
Questionnaire are presented, and we can see an improvement of overall behaviours
of students from T1 to T2, which is an impact indicator of SWPBS implementation.
School staff started to apply SWPBS principles. As shown below, 5.5% of teachers
reported that their students showed lack of concern towards others daily in T1,
at the beginning of project implementation, while for T2 only 1.7% of teachers
and for T3 1.1 % of teachers reported the lack of concern of students towards
others. As we can note, the problematic behaviour decreased over time. According
to teacher responses (9.9%, respectively 9.1 %), the problematic behaviours
identified at the beginning of the project implementation as happening several
times a day were noisy behaviours, respectively running in hallways. Results from
T1 to T2 show that problematic behaviours decreased significantly, indicating
that the implementation of SWPBS was effective. Although, from T2 to T3, the
problematic behaviours increased again, they did not reach the initial level, which
confirms an improvement in reducing challenging behaviours and an increase of
the teachers’ abilities to manage disruptive behaviours. The findings suggest that
SWPBS implementation had a great positive impact after starting the SWPBS
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framework implementation, yet, the problematic behaviours started to raise again
during the third year of the project.

These findings can be explained by an external factor that seriously affected
the school environment, the pandemic crisis triggered by COVID-19. The project
implementation (learning of positive behaviours, rewarding system and providing
specific positive feedback) had to be adapted for the online learning environment.
At the same time, teachers reported not being ready to provide behavioural
support during distance education, which affected the consistency of SWPBS
implementation. Nevertheless, teachers managed to rapidly adapt the SWPBS
program to the new learning conditions, as problematic behaviours did not reach
the level identified during T1. Another explanation of the results obtained is the
fact that teachers suggested that students became accustomed to rewards, taking
them as common things.

Table 2. Distribution of student behaviours observed by teachers (T1)

Percentage of teachers’ responses (n=973)
Type of disruptive
yp behaviouFr) Not Once | Several | Daily tinsq?a\;eer:lch
once times
day
Showing lack of concern T1 39.0 253 27.6 5.5 2.6
towardfothers T2 | 658 | 242 | 7.4 1.7 0.9
’ T3 52.6 29.1 0.9 1.1 16.3
mx:rsgrtf;”;i ::r:%‘?' areas % 135 | 213 | 370 | 183 9.9
cafeteria) s';udents a\rlt’e T3 49.0 26.5 18.5 >-1 0.9
. ! 33.5 31.9 2.0 6.9 25.7
noisy.
Tl 15.9 20.6 375 16.9 9.1
Running in hallways. T2 59.4 23.2 11.1 5.7 0.6
T3 35.0 34.6 1.1 5.6 23.7
T1 55.8 26.6 11.3 4.3 2.0
Rough play T2 82.1 10.8 5.1 1.4 0.6
T3 61.8 28.7 0.2 1.5 7.8
. . T1 43.9 31.8 17.9 4.3 2.1
rpjl';sfte”t'y breaking school | 1> | 256 | 194 6.3 0.9 0.6
) T3 56.3 29.1 0.9 1.1 12.6
Verbal abuse towards other T1 32.0 34,4 24.0 6,2 3,4
students (e.g., offensive or T2 62.1 27.9 8.8 1.2 0
insulting remarks). T3 53.4 32.0 0.7 2.0 11.9
L, e T1 74.4 16.8 6.3 1.5 1.0
izi';‘i'lnagr;gspmh'b'ted T2 | 929 | 54 17 0 0
’ T3 75.0 19.6 0.6 1.1 3.7
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Rude. disrespectful T1 49.8 32.2 13.1 3.0 1.9
N, o‘r’ e T2 | 783 | 162 | 43 0.9 03
P ' T3 | 606 | 282 | 04 15 9.3
Physical aggression towards | T1 41.4 35.5 17.6 2.9 2.6
other students (e.g., by T2 73.8 21.9 3.4 0.3 0.6
pushing, punching, striking). | T3 62.8 27.2 0.2 1.3 8.5
Leaving school premises T /9.4 10.8 8.0 11 0.7
withougt ermisSion T2 4.0 >/ 03 0 0
P : 13 | 752 | 193 | 0.2 0.9 4.4
Physical de§truchyeness T1 69.9 214 73 08 06
(e.g., breaking objects, T2
damaging furniture and T3 858 12.5 1.4 03 0
1aging 73.0 | 198 0 11 6.1
fabric).
Verbal abuse towards ' T1 85.4 97 a1 05 03
school staff (e.g., offensive, T2
insulting, insolent or T3 93.7 6.0 0 03 0
& 79.8 | 150 | 04 0.4 4.4
threatening remarks).
Physical aggression towards T 96.2 2.4 0.8 01 0.5
scf?ool Stagﬁg T2 | 983 | 17 0 0 0
’ T3 84.2 13.0 0.2 0.7 1.9

To answer our second and third research questions, factors related to the school
characteristics are influential and can have consequences on the impact of SWPBS
implementation and on effectiveness of prevention and managing of problematic
behaviours. To identify correlations among the final teacher outcomes and the
corresponding contextual variables (school size, location, teacher experience), a
descriptive analysis based on Pearson (r) Correlation Coefficient was used. The
major results can be found in the tables below with high correlations at some time
points during our research implementation. The findings show that school size has
a significant high correlation on overall problematic behaviours and school size
(r=0.72, at a significance level of p < 0.001) (for time point T1). As is shown in
Table 3, for T2 and T3, the correlation is not statistically significant. Therefore, we
can infer that for T1, the bigger the school, the more disruptive behaviours were
identified by teachers, for T2 and T3, during SWPBS project implementation the
correlation is not significant, meaning that teachers from bigger schools managed
to address disruptive behaviours.
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Table 3. The correlation between disruptive behaviour (overall score) and the school
size (T1, T2, T3)

Overall Problem Behaviour School Size
T1_mean rf;o:(;)biz
T2_mean r:z 821101
T3_mean r:cz) 325152

Another variable analysed was the location of the school, we were interested to
see if there are differences in the overall problematic behaviours at the school level
for schools from rural or urban areas. The results can be seen below, in Table 4.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of contextual variables (school location) for T1, T2, T3

Overall Pllfoblem Location n Mean .Mean p

Behaviour Difference
rural 18 1.64

Tl _mean -0.32 0.001
urban 12 1.96
rural 18 1,29

T2_mean -0.04 0.508
urban 12 1,33
rural 18 1,67

T3_mean -0.03 0.828
urban 12 1,70

As we can see, the findings show that school size has a significant high
correlation on overall problematic behaviours and school location (r = -0.32, p
<0.001) (for time point T1). As is shown in Table 3, for T2 and T3, the correlation
is not statistically significant. Therefore, we can infer that for T1, teachers from the
schools from urban areas have identified more disruptive behaviours. For T2 and
T3, the correlation was not statistically significant, meaning that schools started
implementing SWPBS were able to reduce problematic behaviours.

The last contextual variable analysed was teachers’ experience, measured in
years of teaching. The results are presented in 7able 5.
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Table 5. The correlation between disruptive behaviour (overall score) and teachers
teaching experience (T1, T2, T3)

Overall Problem Years of teaching
Behaviour experience
T1_mean rl:z :)(()):j
T2_mean r20==0-20297
T3_mean rl:z 3252;

The findings show a low correlation between disruptive behaviours and the
teachers’ teaching experience, for T1 there is medium correlation (r = 0.34, p =
0.064), proving that at the beginning of the implementation of SWPBS support,
teachers with greater teaching experience reported less disruptive behaviours,
which means that they can be seen as being more able to prevent and reduce
disruptive behaviours than teachers with less teaching experience. The interesting
fact is that the correlation is not statistically significant for T2 and T3, which might
prove that SWPBS is an effective support framework for teachers, regardless of
their teaching experience, that is a teacher, at the beginning of his career, provided
with training and support, can feel less stressed towards disruptive behaviours and
be able to manage more effectively.

In this study, we investigated the effects of SWPBIS on disruptive behaviour
in 30 secondary schools from the Arges County. Implementation of SWPBIS with
fidelity was associated with reductions in disruptive behaviours rated, results
provided by prior research (e.g., Serlie et al., 2015; Bohanon et al., 2018; Bohanon
& Wu, 2020), however, the effects were not very significant due to the COVID-19
crisis that forced schools to shift to online and hybrid learning.

Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to develop a better understanding of teachers’
perceptions related to disruptive behaviours of students in their schools. The current
study adds to the evidence that schools are unique organisations and a school-wide
prevention model should be developed considering the school characteristics and
their specific context. Our findings show that noisiness while entering the school
and running in hallways are the most frequent disruptive behaviours identified by
the teachers from our research sample. Also, we identified that from the beginning
of the SWPBS implementation, from time point T1 to time point T2, there is
a decreasing tendency in the frequency of problematic behaviours. Interesting
situations occur from T2 to T3, the period when schools changed from remote to
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onsite and/or hybrid learning, due to the evolution of COVID-19 cases in the Arges
County. Teachers in T3 identified disruptive behaviours more frequently than in
T3, yet the rates haven’t reached the initial time point T1. Concerning the relation
between overall problematic behaviours and other contextual variables, school size
and location, our results show that school size has a significant high correlation on
overall problematic behaviours and school size (r = 0.72, at a significance level
of p < 0.001) (T1), while for the T2 and T3, the correlation is not statistically
significant. Regarding school location, teachers from urban area schools have
identified more disruptive behaviours, than teachers from rural areas. For T2
and T3, the correlation was not statistically significant, meaning that both types
of schools, urban and rural, were able to reduce problematic behaviours during
SWPBS implementation. Problematic behaviours are more likely to be identified
and defined by more experienced teachers, although the correlation proved to be
small. Nevertheless, the results from T2 and T3, show that SWPBS framework
helped teachers with less experience to manage disruptive behaviours. SWPBS
support has an impact on fostering a positive school environment by promoting a
schoolwide prevention program (M. Constantinescu et al., 2019). It is fundamental
that whole school staff along with stakeholders participate in the implementation
of a prevention program for managing disruptive behaviours (Freeman et al.,
2016), and provide teachers with the knowledge and skills to identify and define
disruptive behaviours.

Limitation of the study

Some limitations should be taken into account when considering our research
findings. First, mobility of subjects within both sample groups imposed the need
to restart the training and implementation program for a group of participants.
Another limitation of the study was the missing values and the small sample size,
which also might explain that there is no significant difference across T1 and T2,
and T2 and T3, between experimental and control groups. Figures show that for the
research variables, both groups, experimental and control group followed a similar
pattern, with no statistically significant effect size. Another important limitation
was COVID - 19 pandemics that caused the interruption of project implementation
and imposed some rethinking of the SWPBS program implementation to online
settings, afterwards to hybrid education.

Acknowledgments

This work has been carried out within the project SWPBS: “Building School-
Wide Inclusive, Positive and Equitable Learning Environments through a
Systems-Change Approach”, a KA3/ Support for Policy Reform Project (ref. no.
606687-EPP-1-2018-2-CY-EPPKA3-PI-POLICY), financially supported by the
European Commission through the Erasmus+ Programme. The project coordinator

176



REVISTA DE CERCETARE SI INTERVENTIE SOCIALA - VOLUMUL 79/2022

is CARDET - Centre for Advancement of Research and Development in Educational
Technology (CY) and the partners are Universitatea din Pitesti (RO); Inspectoratul
Scolar Judetean Arges (RO); Paidagogiko Instituto Kyprou, Ministry of Education
(CY); Innovade Ltd (CY); Jyvaskylan Yliopisto (FI); Kontiolahden kunta (FI);
City of Varkaus (FI); Lappeenrannan Kaupunki (FI); Aristotelio Panepistimio
Thessalonikis (GR); Perifereiaki Diefthinsi Protovathmias Kai Defterovathmias
Ekpaidefsis (GR).

Funding

This research was funded by the European Commission, within ERASMUS+
KA3, grant number 606687-EPP-1-2018-2-CY-EPPKA3-PI-POLICY.

Ethical approval

The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of
Helsinki, and approved by the Ethics Committee of Project Research Team.

Informed consent

Every person who participated in the research was informed and signed the
consent form. For children under 18 the signed form was signed by their parents
or their legal guardians. All data presented in this study are available on request
from the corresponding author.

References

Algozzine, B., Barrett, S., Eber, L., George, H., Horner, R., Lewis, T., Putnam, B., Swain-
Bradway, J., Mclntosh, K., & Sugai, G. (2019). School-wide PBIS Tiered Fidelity
Inventory. OSEP Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions
and Supports.

Astor, R. A., & Benbenishty, R. (2019). Bullying, school violence, and climate in evolving
contexts: Culture, organization, and time. (Oxford University).

Bettencourt, A. F., Gross, D., Ho, G., & Perrin, N. (2018). The Costly Consequences of
not Being Socially and Behaviorally Ready to Learn by Kindergarten in Baltimore
City. Journal of Urban Health, 95(1), 36-50; DOI: 10.1007/s11524-017-0214-6.

Bodin, M. C., South, S. H., & Ingemarson, M. (2016). A Quasi-Randomized Trial ofa School-
Wide Universal Prevention Program: Results and Lessons Learned. Scandinavian
Journal of Educational Research, 60(4); DOI: 10.1080/00313831.2015.1024164.

Bohanon, H. S., & Wu, M. J. (2020). A comparison of sampling approaches for monitoring
schoolwide inclusion program fidelity. International Journal of Developmental
Disabilities, 66(3); DOI: 10.1080/20473869.2018.1546793.

Bohanon, H., Wahnschaff, A., Flaherty, P., & Ferguson, K. (2018). Leading Schools under
Pressure: Considerations of Systems Theory and Schoolwide Positive Behavior
Support Efforts during School Actions. School Community Journal, 28(1).

177



REVISTA DE CERCETARE SI INTERVENTIE SOCIALA - VOLUMUL 79/2022

Bradshaw, C. P., Mitchell, M. M., & Leaf, P.J. (2010). Examining the Effects of Schoolwide
Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports on Student Outcomes. Journal of
Positive Behavior Interventions, 12(3), 133-148; DOI: 10.1177/1098300709334798.

Bushaw, W. J., & Gallup, A. M. (2008). Americans Speak Out - Are Educators and Policy
Makers Listening? Phi Delta Kappan, 90(1); DOI: 10.1177/003172170809000106.

Collins, T. A., Cook, C. R., Dart, E. H., Socie, D. G., Renshaw, T. L., & Long, A. C. (2016).
Improving classroom engagement among high school students with disruptive
behavior: Evaluation of the class pass intervention. Psychology in the Schools,
53(2); DOI: 10.1002/pits.21893.

Constantinescu, M., Constantinescu, C., & Dumitru Tabacaru, C. (2017). Development
Of Parenting Skills by Implementing Strong Families Program. 1346-1354; DOI:
10.15405/epsbs.2017.05.02.165.

Constantinescu, M., Chirlesan, G. & Dumitru Tabéacaru, C. (2019). School Climate and
Behavior Management in Romanian Schools. Social Sciences and Education
Research Review, Department of Communication, Journalism and Education
Sciences, 6(2), 149-164.

Costache, L., Crai, E., & Ivan, C. (2022). School Segregation and Educational Equity.
Institutionalization of School Segregation Monitoring, a Sine Qua Non Prerequisite
for Policies to Promote Educational Equity. Revista de Cercetare si Interventie
Sociala, 76, 137-153, DOI: 10.33788/rcis.76.10

Feuerborn, L. L., Tyre, A. D., & King, J. P. (2015). The Staff Perceptions of Behavior
and Discipline Survey. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 17(2), 116-126;
DOI: 10.1177/1098300714556675.

Fossum, S., Handegérd, B. H., Martinussen, M., & Merch, W. T. (2008). Psychosocial
interventions for disruptive and aggressive behaviour in children and adolescents:
A meta-analysis. European Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 17(7); DOL: 10.1007/
s00787-008-0686-8.

Freeman, J., Simonsen, B., McCoach, D. B., Sugai, G., Lombardi, A., & Horner, R. (2016).
Relationship Between School-Wide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports
and Academic, Attendance, and Behavior Outcomes in High Schools. Journal of
Positive Behavior Interventions, 18(1); DOI: 10.1177/1098300715580992.

Graham, L. J. (2020). Questioning the impacts of legislative change on the use of
exclusionary discipline in the context of broader system reforms: a Queensland
case-study. [International Journal of Inclusive Education, 24(14); DOI:
10.1080/13603116.2018.1540668.

Grey, J., & Sime, N. (1989). Findings from the national survey of teachers in England and
Wales. In Elton (Ed.), Discipline in Schools. Report of the committee of enquiry
chaired by Lord Elton. Department of Education and Science and the Welsh office.
Her Majesty’s Stationary Office.

Hanley, G. P., Iwata, B. A., & McCord, B. E. (2003). FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS OF
PROBLEM BEHAVIOR: A REVIEW. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 36(2);
DOI: 10.1901/jaba.2003.36-147.

Hosford, S., & O’Sullivan, S. (2016). A climate for self-efficacy: The relationship between
school climate and teacher efficacy for inclusion. International Journal of Inclusive
Education, 20(6); DOI: 10.1080/13603116.2015.1102339.

178



REVISTA DE CERCETARE SI INTERVENTIE SOCIALA - VOLUMUL 79/2022

Howard Seeman. (2010). Preventing Disruptive Behavior in Colleges: A Campus and
Classroom Management Handbook for Higher Education. Rowman & Littlefield
Education.

Huang, F., & Anyon, Y. (2020). The relationship between school disciplinary resolutions
with school climate and attitudes toward school. Preventing School Failure, 64(3);
DOI: 10.1080/1045988X.2020.1722940

Ingemarson, M., Rosendahl, I., Bodin, M., & Birgegard, A. (2020). Teacher’s use of praise,
clarity of school rules and classroom climate: comparing classroom compositions in
terms of disruptive students. Social Psychology of Education, 23(1); DOI: 10.1007/
s11218-019-09520-7.

Jacobsen, W. C., Pace, G. T., & Ramirez, N. G. (2019). Punishment and Inequality at an
Early Age: Exclusionary Discipline in Elementary School. In Social Forces (Vol.
97, Issue 3); DOI: 10.1093/sf/soy072.

Johnson, B., Stevens, J. J., & Zvoch, K. (2007). Teachers’ Perceptions of School
Climate. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 67(5), 833-844; DOI:
10.1177/0013164406299102.

Kearney, C. A. (2008). School absenteeism and school refusal behavior in youth: A
contemporary review. In Clinical Psychology Review (Vol. 28, Issue 3); DOI:
10.1016/j.cpr.2007.07.012.

Korpershoek, H., Harms, T., de Boer, H., van Kuijk, M., & Doolaard, S. (2016). A
Meta-Analysis of the Effects of Classroom Management Strategies and Classroom
Management Programs on Students’ Academic, Behavioral, Emotional,
and Motivational Outcomes. Review of Educational Research, 86(3); DOI:
10.3102/0034654315626799.

Mahvar, T., Ashghali Farahani, M., & Aryankhesal, A. (2018). Conflict management
strategies in coping with students’ disruptive behaviors in the classroom:
Systematized review. Journal of Advances in Medical Education & Professionalism,
6(3).

Malloy,J. A. M., Bohanon, H., & Francoeur, K. (2018). Positive Behavioral Interventions and
Supportsin High Schools: A Case Study From New Hampshire. Journal of Educational
and Psychological Consultation, 28(2); DOI: 10.1080/10474412.2017.1385398.

McGuire, S. N., & Meadan, H. (2022). Social Inclusion of Children with Persistent
Challenging Behaviors. Early Childhood Education Journal, 50(1); DOI: 10.1007/
s10643-020-01135-4.

Mitchell, B. S., Hatton, H., & Lewis, T. J. (2018). An Examination of the Evidence-Base
of School-Wide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports Through Two Quality
Appraisal Processes. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 20(4), 239-250;
DOI: 10.1177/1098300718768217.

Muratori, P., Bertacchi, 1., Masi, G., Milone, A., Nocentini, A., Powell, N. P., Lochman, J.
E., Jones, S., Kassing, F., & Romero, D. (2019). Effects of a universal prevention
program on externalizing behaviors: Exploring the generalizability of findings
across school and home settings. Journal of School Psychology, 77; DOI: 10.1016/j.
jsp-2019.09.002.

Niérhi, V., Kiiski, T., Peitso, S., & Savolainen, H. (2015). Reducing disruptive behaviours
and improving learning climates with class-wide positive behaviour support in

179



REVISTA DE CERCETARE SI INTERVENTIE SOCIALA - VOLUMUL 79/2022

middle schools. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 30(2), 274-285;
DOI: 10.1080/08856257.2014.986913.

Pas, E. T., Cash, A. H., O’Brennan, L., Debnam, K. J., & Bradshaw, C. P. (2015). Profiles of
classroom behavior in high schools: Associations with teacher behavior management
strategies and classroom composition. Journal of School Psychology, 53(2), 137-
148; DOI: 10.1016/.jsp.2014.12.005.

Pulimeno, M., Piscitelli, P., Colazzo, S., Colao, A., & Miani, A. (2020). School as ideal
setting to promote health and wellbeing among young people. In Health Promotion
Perspectives (Vol. 10, Issue 4); DOI: 10.34172/hpp.2020.50.

Rogers, W. (2011). Classroom behaviour: a practical guide to effective teaching, behaviour
management and colleague support. In Classroom behaviour: a practical guide to
effective teaching, behaviour management and colleague support.

Sadusky, A., Freeman, N. C., Jacobs, K. E., & Reupert, A. E. (2018). Preservice Psychology
Training about (Specific) Learning Differences. Educational and Developmental
Psychologist, 35(2); DOI: 10.1017/edp.2018.7.

Skinner, B. F. (1965). Science & Human Behavior. In Science & human behavior.

Sobalvarro, A., Graves, S. L., & Hughes, T. (2016). The Effects of Check-In/Check-Out
on Kindergarten Students in an Urban Setting. Contemporary School Psychology,
20(1); DOI: 10.1007/s40688-015-0058-6

Solomon, B. G., Klein, S. A., Hintze, J. M., Cressey, J. M., & Peller, S. L. (2012). A
meta-analysis of school-wide positive behavior support: An exploratory study using
single-case synthesis. Psychology in the Schools, 49(2); DOI: 10.1002/pits.20625.

Serlie, M.-A., Ogden, T., & Olseth, A. R. (2015). Preventing Problem Behavior in School
through School-Wide Staff Empowerment: Intervention Outcomes. World Journal
of Educational Research, 2(2), 117; DOI: 10.22158/wjer.v2n2p117.

Sugai, G., & Horner, R. H. (2000). PREFACE: Including the Functional Behavioral
Assessment Technology in Schools. Exceptionality, 8(3), 145-148; DOI: 10.1207/
S15327035EX0803 1.

Toker, K., & Gorener, A. (2022). Do Employees’ Emotions Contaminate Organisations?
The Relationship between Emotional Contagion and Organisational Identification.
Revista de Cercetare si Interventie Sociala, 78, 26-40; DOI: 10.33788/rcis.78.2.

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Barr, M. (2004). Fostering Student Learning: The Relationship
of Collective Teacher Efficacy and Student Achievement. Leadership and Policy
in Schools, 3(3), 189-209; DOI: 10.1080/15700760490503706.

Vaiz, T., & Ekemen, M.A. (2022). The Role of Positive Psychological Capital and
Personality Traits on the Relationship of Conscious Awareness and Entrepreneurial
Intention. Revista de Cercetare si Interventie Sociala, 78, 41-61; DOI: 10.33788/
rcis.78.3.

Vila Bafios, R., Aneas Alvarez, A., Sanchez Marti, A., & Freixa Niella, M. (2022).
High School Students’ Attitudes towards Migrant Youth. Revista de Cercetare si
Interventie Sociala, 78, 72-86; DOI: 10.33788/rcis.78.5.

180



