Cultural Fit and the Effects of School-wide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports in High-Need
Schools:
A Quasi-Experimental Study

1. Introduction

School-wide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (SWPBIS) have existed for over 20 years in the
United States (Sugai & Horner, 2002). Now, the program is being disseminated in many other countries,
including in Europe. To date, no deleterious effects have been published (Author). Instead, various
positive effects have been reported, mostly on student suspensions and other disciplinary measures
(Bradshaw et al., 2010, 2012, 2015; Caldarella et al., 2011; Flannery et al., 2014; Gage, Rose et al., 2019;
Gage, Grasley-Boy et al.,2019; Lee et al., 2021; Pass et al., 2019; Ward & Gersten, 2013) but also on
increased student attendance at school (Caldarella et al., 2011; Freeman et al., 2016; Pas et al., 2019),
perceived school safety (Horner et al., 2009), increased instructional time (Lassen et al., 2006), and
decreased problem behaviors (Gage, Rose et al., 2019; Sgrlie & Ogden, 2007, 2014, 2015) and bullying
(Waasdorp et al., 2012; Gage, Rose et al., 2019; Ward & Gersten, 2013).

The Netherlands’ successful implementation of SWPBIS for more than 10 years (Nelen, Blonk et al., 2019;
Nelen, Willemse et al., 2019), its potential for cultural adaptation, and the encouraging effects observed
in various contexts have inspired the idea to adapt SWPBIS for the French-speaking Belgian context.
Indeed, as part of a reform of the education system, it was decided to foster evidence-based education
(Author) and to offer underperforming schools incentives to use proven intervention programs
(Fédération Wallonie-Bruxelles, 2017). Some of these schools had been experiencing a deteriorating
school climate and numerous behavioral problems. In such cases, restoring the school climate is a
prerequisite for providing all students with good learning opportunities. It is in this context that SWPBIS
was implemented on a small scale. This evaluation of its effects using a quasi-experimental design aims
to verify the value of continuing this project to address the challenges of schools facing difficulties and is
a prerequisite to scaling up (Slavin, 2017).

SWPBIS is a school-wide program based on the Response to Intervention (RTl) model in which universal
prevention is the primary focus (Fuchs et al., 2003). Universal prevention reorganizes the rules of a school
around shared values that are translated into expected student behaviors in different areas of the school.
The educational team teaches these expected behaviors actively and explicitly (via modelling, guided
practice, autonomous practice). Positive reinforcement of the expected behaviors and the application of
logical and appropriate consequences for inappropriate behaviors increase the likelihood that the
expected behaviors will appear.

The management of inappropriate behavior is reviewed considering the consistency and fairness of
treatment that students expect from the educational team. It is especially important to consider the
unequal treatment and unfairness felt by some students because of its direct link to dropping out
(Monseur & Baye, 2017).

Another key aspect of SWPBIS is the decision-making process, which is driven by regular data collection.
Data-driven choices are intended to make decisions more objective and easier to understand for all
stakeholders (Schildkamp et al., 2013). This approach is relatively complex to implement in schools, where



decisions made about students are sometimes based on feelings and on “labels” applied at a particular
time that students may find difficult to shed (Schildkamp et al., 2014).

School climate

School climate refers to shared beliefs, values, and attitudes that shape interactions between students,
teachers, and administrators. Together, these elements determine the parameters of acceptable behavior
in the school setting (Kuperminc et al., 1997). For Haynes et al. (1997), school climate represents the
quality and consistency of interpersonal relationships. The relational aspect that involves how people feel
connected to each other at school is one of the fundamental dimensions of school climate (Bradshaw et
al., 2014). For other authors, school climate refers to the quality and characteristics of school life (Cohen
etal., 2009; Gage et al., 2016). More recently, the notion of school climate was expanded to include safety
and the physical environment (Wilson, 2004; Zullig et al., 2010). Another definition builds on the idea that
school climate is the “atmosphere for learning” (Suldo et al., 2013). This atmosphere arises from the
feelings that people develop about their school and whether the school provides the conditions for
learning to occur.

While all the factors determining school climate have not yet been clearly established, one important
aspect seems to be the functioning of the school. This includes a focus on academic achievement, friendly
and collegial relationships among staff members, respect for all members of the school community,
leadership and support from the principal, a consistent disciplinary policy, attention to safety issues, and
engagement with families and the community (Hoy & Tarter, 1997, as cited in Bradshaw, Koth et al., 2008).

There is a consensus in the literature regarding the need to develop a healthy school climate (Berkowitz,
2017) since positive school climate is linked to several positive outcomes in behaviors, social skills, as well
as attendance and academic achievement (Berkowitz, 2017; Booren et al., 2011; Gage et al., 2016;
Gubbels et al., 2019). Students with a sense of belonging to their school community demonstrate greater
regulation of classroom behaviors, whereas feeling insecure and outside of the school community
represent elements that have been associated with deleterious outcomes (Gase, 2017; Goldweber et al.,
2013; Wilson, 2004).

The quality and characteristics of school life (Cohen et al., 2009; Gage et al., 2016) therefore influence
students' behaviors and social skills (Gottfredson et al., 2005; McIntosh et al., 2006; Gage et al., 2016). On
the contrary, disorganized schools with high rates of conflict can specifically exacerbate the manifestation
of problem behaviors and can contribute to academic failure and absenteeism (Goldweber et al., 2013;
Hawkins et al., 1992).

According to Bradshaw et al. (2014), school climate is a significant predictor of dropping out, absenteeism,
school exclusion, and aggressive and violent behavior. A positive school climate is associated with lower
rates of absenteeism (Gubbels et al., 2019; Hendron & Kearney, 2016). Research on bullying has also
highlighted that students who perceive their schools as unsafe and unsupportive are more likely to engage
in bullying (Bradshaw, O’Brennan et al., 2008, Goldweber et al., 2013).



Effect of SWBIS on school climate

Successful support for students’ positive behaviors has been linked to school environments and school
climates that are effective, reassuring, preventive, and positive (Bradshaw, Koth et al., 2008; 2009; Gage
et al., 2016; Horner et al., 2010).

In a recent meta-analysis on the effects of school-wide intervention programs on school climate, Charlton
et al. (2020) concluded that SWPBIS is among the two types of interventions with the highest effect sizes.

In SWPBIS, improving school climate is a key element. By reducing inappropriate behaviors, the school
becomes a more pleasant place to live (Caldarella et al., 2011). The data collected in numerous studies
have shown a decrease in discipline problems in schools following the introduction of SWPBIS. Everyone
in the school feels safer and relationships are more positive.

Horner et al. (2009) conducted a randomized, wait-list control trial in the United States on the effects of
SWPBIS in 60 elementary schools. After implementation, the authors measured the various dimensions
of school climate with the School Safety Survey (Sprague et al., 1996) including design of space, crowding,
perceived caring, perceived sensitivity to cultural differences, students’ bonding with school, quality of
student-adult interactions, perceived fairness of school rules, and level of adult supervision. The effect
size observed for staff members on the entire questionnaire was +0.32.

Bradshaw and colleagues (2008, 2009) also investigated the improvement in school climate through the
implementation of SWPBIS as experienced by staff members in 37 Maryland elementary schools. This
experimental study used the Organizational Health Inventory for Elementary Schools (Hoy & Fedman,
1987). The results show an overall positive effect of SWPBIS implementation on the overall OHI (ES =
+0.29) and on the sub-dimensions measured (ES = +0.24 for staff affiliation, ES = +0.22 for academic
emphasis, ES =+0.21 for resource influence, ES = +0.20 for collegial leadership, and ES = +0.16 for
institutional integrity).

The quasi-experimental study conducted by Caldarella et al. (2011) to measure the effects of SWPBIS
implementation on more than 3,000 teachers and more than 10,000 middle secondary students showed
substantial improvement in school climate following the implementation of the program, throughout the
sub-dimensions included in the Indicators of School Quality (Taylor et al, 2006): educational assistance: ES
=+ 0.72; school communication: ES = + 1.24 and student prosocial behavior: ES = + 2.73. According to the
authors, this improvement had a positive impact on overall school quality and student achievement.

Ward & Gersten (2013) conducted an experimental wait-list study to evaluate the effects of implementing
the Safe and Civil Schools model for PBIS in 22 elementary schools in the United States. They administered
both the student and staff versions of the California Healthy Kids Survey (WestEd, 2013). First, the two
authors noted that teachers reported improvement in several elements of school climate, namely a
decrease in bullying (ES = -0.24), a decrease in classroom disorder (ES = -0.67) as well as a decrease in
mistrust of adults (ES = -0.15). Second, more students reported never being hit or pushed at school (ES =
+0.12). These results indicated a decrease in peer violence and an improvement in perceived safety at
school. Smolkowski et al. (2016) repeated the investigation three years later and confirmed the initial
results.



In Norway, Segrlie and Ogden (2015) investigated the effect of the Norwegian version of the SWPBIS in
their quasi-experiment. Teachers from 48 elementary schools were asked to complete the Classroom
Climate Scale (Sgrlie and Nordahl, 1998). A student version was used to measure students’ perceptions of
prosocial learning in the classroom. Sgrlie and Ogden found a low effect size at baseline on the teacher
guestionnaires (ES = + 0.17). In contrast, no effect was found in the data from the student questionnaires.

Most of the comparative studies were conducted in the United States and were primarily focused on only
one category of individuals (school staff or students). None of the studies included school staff, parents,
and students. In addition, the studies addressed only one or two dimensions of school climate (safety,
engagement, and environment) but never all three. However, Gase et al. (2017) explained that when
schools seek to “measure and implement interventions aimed at improving school climate, consideration
should be given to grounding these efforts in a multidimensional conceptualization of climate that values
student perspectives and includes elements of both engagement and safety” (p. 320). The authors
demonstrated that school staff and administrative measures of school climate showed limited association
with student outcomes, while student reports of engagement and safety showed strong associations with
student outcomes.

Effects of SWPBIS on absenteeism

Since absenteeism is one of the observable and predictive symptoms of dropping out (Balfanz et al., 2007;
Rumberger & Lim, 2008), it is important to test whether the implementation of SWPBIS increases student
attendance in school, as research in other school systems has shown (Caldarella et al., 2011; Freeman et
al., 2015, 2016; Molina et al., 2020; Pas et al., 2019; Smolkowski et al., 2016; Ward & Gersten, 2013).

Purpose

In some schools, especially high-needs schools, addressing the school climate issue is a prerequisite for
learning to take place. SWPBIS is a framework that has demonstrated effects in the US, but only a limited
number of studies have demonstrated the effects outside the US.

In a European context, and especially in our particular context, positive feedback is rare, while negative
feedback and sanctions are the norm (OECD, 2019). Furthermore, the behaviorist aspects of such a project
typically meet resistance. Finally, data collection and analysis at the school level are not common practice
(Soetewey & Crepin, 2014). We posit that the habits of negative feedbacks and the defiance related to
behaviorism are part of our school cultural context, school culture being defined as “the beliefs, values,
habits and assumed ways of doing things among communities of teachers who have had to deal with
similar demands and constraints over many years” (Hargreaves, 1992, p. 217).

The first aim of this study was to test the feasibility of implementing SWPBIS in a Western European
French-speaking educational system. This issue of feasibility and cultural fit was a prerequisite to
collecting and analyzing data on the effectiveness of SWPBIS in our educational context. Indeed, context
matters and any attempt to implement prefabricated solutions, without taking into account the
conditions of reception in different contexts, including the school environment and culture, is likely to fail
(Bressoux, 2017; Mclntosh et al., 2010). The barriers and enablers of the implementation of SWPBIS in a
French-speaking context will be discussed elsewhere (Author). In this study, we will address this first issue
through an analysis of the fidelity of the program's implementation, which will give an indication of the
feasibility of implementing SWPBIS in our context. In our opinion, if the program can be implemented with



fidelity without any extraordinary and not reproducible means to achieve it, it will mean that the
intervention features correspond to the school environment and needs, thus representing cultural fit. The
cultural fit will then be measured via validated international tools of SWPBIS fidelity of implementation.

The second purpose of this study is to measure the effects of the implementation of SWPBIS in
four experimental schools (three elementary schools and one middle school) compared to control
schools. The effects will encompass all the dimensions of school climate and all the stakeholders. Our
study adds to the existing body of knowledge as it includes all the stakeholders (i.e., students, educational
team, and parents), in both elementary and middle schools, and addresses all three dimensions of school
climate (safety, engagement, and environment).

Research questions

Research Question 1: To what extent is it feasible to implement SWPBIS with fidelity in a Western French-
speaking country?

Research Question 2: Do the students, school staff, and parents in the SWPBIS experimental schools feel
that their school climate is improving to a larger extent than those in the control schools?

Research Question 3: Is student absenteeism lower in SWPBIS experimental schools?
2. Materials and Methods

Participants

In 2017-2018, four schools (three elementary schools and one middle school) began the implementation
project. School officials helped the research team find comparable control schools based on school size,
geographical situation, particular features (such as bilingual schools), school type, and socio-economic
status. Table 1 describes the characteristics of the experimental and control schools. In a small education
system, it is a challenge to find comparable schools on all the defined criteria. The selected experimental
and control schools are fairly comparable, even if control school 1 is somewhat more advantaged and
larger in size than the corresponding experimental school.



Table 1: Characteristics of participating schools

School Education No. School School Geographical School type®
level® students particularity SES® characteristic
Experimental  Elementary 84 4 Suburban Public (state level)
1
Control 1 Elementary 149 7 Suburban Public (state level)
Experimental  Elementary 127 Bilingual 5 Suburban Public (state level)
2 (French-
German)
Control 2 Elementary 204 Bilingual 4 Suburban Public (state level)
(French-
English)
Experimental  Elementary 208 Bilingual 19 Rural Public
3 (municipality)
Control 3 Elementary 149 Bilingual 18 Rural Public
(municipality)
Experimental Middle 160 Grades 7 & 8 2 Urban Private (but
4 school only mainly state-
funded)
Control 4 Middle 180 Grades 7 & 8 3a Urban Private (but
school only mainly state-
funded)
Control 4’ Middle 115 Grades 7 & 8 1 Urban Private (but
school only mainly state-
funded)
Notes:

a. Education level: Elementary schools go from kindergarten to grade 6.
b. School SES is defined each year by the Ministry of Education according to the socio-economic
status of the students in each school. The rating ranges from 1 to 20, with 1 designating the most

disadvantaged schools.

c. School type: Schools relate on three main networks: public at the state level, public at the local
level, and private (mainly catholic schools funded at the state level; private schools may therefore
welcome very poor students, like in experimental and control 4 schools).



By Ministry decision, the project was proposed exclusively to “high-need schools.” This status is given by
the Ministry of education to schools facing specific difficulties and therefore in need of specific support.
The schools that receive this status and support are the furthest from the average according to a
composite indicator combining information on students’ retention and dropout rates, students’
achievement, staff turnover, and school climate. The participating schools are mostly situated in quite
poor neighborhoods and enroll students from disadvantaged to very disadvantaged backgrounds, as
shown in Table 1, except for school 3 where underperformance was due to staff turnover.

SWPBIS was first introduced at an assembly of school directors. For those who showed interest, a further
on-site presentation for all the staff was organized. This detailed presentation was followed by a question
and answer session. At the end, the entire school staff voted anonymously on the project. We were
expecting an 80% buy-in (Slavin, 2004) to start the project in a particular school.

As soon as staff buy-in was obtained, a training schedule was proposed. A small SWPBIS team was created
on a voluntary basis. The advice was to build a diverse team to be representative of the entire school staff.
This SWPBIS team was responsible for preparing, implementing, and monitoring the project. For the first
four participating schools, we followed the implementation method used in the Netherlands: preparation
and implementation “area by area.” Thus, the university coaches and the SWPBIS team prepared the
implementation of SWPBIS for the playground, then the project was implemented in this location, and
then a new area, e.g., the cafeteria, was added, and so on.

Measures

School climate

The Georgia School Climate Survey Suite (La Salle et al., 2021) was chosen because it covers all the
categories of people we wanted to survey and includes all the important constructs of school climate
described in the school climate literature, both in English (Booren et al., 2011; Bradshaw et al., 2009, 2014;
Cohen et al., 2009; Koth et al., 2008; Kuperminc et al., 1997; Modin & Ostberg, 2009; Suldo et al., 2013;
Thapa et al., 2013; Van Houtte, 2005) and in French (Debarbieux, 2013, 2015; Janosz et al., 1998; Poulin
et al., 2015).

The survey was validated cross-culturally with middle and high school students within the eight
dimensions of school connectedness, character, physical environment, adult support, peer support,
cultural acceptance, order and discipline, and safety (La Salle et al., 2021). The scale includes a higher-
order school climate factor that explains the variance, in part, among eight lower-order factors that assess
the aforementioned dimensions of school climate. The elementary questionnaire was validated in the US.
The confirmatory factor analysis results indicated a good model fit and an internal consistency of the scale
of .80 (La Salle et al., 2016).

We translated and adapted the Suite using double translation followed by reconciliation and validation by
an expert (Grisay, 2003; Harkness, 2003). After a trial of the different versions of the questionnaire with
approximately 20 participants per questionnaire (volunteer teachers, students, and parents), four people
were contacted again to carry out a cognitive lab to ensure the quality of the translation. The research
team wanted to ensure that the different concepts in French were understood in the same way as in the
original version of the measurement tool. Participants answered using a Likert scale with response options
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree), with higher scores representing more positive
perceptions of school climate. Below, Cronbach’ alphas at pre-test are presented after each dimension.
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Each questionnaire covers several school climate constructs:

- Georgia School Personnel Survey (31 items): staff connectedness (.80), structure for learning (.84),
physical environment (.74), peer and adult relations (.88), parent involvement (.83), school safety
(removed because of a lack of internal consistency)

- Georgia School Student Elementary Survey (15 items): school climate (.71), peer victimization (.79)

- Georgia School Student Secondary Survey (67 items): school connectedness (.68), physical environment
(.68), adult support (.85), peer support (.67), cultural acceptance (.71), order and discipline (.64), school
safety (.46), parent involvement (removed because of a lack of internal consistency), peer victimization
(.83), character (.80)

- Georgia Parent School Climate Survey (24 items): Teaching and learning (.70), school safety (.80),
interpersonal relationships (.85), institutional environment (.65), parent involvement (.47)

Two sub-scales were added from the PISA 2015 student questionnaire.

Disciplinary climate (.77): five items (4-point Likert scale) measuring disciplinary climate in the classroom.
Teacher unfairness (.82): six items (4-point Likert scale) concerning the perception of fair treatment from
teachers were added to the questionnaire.

Absenteeism

Given the difficulty in obtaining administrative data on the topic due to the general data protection
regulation (GDPR, 2016), self-reported PISA items on falling behind in school and absenteeism were used.
Only middle school students responded to these items. We included three items from PISA 2015 on
absenteeism. These self-reported measures asked the students whether they had “skipped a whole school
day,” “skipped some classes,” or “arrived late for school” during the last two full weeks of school. Students
answered on a four-point Likert scale (“never,” “one or two times,” “three or four times,” “five or more
times”).

” u.

Implementation fidelity

Implementation fidelity, also called treatment integrity, is defined according to Blakely et al (1987, cited
by Mowbray et al., 2003) as the proportion of a program's components that are implemented and the
way they are implemented with respect to the original protocol (Orwin, 2000, cited by Mowbray et al.,
2003).

According to Carroll et al. (2007), implementation fidelity partly determines the effectiveness of the
intervention. According to Keller-Margulis (2012), this is especially true for measures based on the
Response to Intervention model (Fuchs et al., 2003), as in the case of SWPBIS. The objective of assessing
fidelity is to understand whether the SWPBIS is implemented in a way that maintains its quality and
achieves its intended goals (Dusenbry et al., 2003).

We used two instruments to assess implementation fidelity: one external (the School-wide Evaluation
Tool, SET) and one internal (the Tiered Fidelity Inventory, TFl). The SET (Horner et al., 2004) is a 28-item
direct observation and survey instrument that assesses the extent to which schools are implementing the
SWPBIS universal prevention practices. It takes approximately two hours per school for an external trained
evaluator to collect the data, review the permanent products, and interview students, administrators,
teachers, and other staff members. SET generates a “total” score ranging from 0 to 100%. A school is



considered to have achieved fidelity when its total score reaches or exceeds 80%. The internal consistency
of the SET has been documented with an alpha of .96, while test-retest reliability is .97 and inter-rater
agreement is .99 (Horner et al., 2004). The SET uses a mixed method of fidelity assessment and helps
create an overview of the school by combining different types of interviews, observations, and a review
of materials (Mowbray et al., 2003). This evaluation tool has been recognized as the most objective and
direct fidelity assessment (Bruhn et al., 2015).

The Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI) (Algozzine et al., 2014) assesses the fidelity of each of the three tiers of
PBIS in a single instrument through a scale of scores for each tier listed separately or through an overall
score. This is a self-reporting measurement tool, intended to be completed by the SWPBIS team members
with the coach as facilitator. Tier 1 consists of 15 items. The internal consistency of the Tier 1 measure is
documented by an alpha of .87. Several studies have demonstrated evidence of its content validity, factor
structure, as well as reliability: with a Cronbach's alpha of .96, and of .87 for Tier 1; inter-rater and 2-week
test-retest intra-class correlations of .99 (Massar et al., 2017; Mclntosh et al., 2017). Schools achieving a
TFI score of 70% or higher are considered to be implementing Tier 1 adequately.

Data collection

Baseline data were collected before any component of the intervention was discussed with the
educational team. Thereafter, data collection occurred at the same time of the school year each year.



Table 2: Data collection
Instruments

Time of year

School climate questionnaire, in student, staff, and
parent versions, including items on attendance and
school absenteeism

Autumn, before implementation preparation (pre-
test)

Autumn, after 6 months of implementation (post-
test 1)

Autumn, after 18 months of implementation (post-
test 2)

Internal and external assessment of implementation
fidelity!

Winter and spring, beginning of implementation

Winter and spring, after 1 year of implementation

Winter and spring, after 2 years of implementation?

Notes: 1. Only in the experimental group.

2. Due to COVID-19, the external assessment of implementation fidelity planned for June 2020 was cancelled.
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Interventions
Tier 1 interventions

Tier 1 intervention involves defining, teaching, monitoring, and positively reinforcing a small number of
values expressed through expected behaviors. It concerns all students, both inside and outside the
classroom. In addition to the positive reinforcement that forms the core of the program, Tier 1 also
requires careful consideration of the school’s policy for managing problem behaviors, to harmonize the
consequences that follow students’ inappropriate behaviors.

For this first level of intervention, it is important to clearly, explicitly, and consistently define both the
expected behaviors in each area of the school and the associated reward system, as well as the
consequences for inappropriate behavior. The school must also become accustomed to collecting and
using data to make decisions.

The goals of this first phase of the program are to establish a school culture that allows students to know
what behaviors are expected and valued, to create a sense of predictability and safety, and to maximize
the time spent learning. Students need to be able to see that school expectations are predictable,
consistent, safe, and positive. As in other examples of the Response to Intervention model (Fuchs & Fuchs,
2006), SWPBIS anticipates that an active investment in the prevention of inappropriate behaviors partially
prevents problems from occurring through the ongoing assessment system, and prevents the escalation
of problems through consistent, logical, and immediate interventions.

Tier 2 interventions: More intensive interventions for small, targeted groups of students

Once Tier 1 is implemented with fidelity, schools can move on to implement tiers 2 and 3. At these levels,
moderate or intensive monitoring for students who do not “respond sufficiently to Tier 1 intervention” is
arranged. Tier 2 interventions are designed for students whose behavior problems do not pose a serious
risk to others or to themselves (Anderson & Borgmeier, 2010; Hawken et al., 2009). The goals of this level
of intervention are to reduce the frequency of student behavior problems and prevent their escalation
(Peshak-George et al., 2009).

There are different types of Tier 2 interventions. Check-In/Check-Out is, however, the most frequently
used program at this level and rigorous scientific evaluations have demonstrated its effectiveness
(McIntosh et al., 2009; Simonsen et al., 2010). These encouraging results prompted us to make it a priority.
In concrete terms, more attentive support is offered to groups of students who are having difficulty
adopting the expected behaviors, most often in the classroom.

Tier 3 interventions: Higher-intensity individual interventions for fewer students

Tier 3 interventions are highly individualized and based on a functional behavior assessment. A specially
trained individual follows a process to understand the underlying needs spurring the student’s recurrent
problem behavior. Assessing the purpose fulfilled by the repetitive problem (according to the student),
makes it possible to create a behavioral intervention plan, which can last between three and eight months.
The plan guides the student towards preferable replacement behaviors when faced with the same kind of
situations.
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Some members of the SWPBIS teams were trained in this process.
Data and analysis

Response rate

Table 3 presents the number of questionnaires administered and returned, as well as the response rates
for the teacher and student samples. The response rates for elementary and middle school students were
satisfactory, although there was a differential in favor of the experimental group. The participation rate
of parents exceeded the expected rate, which indicates the benefit of asking them about this dimension.
Here again, the response rate was higher in the experimental schools. The teachers’ response rate was
lower than expected in both groups. The relatively low response rate is likely because the questionnaires
were distributed to all the school staff members, including the maintenance staff, cooks, etc. However,
some of these staff members and some teachers only come to the schools for a few hours and so did not
participate in the study. Surveying only the regular teachers would have improved the response rate, but
we wanted to consider all adults who interact with students as part of the staff.

Table 3: Questionnaires and response rates

Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2
Exp. G Cont. G Exp. G Cont. G Exp. G Cont. G
T°=110 T=148 T=119 T=156 T=119 T=149
Q EPP=120 EP=122 EP=116 EP=153  EP=v.a% 71/v.b". 71 EP =v.a. 85/v.b. 86
distributed ggc-168 SS=281 SS=167  SS=288 SS =145 SS = 307
Pi=545 P=694 P=585  P=770 P =564 P =809
T=72 T=63 T=69 T=85 T=58 T=51
Q EP=106 EP=94 EP=107 EP=131 EP =v.a.57/v.b. 64 EP =v.a. 59/v.b. 66
received  g5_130 $5=205 SS=130  SS=192 $S =126 SS =246
P=327 P=320 P=365  P=340 P =338 P=414
T=655% T=424% T=58% T=555% T=49% T=34%

Response EP=88% EP=77% EP=92% EP=855% EP=v.a.80%/v.b.90% EP =v.a.69%/v.b. 76%

rate SS=77% SS=73% SS5=78% SS=67% SS=87% SS=80%

P =60% P=46% P=62% P=44% P=60% P=51%

Notes: a/ T = teachers; b/ EP = elementary pupils from grades 4 to 6; ¢/ SS = secondary students; d/ P =
parents; e/ v.a. = original version of the elementary questionnaire; f/ v.b. = second version of the
elementary questionnaire: reversed Likert scale
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Missing data

Data collected via Likert scales were scaled using the one-parameter item response logistic model
generalized to polytomous items, specifically the so-called partial credit model. Analyses were performed
with Conquest (Wu et al., 1997) software and estimates for individuals were made using the Weighted
Likelihood Estimate (Warm, 1985). Among the clear advantages of these IRT models is their ability to scale
data from an incomplete evaluation design to a single scale. With this property, respondents with missing
data can be given a score that is perfectly comparable to the scores of respondents without missing data.

Effect size

The effect sizes were calculated using Morris's formula (2003). Using this formula is valuable because it
takes into account the difference between the sample sizes and also uses a polarized standard deviation.
Finally, the process capability index (Cpk) allowed us to avoid the bias of overestimating the effect sizes
(Morris, 2008).

There is no universal guideline for interpreting the significance of a standardized effect size estimate for
an intervention (Hill et al., 2008). The rules of thumb suggested by Cohen (1988) have been used
extensively. According to those guidelines, effect size of about .20 is considered “small,” about .50 is
considered “medium,” and about .80 is considered “large.”

However, Hill et al (2008) showed that the gain in effect size varies substantially depending on the nature
of the intervention, the population, and the outcome measures. The authors therefore recommend that
effect sizes be interpreted by comparing them to effects observed for similar interventions in similar
settings. This means that for a school-wide program, an effect size of around .20 is still quite significant
(Borman et al., 2003; Lipsey, 1998).
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3. Results
Baseline Equivalence

Table 4 presents the comparison between the experimental and control groups on all dimensions
measured at pre-test. Using a criterion of no more than .25 SD difference at pre-test (Baye et al., 2019),
the experimental and control groups were comparable on all but three of the constructs measured. Taking
a looser criterion of .50 SD difference at pre-test (Slavin, 2008), the groups were comparable on all
dimensions.

Table 4: Baseline equivalence between experimental and control group

\Clleurt;sgi:nnaire Sub-scale Expz:iorzzntal Control group Effect size
i) c u c (Cohen 9)
Elementary Order and discipline 3.81 1.23 4.13 1.44 0.24
Elementary School safety 4.47 1.63 4.71 1.64 0.15
Elementary School connectedness 10.89 2.14 11.01 2.10 0.06
Elementary Peer victimization 7.74 3.44 6.84 3.15 -0.27
Secondary School connectedness 13.45 3.22 13.62 3.09 0.05
Secondary Peer support 15.62 2.97 15.84 3.04 0.07
Secondary Adult support 12.07 2.99 12.21 2.81 0.04
Secondary Cultural acceptance 11.42 3.35 12.68 5.24 -0.27
Secondary Character 24.94 4.97 25.14 4.13 -0.08
Secondary Physical environment 11.37 2.71 11.44 2.20 -0.10
Secondary School safety 17.87 3.94 16.85 3.68 -0.26
Secondary Order and discipline 19.87 3.96 20.36 3.82 0.12
Secondary Peer victimization 10.28 4.48 9.38 3.63 0.22
Secondary Disciplinary climate 14.90 3.79 14.46 3.33 -0.12
Secondary Teacher unfairness 9.38 431 9.04 4.26 -0.08
Personnel Staff connectedness 19.78 2.44 20.11 2.54 0.13
Personnel Structure for learning 17.71 2.77 18.89 3.51 0.38
Personnel Physical environment 11.75 1.96 11.77 2.30 0.02
Personnel Peer and adult relations 17.42 3.02 19.27 4.41 0.50
Personnel Parent involvement 6.98 2.10 7.85 1.81 0.44
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Parent Teaching and learning 12.53 1.67 12.22 2.12 -0.16

Parent School safety 15.81 2.53 15.68 2.73 -0.05
Parent Interpersonal relationship 26.15 3.33 25.42 4.35 -0.19
Parent Institutional environment 9.62 141 9.51 1.45 0.08
Parent Parent involvement 11.26 2.27 10.98 2.37 0.12

Cultural fit of the intervention

Table 5 shows the overall results of the implementation fidelity tests conducted each year, both internally
(TFI) and by an external evaluator (SET).

Table 5: Fidelity scores

SET TFI SET TFl year
SET year 1 TFlyear1
year 2 year2  year3

Experimental a a 54.8% 53.3% b 70%
School 1
Experimental

a a 73% 83% b 73%
School 2
Experimental 77.4% 56.6% 59.88% 80% b 70%
School 3
Experimental 72.5% 53.5% 77% 70% b 73.5%

School 4

Notes: a = not administered (too early since the beginning of the implementation), b = not administered
(coviD)

The TFl results for Year 3 show that all four intervention group schools were implementing Tier 1 universal
prevention with sufficient fidelity to achieve the expected results of SWPBIS implementation. Three
experimental schools were already meeting implementation fidelity in Year 2.

The difference in fidelity test scores for Experimental School 3 at the end of the second year of
implementation is explained, in this case, by the absence of the principal during Year 2 of implementation.
Since the SET results are calculated based on the correspondence between the answers given by staff
members and those given by the principal, they were strongly influenced by the principal’s absence in
Year 2. The TFl administered by the coach with the SWPBIS team shows that fidelity was met in Year 2.

Not all the implementation fidelity assessments scheduled for the 2019-2020 school year could be
administered due to the COVID crisis and the extended school closure in FWB.
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In conclusion, it appears that when the implementation fidelity results are examined as a whole, it can be
inferred that the adaptation of the SWPBIS to the educational context of French-speaking Belgium was
successful and working well, according to both internal and external fidelity indices.

Effects of Intervention

School climate

Table 6 presents the effect sizes after two years of SWPBIS implementation for pupils in the last three
grades of elementary education since pupils in grades 1 to 3 are too young to be surveyed this way.

The effect for school connectedness was +0.45. This dimension comprises five items that cover various
aspects: whether the child likes going to school and has the impression that he/she is performing well,
whether the behavior of other pupils allows the teacher to carry out lessons, the quality of relations
between pupils, and the possibility of finding help at school if the child needs it.

The effect size of the SWPBIS implementation on peer victimization was also higher in the experimental
group as the scale was reversed (ES = -0.23). This points to the value of active supervision during recess,
another component of the SWPBIS. The adults pay greater attention to the children and their experiences
during recess supervision, and this logically prevents certain problematic situations from developing or
escalating.

Unexpectedly, the results obtained on order and discipline show an effect size that was unfavorable to
the experimental schools (ES = -0.25). The last dimension, school safety, comprising four items, shows a
negative effect size close to zero (ES =-0.09). An examination of the averages demonstrated that the
intervention did not have any detrimental effects, but it did not allow the experimental schools to
progress more than the control schools.
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Table 6: Effect sizes after two years of implementation - Elementary pupils (grades 4 to 6)

School
connectedness

(engagement)

Order and
discipline

(environment)

School
safety

(safety)

17

TO T2
T1
ES (Morris ES
d) (Morris d)
SCP Control SCP Control SCP Control
L 020 0.01 0.03 0.1 0.10 -0.16
© 1.04 1.02 0.91 0.92 +0.13 1.07 1.18 +0.45
n 108 94 108 131 56 59
T0 T1 T2
. Morris &
SCP Control  SCP  Control (Morrisd)  scp Control (Morris 5)
0.31 0.29 0.19 0.34 0.56 0.72
0.73 0.72 0.71 0.76 -0.23 0.75 0.74 -0.25
108 94 108 131 56 59
TO T1 T2
ES
ES (Morris
(Morris d)
SCP Control SCP Control 5) SCP Control
0.28 0.09 -0.02 0.14 0.46 0.35
-0.38 -0.09
0.87 0.96 0.80 0.79 1.11 0.83
108 94 108 131 56 59
T0 T T2



Peer
victimization

- reversed
scale (safety)

ES ES
SCP Control SCP  Control (Morris 8) SCP Control (Morris
d)
0.18 -0.21 0.06 0.20 0.40 0.31
1.27 1.28 1.24 1.31 -0.41 1.43 1.30 -0.23
108 94 108 131 56 59
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Eleven dimensions of school life were surveyed among middle school students (Table 7) before the
program implementation, and during two consecutive years of the program.

Tableau 7: Effect sizes after two years of implementation - Secondary students

School T1
choo T0 T2
connectedness
ES ES
(engagement) (Morris (Morris
SCP  Control  SCP Control 0) SCP Control 0)
i -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 0.06 0.40 -0.13
o -0.12 +0.51
1.08 1.06 1.68 0.86 0.91 0.85
" 130 205 131 192 123 245
Peer support TO T1 T2
(engagement) ES ES
(Morris
SCP  Contrdle SCP  Control (Morrisd)  scp  contrdle d)
1) -0.24 0.01 -0.16 0.02 0.26 0.07
© 1.09 1.22 1.20 1.19 +0.06 1.25 1.20 +0.37
n 130 205 130 192 123 245
Adult support TO T1 T2
(engagement) ES ES
. Morris &
SCP Control SCP  Control (Morrisd)  gcp Control (Morris 3)
HoooL0.12 -0.10 -0.03 -0.01 0.55 -0.64
© 2.28 2.20 2.45 2.19 0.00 1.85 2.21 +0.54
n 129 205 128 192 123 245

19



Cultural

T0

T1

T2
acceptance
(engagement) ) ;
SCP Control SCP  Control (Morris 8) SCP Control (Morris 5)
L 053 -0.09 -0.01 0.10 0.26 0.16
S 1.50 1.48 1.66 1.49 +0.22 1.47 1.69 +0.37
n 129 205 128 192 123 244
Character To T1 ™
(engagement) ES ES
. Morris &
SCP  Control  SCP Control  (Morrisd)  gcp Control ( is 9)
M .006 -001 -0.05 0.18 0.14 -0.13
G 1.39 1.16 1.33 1.24 -0.14 1.02 1.18 +0.25
n 127 205 130 192 123 244
Physical TO T1 T2
environment e ES
(environment) (Morris 5) (Morris
SCP Control SCP Control SCP Control d)
n -0.09 0.01 -0.17 0.24 -0.04 -0.05
-0.26 +0.09
© 1.29 1.14 1.26 1.13 1.09 1.18
n 127 205 129 192 123 244
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School TO T1 T2
safety - ES
reversed ES (Morris
scale (Morris 5)
(safety) SCp Control ~ SCP Control 5) SCP Control
H 0.11 -0.02 -0.03 -0.08 0.01 0.03
6 0.47 0.44 0.63 0.63 -0.18 0.59 0.61 -0.34
n 126 205 129 192 123 244
Peer TO T1 T2
victimization -
ES
reversed scale ES .
. (Morris
(safety) (Morris 8)
SCP Control SCP  Control SCP Control d)
0.86 0.65 0.62 0.39 0.45 0.59
1.37 1.28 1.44 1.23 +0.02 1.23 1.32 -0.27
124 205 128 190 123 244
Order and TO T1 T2
discipline
ES ES
(environment) _ Morri
SCP Control SCP  Control (Morrisd)  scp Control (Morris 5)
-0.06 0.07 0.04 0.01 0.18 -0.08
0.80 0.83 1.02 0.76 +0.20 0.79 0.86 +0.48
123 204 128 192 123 242
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Disciplinary To T1 )
climate -

reversed scale ES ES
environment : Morri
( ent) SCP Control SCP  Control (Morris8)  scp Control (Morris )
K 0.18 0.10 0.08 -0.15 -0.39 0.06
© 1.53 1.33 1.67 1.37 +0.11 1.55 1.47 -0.37
n 122 204 128 192 123 242
Teacher TO T1 T2
unfairness - ES ES
reversed (Morris
scale SCP  Contrdle SCP  Control (Morris8)  scp  Contréle 3)
(safety)
u 0.60 0.48 0.56 0.40 0.33 0.58
-0.34
o 1.07 1.07 1.14 0.92 +0.04 0.91 1.00
n 121 202 124 187 120 236

For each of the dimensions considered, effect sizes in favor of students in the experimental groups were
observed, albeit with variations. Effect sizes of about half a standard deviation were observed for the
dimensions adult support (ES = +0.54), school connectedness (ES = +0.51) and order and discipline (ES =
+0.48). We also observe positive results for peer support (ES = +0.37), cultural acceptance (ES = +0.37),
discipline (ES = +0.37), school safety (ES = +0.34), but also peer victimization (ES = +0.27), as well as all the
dimensions measured by our survey, except for the physical environment. Also of note is the ES in favor
of the experimental group regarding the feeling of being treated fairly by teachers (ES = +0.34), a construct
added because of its link to dropping out.

Students’ parents were not particularly involved in the project during the first years of implementation;
hey were still surveyed. The results can be found in Table 8.
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Table 8: Effect sizes after two years of implementation - Parents

Teaching and TO T1 )
learning
ES ES
(engagement) .
. Morris 3
SCP Control SCP  Control (Morrisd)  gcp Control ( is 3)
012 -032 009 -0.27 0.35 -0.13
c 1.72 2.01 1.68 1.70 +0.09 1.80 1.76 +0.15
n 322 315 361 337 300 410
School TO T1 T2
safety
ES ES (Morris
(safety) . 8)
SCP Control SCP  Control (Morris 8) SCP Control
u -0.24 -0.35 0.19 -0.12 0.11 -0.11
o 1.98 2.01 1.84 1.91 +0.10 1.87 1.87 +0.06
n 322 320 361 340 299 412
Interpersonal TO T1 T2
relationship
( ) ES ES
engagement Morris & Morris &
SCP Control SCP  Control (Morris ) SCP Control (Morris )
K 0.01 -0.23 0.23 -0.12 0.26 -0.31
o 1.70 1.94 1.84 1.79 +0.06 1.82 1.70 +0.18
n 321 319 361 338 300 414
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Institutional
environment

(environment)

Parent
involvement

(engagement)

T1

TO T2
ES ES
(Morris (Morris
SCP Control SCP Control 0) SCP  Control 0)
0.01 -0.15 -0.22 -0.33 -0.17 -0.63
-0.02 +0.13
2.25 2.28 2.38 2.24 2.47 2.39
316 317 360 337 298 413
T0 T1 T2
ES ES
SCP Control SCP  Control (Morris ) SCP Control (Morris 5)
0.03 -0.11 0.01 0.13 0.11 -0.13
1.43 1.45 1.46 1.50 -0.18 1.56 1.41 +0.07
319 316 361 335 297 409
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The effect sizes were small but all positive. This is quite logical since there were relatively few actions
targeting parents during the first two years of the project. These results mean that the more remote
players, not directly involved in the project, noted improvements in the dimension relating to the quality
of relations between all the stakeholders in the school (students, teachers, but also parents) and in the
dimension relating to the environment the students experience at school.

For school staff (Table 9), there was a significant effect of the intervention on school climate dimensions
on structure for learning (ES = +0.60), parent involvement (ES = +0.58), and peer and adult relations (ES =
+0.38). There was no detectable impact on physical environment (ES = -0.01) and a negative effect on staff
connectedness. The strongest effects were observed on the dimensions that showed the largest
differences at pre-test, with the experimental group starting out from lower levels at pre-test on these
dimensions.

It needs to be noted that the experimental schools all experienced a change in leadership. During these
“downs,” the coaches observed that the most convinced teachers continued their efforts, while the others
slackened off in the absence of a leader at the school, which could have weakened team cohesion and led
to the result observed on this dimension.
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Table 9: Effect sizes after two years of implementation — School staff members

Staff
connectedness

(engagement)

Structure for
learning

(environment)

Physical
environment

(environment)

T1

TO T2
ES ES
(Morris (Morris
SCP  Control SCP  Control d) SCP  Control d)
0.13 0.37 -0.29 0.18 -0.81 -0.10
-0.11 -0.23
2.05 2.11 2.54 2.04 2.51 2.27
74 65 69 84 56 52
T0 T1 T2
ES . ES (Morris
(Morris 5)
SCP  Control  SCP  Control d) SCP  Control
-0.64 0.40 0.15 -0.06 0.15 -0.09
1.84 2.42 1.89 1.92 +0.58 2.17 1.99 +0.60
74 65 69 84 56 52
T0 T T2
ES (Morris ES
d) (Morris d)
SCP Control SCP  Control SCP Control
0.32 0.31 0.03 -0.44 -0.14 -0.14
+0.25 -0.01
1.76 1.86 1.31 1.45 1.37 1.33
74 65 69 84 56 52
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Peer and

T1

TO ES T2
adult ES (Morris
relations . o
SCP Control scp control (Morris8)  scp control )
(engagement)
-1.19 0.12 0.44 -0.23 0.32 0.59
2.23 3.20 2.02 2.48 +0.72 2.14 2.24 +0.38
73 65 69 84 56 52
Parent TO T1 )
involvement ES (Morris ES
d) (Morris d)
(engagement) SCP Control SCP  Control SCP Control
-0.66 0.62 0.50 -0.71 0.36 0.11
2.77 2.43 2.42 2.37 +0.95 2.25 2.19 +0.58
73 62 65 80 56 49
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Absenteeism

The implementation of SWPBIS did not have a visible impact on student-reported absenteeism from class
(Table 10). It did, however, have an effect on students arriving late for class.

Being on time for school and classes is an expected behavior emphasized in SWPBIS and is explicitly and
actively taught in the program. In the study, punctuality was reinforced, while tardiness led to
consequences (most often the recovery of lost time).

Table 10: Effect sizes after two years of implementation on truancy and tardiness declared by middle
school students

Middle school students (n = 361 — 3 schools) ES

| skipped a whole school day +0.50
| skipped some classes +0.04
| arrived late for school -0.65
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4. Discussion

School climate may be a challenge in high-need schools. SWPBIS, as a complete framework, has existed
for over 20 years in the United States (Sugai & Horner, 2002) as a program to improve student and teacher
relationships and students’ behavior through positive support. In the US context, a few positive results
have been found concerning the effect of SWPBIS on school climate among teachers (Bradshaw, Koth et
al., 2008, 2009; Caldarella et al., 2011; Horner et al., 2009; Smolkowski et al., 2016; Ward & Gersten, 2013)
and students’ attendance at school (Caldarella et al., 2011; Freeman et al., 2015, 2016; Molina et al., 2020;
Pas et al., 2019; Smolkowski et al., 2016; Ward & Gersten, 2013). Unfortunately, no study has taken a
comprehensive measurement of climate from students themselves. The purpose of this study was to
measure the effects of SWPBIS in high-need schools on all stakeholders, including those primarily
concerned—the students, using a comprehensive measure of school climate. In addition, this study
wanted to test the feasibility of the project in a cultural context outside the United States. A small-scale
feasibility study was a prerequisite for the wider extension of the project in an evidence-based education
perspective (Slavin, 2017).

The feasibility of its implementation in the context of a French-speaking Western European country was
not easy, due to a negative opinion about the behaviorist paradigm and a school culture massively
oriented towards assessment-sanction and negative feedback, where students perceive little support
from their teachers (OECD, 2019). Furthermore, the intervention was only offered to high-need schools
where the school climate was particularly deteriorated.

Fidelity measures, which show if a practice and all its features correspond to a school culture,
environment, and needs (McIntosh et al., 2010), were used to determine whether SWPBIS
implementation culturally and contextually fit our school system. An examination of the internal
implementation fidelity measures showed that three of the four pilot schools were able to reach the
expected internal fidelity threshold of 70% in Year 2 of implementation and all four schools had reached
fidelity after three years of implementation. This result could be expected in relation to the average time
needed to implement universal prevention with fidelity (Nese et al., 2019), but it was not obvious to
achieve it in a French-speaking context (Author). Regarding the external fidelity measure (SET), after two
years, the fidelity threshold of 80% (Horner et al., 2004) had not yet been reached. In particular, the
schools were not meeting the SET criterion on data-based decision making. Data-based decision making
in education (Schildkamp, et al., 2013, 2014) is not very present in our educational system, at least at the
time the SETs were given. Yet, as McIntosh et al. (2018) have shown, the data use dimension is a significant
predictor of program sustainability over time.

The second purpose of the study was to measure the effects of the program on the three dimensions of
school climate (engagement, safety, and environment) and on absenteeism using a quasi-experimental
design.

In this quasi-experimental study, we evaluated school climate outcomes for four schools implementing
SWPBIS compared with five control schools that had not been trained in SWPBIS. Across the 25 school
climate outcomes, the results indicated that 15 outcomes (60%) showed a d > 0.25 in favor of the
experimental group.

We simultaneously surveyed students, parents, and educational teams. The results indicated that all
stakeholders perceived benefits of the project. To date, we have found no other studies on the effects of
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SWPBIS on school climate dimensions conducted with middle school students or parents. Our project
contributes to the body of scientific knowledge because it provides results for both populations.

According to previous research on school climate (e.g., Cohen et al., 2009; O’Brennan & Bradshaw, 2013;
Thapa et al., 2013), there are different ways of improving school climate such as implementing programs
targeting social and emotional learning, bullying prevention, risk prevention, (mental) health promotion,
or supporting positive behavior. SWPBIS is thus one of these approaches. Indeed, working on the quality
of the relationships which are the “glue that binds together an effective school climate” (Payne, 2018, p.8)
plays a role in the effort to enhance school climate. Therefore, it is not surprising to find positive impacts
of SWPBIS implementation on the three dimensions of school climate.

Regarding middle school students, the overall results obtained for the different sub-dimensions of climate
were positive. As far as we know, this is the first comparative study showing positive outcomes on a
comprehensive measure of school climate for middle school students. With the exception of the physical
environment subscale, the effect sizes (d Morris) were systematically greater than .25.

Regarding parents, we observed positive effects on the three main dimensions of school climate.
Admittedly, the effects on school safety and institutional environment were weak. The effects on
interpersonal relations and teaching and learning were more interesting. These kinds of results could not
be found elsewhere and thus cannot be compared to others.

Very little work to date has measured the effects of the program on elementary school students in terms
of school climate, and the majority has focused on bullying. Ward and Gersten (2013) observed an effect
of -0.24 on bullying, while Gage, Rose et al. (2019) found none. We observed nearly the same effect as
Ward and Gersten (2013) on bullying. Nelson et al. (2002) found an effect on the feeling of safety, which
we did not observe. We also noted a negative effect on the subscale order and discipline, a dimension
that has not been evaluated by other research. That said, the effect is not detrimental (both groups
progressed), but it should be noted that the control group has probably implemented more effective
practices on this dimension. Unfortunately, we did not carry out more detailed observations of the control
groups to better understand this type of phenomenon. For elementary students, the subscale school
connectedness (ES = +0.45) saw the greatest increase. We find no such result in the scientific literature,
with the only other “engagement” measures taken by Sgrlie & Ogden in Norway (2007, 2014, 2015) being
slightly negative or zero. To date, our study is the first to document positive effects simultaneously on two
of the three major dimensions of school climate.

Regarding teachers, we found particularly positive effects on the subscales of structure for learning (ES =
+0.60), peer and adult relations (ES = +0.38), and parent involvement (ES = +0.58). These results echo
those of Bradshaw, Koth et al. (2008), who also found positive results on two of the three main
components of school climate, namely engagement (everything related to the relational quality between
people) and environment (quality of resources and disciplinary policy).

In our opinion, the most notable result was the improvement on dimensions related to interpersonal
relationships, which is convergent with Payne’s work (2018) and the importance of relationships in
creating an effective school climate. The dimensions linked to relations are found in various forms in each
version of the questionnaire. In the personnel questionnaire, the subscales are peer and adult relations
and structure for learning. The effects on these dimensions were respectively +0.38 and +0.60. In the
guestionnaire for primary school students, peer relationships are included in school connectedness, for
which an effect of +0.45 was observed, and in peer victimization (ES = +0.23). For secondary school
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students, relationships with adults in the school and with peers are included in adult support (ES = +0.54:
this is the largest increase of all the subscales in the questionnaire), peer support (ES = +0.37), cultural
acceptance (ES = +0.37), teacher unfairness (ES = +0.34) and peer victimization (ES = +0.27).

We believe that the profound paradigm shift of rewarding students in a cultural context where such
reinforcement is rarely used explains the positive results obtained in terms of improved student-teacher
relations. Moreover, rewarding students, in parallel with maintaining consistent rules and sanctions,
explains, in our opinion, the increase in the feeling of justice and the calmer relations between students.

Another explanation to such positive results can be found in Borman and colleagues’ meta-analysis on
comprehensive school reforms (2003), also known as whole-school reforms. To implement changes on a
whole-school basis, specific ingredients need to be present: staff buy-in, professional development and
training, quality external support and assistance. The same ingredients are also cited in Durlak and DuPre’s
review of the literature regarding the influence of implementation on program outcomes (2008). In the
case of SWPBIS implementation in our educational context, staff buy-in was a prerequisite to joining the
project, professional development and support were frequently provided, and assistance was ongoing.

Regarding absenteeism, we hypothesized a decrease in absenteeism reported by students attending
SWPBIS schools. This dimension was measured only at the middle school level, where the problem is most
prominent. Five studies have measured the effect of SWPBIS on full-day absenteeism among middle and
high school students using administrative data (Caldarella et al., 2011; Freeman et al., 2015, 2016; Molina
et al., 2020; Pas et al., 2019). Unlike these studies, we used a self-reported measure. Four of the previous
studies found positive effects. Like Molina, our study, on the other hand, showed a negative effect on full-
day absenteeism. However, we obtained a positive effect of 0.65 on the self-reported measure of
tardiness. This finding is consistent with the expected behavior articulated in all SWPBIS schools that all
students must arrive on time to all classes.

Limitations and directions for future research

At the conclusion of this study, it is important to mention three essential limitations in order to avoid
overgeneralizations.

First, school climate is a major component of school culture and has multiple implications. It is generally
measured through questionnaires and therefore reflects the feelings of the respondents. However, these
self-reported measures must be interpreted with some caution.

Second, the sample size and the “pilot” nature of the project were undoubtedly a limitation of this study.
For example, while the results for elementary education were based on three experimental schools, the
results for middle school education were based on only one experimental school. Thus, there was a risk
of confounding the effect of the program with the middle school implementing it. In addition, the absence
of random components in the construction of the sample and its small size made it impossible to use
inferential statistical tools. Furthermore, the experimental design adopted did not allow for guaranteed
causality of the intervention on the observed effects. Thus, investigating the organizational health of the
schools in the control group would add value to any future research, to ensure that the implementation
of SWPBIS is indeed the cause of the improvement in school climate and not of the particular events
experienced in the control schools, which would explain a decrease in the feeling of school climate.
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Finally, the schools in the experimental group enroll students from mostly disadvantaged to very
disadvantaged backgrounds. Future research could implement SWPBIS in schools with students from
different socio-economic backgrounds to compare the effects of these demographic characteristics on
implementation and to verify that school climate can improve through SWPBIS regardless of the setting.
Indeed, school climate quality does not depend solely on the social and academic characteristics of the
students.

Implications

In a school, a visitor can perceive a positive climate “within minutes” (DeWitt, 2016). In contrast, a
deteriorated climate can take months or years to restore. In the high-need schools we worked with,
improving climate and regaining control over student behavior management were significant challenges.
To meet these challenges, the teams chose to set up a school-wide project, which also implied a “cultural
revolution,” as positive feedback is not very common in our educational system.

The pilot experience showed that the significant investment made by the educational teams paid off and
contributed to improving school climate and decreasing bullying, by enhancing the quality of peer
relations as well as student-teacher relations. However, the project did not improve all aspects of
absenteeism in secondary school. Overall, these results are likely to support the educational teams in their
choices and help them overcome certain difficulties related to the implementation of the systems. The
next challenge for SWPBIS coaches and teams is to achieve sustainability and for researchers to analyze
what will contribute to maintaining the effects over time.

32



5. References
Algozzine, B., Barrett, S., Eber, L., George, H., Horner, R., Lewis, T., Putnam, B., Swain-Bradway, /.,
Mclntosh, K., & Sugai, G. (2014). School-wide PBIS tiered fidelity inventory. OSEP Technical
Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports.
https://www.pbis.org/resource/tfi

Anderson, C. M., & Borgmeier, C. (2010). Tier Il interventions within the framework of school-wide
positive behavior support: Essential features for design, implementation, and maintenance.
Behavior Analysis in Practice, 3(1), 33—45. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03391756

Balfanz, R., Herzog, L., & Mac lver, D. J. (2007). Preventing student disengagement and keeping students
on the graduation path in urban middle-grades schools: Early identification and effective
interventions. Educational Psychologist, 42(4), 223-235.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520701621079

Baye, A., & Bluge, V. (2016). L’éducation fondée sur les preuves. Rapport du groupe d’expertise mandaté
dans le cadre du Pacte pour un enseignement d’excellence.

Baye, A, Inns, A., Lake, C., & Slavin, R. E. (2019). A synthesis of quantitative research on reading programs
for secondary students. Reading Research Quarterly, 54(2), 133-166.

Berkowitz, R., Moore, H., Astor, R. A., & Benbenishty, R. (2017). A research synthesis of the associations
between socioeconomic background, inequality, school climate, and academic achievement.
Review of Educational Research, 87(2), 425-469. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654316669821

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), 195-216.
https://aspe.hhs.gov/system/files/pdf/180286/rb Corelntervention.pdfsupcstswpbisswpbisedsah
ttps://www.adi.org/journal/2018ss/BohanonEtAlSpring2018.pdf

Booren, L. M., Handy, D. J., & Power, T. G. (2011). Examining perceptions of school safety strategies,
school climate, and violence. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 9(2), 171-187.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204010374297

Borman, G., Hewes, G., Overman, L., & Brown, S. (2003). Comprehensive school reform and student
achievement. A meta-analysis. Center for Research on the Education of Students Placed at Risk.
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED472569.pdf

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

Bradshaw, C. P., O’Brennan, L., & Sawyer, A. L. (2008). Examining variation in attitudes toward aggressive
retaliation and perceptions of safety among bullies, victims, and bully/victims. Professional School
Counseling, 12(1), 10-21. https://doi.org/10.1177/2156759X0801200102

33


https://www.pbis.org/resource/tfi
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007%2FBF03391756
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520701621079
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654316669821
https://aspe.hhs.gov/system/files/pdf/180286/rb_CoreIntervention.pdfsupcstspbsedsahttps:/www.adi.org/journal/2018ss/BohanonEtAlSpring2018.pdf
https://aspe.hhs.gov/system/files/pdf/180286/rb_CoreIntervention.pdfsupcstspbsedsahttps:/www.adi.org/journal/2018ss/BohanonEtAlSpring2018.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204010374297
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012883
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2156759X0801200102

Bradshaw, C. P., Koth, C. W., Thornton, L. A., & Leaf, P. J. (2009). Altering school climate through school-
wide positive behavioral interventions and supports: Findings from a group-randomized
effectiveness trial. Prevention Science, 10(2), 100-115. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-008-0114-
9

Bradshaw, C. P., Mitchell, M. M., & Leaf, P.J. (2010). Examining the effects of school-wide behavioral
interventions and supports on student outcomes: Results from a randomized effectiveness trial in
elementary schools. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 12(3), 133-148.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300709334798

Bradshaw, C.P., Waasdorp, T.E., & Leaf, P.J. (2012). Effects of school-wide positive behavioral
interventions and supports on child behavior problems. Pediatrics, 130(5), 1136-1145.
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2012-0243

Bradshaw, C. P., Waasdorp, T. E., Debnam, K. J., & Lindstrom Johnson, S. (2014). Measuring school climate
in high schools: A focus on safety, engagement, and the environment. Journal of School Health,
84(9), 593-604. https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12186

Bradshaw, C. P., Waasdorp, T. E., & Leaf, P.J. (2015). Examining variation in the impact of school-wide
positive behavioral interventions and supports: Findings from a randomized controlled
effectiveness trial. Journal of  Educational Psychology, 107(2), 546-557.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037630Bressoux, P. (2017). Practice-based research : une aporie et des
espoirs. Une revue critique de 'article d’Anthony S. Bryk. Education et Didactique, 11(3), 123-134.
https://doi.org/10.4000/educationdidactique.2870

Bruhn, A., Hirsch, S., & Loyd, J. (2015). Treatment integrity in school-wide programs: A review of the
literature (1993-2012). Journal of Primary Prevention, 36, 335—349.

Caldarella, P., Shatzer, R. H., Gray, K. M., Young, K. R., & Young, E. L. (2011). The effects of school-wide
positive behavior support on middle school climate and student outcomes. Research in Middle
School Level Education, 35(4), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1080/19404476.2011.11462087

Carroll, C., Patterson, M., Wood, S., Booth, A,, Rick, J., & Balain, S. (2007). A conceptual framework for
implementation fidelity. Implementation Science, 2, 1-40. https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-2-40

Charlton, C.T., Moulton, S., Sabey, C.V., & West, R. (2020). A systematic review of the effects of
schoolwide intervention programs on student and teacher perceptions of school climate. Journal of
Positive Behavior Interventions, 23(3), 185-200. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300720940168

Cohen, ). (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587

Cohen, J., McCabe, L., Michelli, N. M., & Pickeral, T. (2009). School climate: Research, policy, practice and
teacher education. Teacher College Record, 111(1), 180-213.
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jonathan-Cohen-
11/publication/235420504 School Climate Research Policy Teacher Education and Practice/li

34


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-008-0114-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-008-0114-9
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1098300709334798
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2012-0243
https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12186
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037630
https://doi.org/10.4000/educationdidactique.2870
https://doi.org/10.1080/19404476.2011.11462087
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-2-40
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jonathan-Cohen-11/publication/235420504_School_Climate_Research_Policy_Teacher_Education_and_Practice/links/59d67f050f7e9b42a6aa0145/School-Climate-Research-Policy-Teacher-Education-and-Practice.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jonathan-Cohen-11/publication/235420504_School_Climate_Research_Policy_Teacher_Education_and_Practice/links/59d67f050f7e9b42a6aa0145/School-Climate-Research-Policy-Teacher-Education-and-Practice.pdf

nks/59d67f050f7e9b42a6aa0145/School-Climate-Research-Policy-Teacher-Education-and-
Practice.pdf

Darling-Hammond, L., & Cook-Harvey, C. M. (2018). Educating the whole child: Improving school climate
to support student success. Learning Policy Institute.
https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/product/educating-whole-child.

Debarbieux, E. (2013). Faire face a la violence a I’école : programmes ou routines ? In P. H. Jaffé, Z. Moody,
C. Piguet & J. Zermatten (Eds.), Harcélement entre pairs : agir dans les tranchées de I’école. Actes
du 4¢ colloque printanier de I'Institut universitaire Kurt Bésch et de I'Institut international des Droits
de I’enfant (pp. 87-98). Institut universitaire Kurt Bosch.
https://www.childsrights.org/documents/publications/livres/harcelement_entre_pairs2013.pdf

Debarbieux, E. (2015). Du « climat scolaire » : Définitions, effets et politiques publiques. Education &
Formation, 88—89, 11-27.

DeWitt, P. (2016, June 12), 5 ways to foster a positive school climate. Education Week.
http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/finding common ground/2016/06/5 ways to foster a positiv
e school climate.html

Durlak, J., & DuPre, E. (2008). Implementation matters: A review of research on the influence of
implementation on program outcomes and the factors affecting implementation. American Journal
of Community Psychology, 41(3—4), 327-350. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-008-9165-0

Dusenbury, L., Brannigan, R., Falco, M., & Hansen, W. B. (2003). A review of research on fidelity of
implementation: Implications for drug abuse prevention in school settings. Health Education
Research, 18(2), 237-256. https://doi.org/10.1093/her/18.2.237

Fédération Wallonie-Bruxelles. (2017). Avis n°3 du Groupe central. Pacte pour un Enseignement
d’Excellence.

Flannery, K. B., Fenning, P., Kato, M., McGrath, M., & MclIntosh, K. (2014). Effects of school-wide positive
behavioral interventions and supports and fidelity of implementation on problem behavior in high
schools. School Psychology Quarterly, 29(2), 111-124. https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000039

Freeman, J., Simonsen, B., McCoach, D. B., Sugai, G., Lombardi, A., & Horner, R. (2015). An analysis of the
relationship between implementation of school-wide positive behavior interventions and supports
and high school dropout rates. The High School Journal, 98(4), 290-315.
https://doi.org/10.1353/hsj.2015.0009

Freeman, J., Simonsen, B., McCoach, D. B., Sugai, G., Lombardi, A., & Horner, R. (2016). Relationship
between school-wide positive behavior interventions and supports on academic, attendance, and
behavior outcomes in high schools. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 18(1), 41-51.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300715580992

35


https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jonathan-Cohen-11/publication/235420504_School_Climate_Research_Policy_Teacher_Education_and_Practice/links/59d67f050f7e9b42a6aa0145/School-Climate-Research-Policy-Teacher-Education-and-Practice.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jonathan-Cohen-11/publication/235420504_School_Climate_Research_Policy_Teacher_Education_and_Practice/links/59d67f050f7e9b42a6aa0145/School-Climate-Research-Policy-Teacher-Education-and-Practice.pdf
http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/finding_common_ground/2016/06/5_ways_to_foster_a_positive_school_climate.html
http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/finding_common_ground/2016/06/5_ways_to_foster_a_positive_school_climate.html
https://doi.org/10.1093/her/18.2.237
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1098300715580992

Fuchs, D., Mock, D., Morgan, P. L., & Young, C. (2003). Responsiveness-to-intervention: Definitions,
evidence, and implications for the learning disabilities construct. Learning Disabilities Research and
Practice, 18(3), 157-171. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5826.00072

Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S. (2006). Introduction to response to intervention: What, why, and how valid is it?
Reading Research Quarterly, 41(1), 93-99. https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.41.1.4

Gage, N. A, Larson, A,, Sugai, G., & Chafouleas, S. M. (2016). Student perceptions of school climate as
predictors of office discipline referrals. American Educational Research Journal, 53(3), 492-515.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831216637349

Gage, N. A, Rose, C. A, & Kramer, D. A., 11 (2019). When prevention is not enough: Students’ perception
of bullying and school-wide positive behavior interventions and supports. Behavioral Disorders,
45(1), 29-40. https://doi.org/10.1177/0198742918810761

Gage, N. A., Grasley-Boy, N., George, H. P., Childs, K., & Kincaid, D. (2019). A quasi-experimental design
analysis of the effects of school-wide positive behavior interventions and supports on discipline in
Florida. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 21(1), 50-61.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300718768208

Gase, L. N., Gomez, L. M., Kuo, T., Glenn, B. A,, Inkelas, M., & Ponce, N. A. (2017). Relationships among
student, staff, and administrative measures of school climate and student health and academic
outcomes. The Journal of School Health, 87(5), 319-328. https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12501

General Data Protection Regulation. Regulation (EU) 2016/679 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 27 April 2016 on the protection of natural persons with regard to the processing of
personal data and on the free movement of such data, and repealing Directive 95/46/EC. (2016).
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32016R0679

George, H. P., Kincaid, D., & Pollard-Sage, J. (2009). Primary-tier interventions and supports. In W. Sailor,
G. Dunlap, G. Sugai & R. Horner (Eds.), Handbook of positive behavior support (pp. 375-394).
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-09632-2_16

Goldweber, A., Waasdorp, T. E., & Bradshaw, C. P. (2013). Examining the link between forms of bullying
behaviors and perceptions of safety and belonging among secondary school students. Journal of
School Psychology, 51(4), 469—485. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jsp.2013.04.004

Gottfredson, G. D., Gottfredson, D. C., Payne, A. A., & Gottfredson, N. C. (2005). School climate predictors
of school disorder: Results from a national study of delinquency prevention in schools. Journal of
Research in Crime and Delinquency, 42(4), 412—444. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427804271931

Grisay, A. (2003). Translation procedures in OECD/PISA 2000 international assessment. Language Testing,
20(2), 225-240. https://doi.org/10.1191/0265532203It2540a

Gubbels, J., van der Put, C. E., & Assink, M. (2019). Risk factors for school absenteeism and dropout: A
meta-analytic  review. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 48(9), 1637-1667.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-01072-5

36


https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5826.00072
https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.41.1.4
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0002831216637349
https://doi.org/10.1177/0198742918810761
https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12501
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.jsp.2013.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0022427804271931
https://doi.org/10.1191%2F0265532203lt254oa
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-01072-5

Hargreaves A (1992) Cultures of teaching: A focus for change. In A. Hargreaves and M. G. Fullan (Eds.),
Understanding Teacher Development (pp. 216-204). New York: Teachers College Press.

Harkness, J. A. (2003). Questionnaire translation. In J. A. Harkness, J. R. Fons & P. Ph. Mohler (Eds.), Cross-
cultural survey methods (pp. 35-56). J. Wiley.

Hawken, L. S., Adolphson, S. L., Macleod, K. S., & Shuman, J. (2009). Secondary-tier interventions and
supports. In W. Sailor, G. Dunlap, G. Sugai & R. Horner (Eds.), Handbook of positive behavior support
(pp. 395—-420). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-09632-2_17

Hawkins, J. D., Catalano, R. F., & Miller, J. Y. (1992). Risk and protective factors for alcohol and other drug
problems in adolescence and early adulthood: Implications for substance abuse prevention.
Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 64—105. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.1.64

Haynes, N. M., Emmons, C., & Ben-Avie, M. (1997). School climate as a factor in student adjustment and
achievement. Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 8(3), 321-329.
https://doi.org:10.1207/s1532768xjepc0803 4

Hendron, M., & Kearney, C. A. (2016). School climate and student absenteeism and internalizing and
externalizing behavioral problems. Children & Schools, 38(2), 109-116,
https://doi.org/10.1093/cs/cdw009

Hill, C. J., Bloom, H. S., Black, A. R., & Lipsey, M. W. (2008). Empirical benchmarks for interpreting effect
sizes in research. Child Development Perspectives, 2(3), 172—177. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-
8606.2008.00061.x

Horner, R. H., Sugai, G., Smolkowski, K., Eber, L., Nakasato, J., Todd, A. W., & Esperanza, J. (2009). A
randomized, wait-list controlled effectiveness trial assessing school-wide positive behavior support
in elementary schools. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 11(3), 133-144.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300709332067

Horner, R. H., Sugai, G., & Anderson C. M. (2010). Examining the evidence base for school-wide positive
behavior support. Focus on Exceptional Children, 42(8), 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.17161/foec.v42i8.6906

Horner, R. H., Todd, A. W., Lewis-Palmer, T., Irvin, L. K., Sugai, G., & Boland, J. B. (2004). The School-Wide
Evaluation Tool (SET): A research instrument for assessing school-wide positive behavior support.
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 6(1), 3-12.
https://doi.org/10.1177/10983007040060010201

Hoy, W. K., & Fedman, J. A. (1987). Organizational health: The concept and its measure. Journal of
Research and Development in Education, 20(4), 30-37.

Janosz, M., Georges, P., & Parent, S. (1998). L'environnement socioéducatif a I'école secondaire : Un

modele théorique pour guider I'évaluation du milieu. Revue Canadienne de Psycho-éducation,
27(2), 285-306.

37


https://doi.org:10.1207/s1532768xjepc0803_4
https://doi.org/10.1093/cs/cdw009
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2008.00061.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2008.00061.x
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1098300709332067
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F10983007040060010201

Keller-Margulis, M. A. (2012). Fidelity of implementation framework: A critical need for response to
intervention models. Psychology in the Schools, 49(4), 342-352.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21602

Koth, C. W., Bradshaw, C. P., & Leaf, P. J. (2008). A multilevel study of predictors of student perceptions
of school climate: The effect of classroom-level factors. Journal of Educational Psychology, 100(1),
96-104. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.100.1.96

Kuperminc, G. P., Leadbeater, B.J.,, Emmons, C., & Blatt, S.J. (1997). Perceived school climate and
difficulties in the social adjustment of middle school students. Applied Developmental Science, 1(2),
76—88. https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532480xads0102_2

La Salle, T. P., Zabek, F., & Meyers, J. (2016). Elementary student perceptions of school climate and
associations with individual and school factors. School Psychology Forum: Research in Practice,
10(1), 55-65. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/329799403

La Salle, T. P., Rocha-Neves, J., Jimerson, S., Di Sano, S., Martinsone, B., Majercakova Aobertova, S.,
Gajdosova, S., Baye, A., Deltour, C., Martinelli, V., Raykov, M., Hatzichristou, C., Palikara, O., Szab®d,
E., Arlauskaite, Z., Athanasiou, D., Brown-Earle, O., Casale, G., Lampropoulou, A., ... Zvyagintsev, R.
(2021). A multi-national study exploring adolescent perceptions of school climate and mental health
problems. School Psychology, 36(3), 155-166. https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000430

Lassen, S. R., Steele, M. M., & Sailor, W. (2006). The relationship of school-wide positive behavior support
to academic achievement in an urban middle school. Psychology in the Schools, 43(6), 701-712.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20177

Lee, A., Gage, N. A,, McLeskey, J., & Huggins-Manley, A. C. (2021). The impacts of school-wide positive
behavior interventions and supports on school discipline outcomes for diverse students. The
Elementary School Journal, 121(3), 410-429.
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/712625

Lipsey, M. W. (1998). Design sensitivity: Statistical power for applied experimental research. In
L. Bickmann & D. J. Rog (Eds.), Handbook of applied social research methods (pp. 39-68). Sage
Publishing.

Massar, M., Mclntosh, K., & Mercer, S. (2017). Factor validation of a fidelity of implementation measure
for social behavior systems. Remedial and Special Education, 40(1), 16-24.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932517736515

Mclntosh, K., Chard, D. J., Boland, J. B., & Horner, R. H. (2006). Demonstration of combined efforts in
school-wide academic and behavioral systems and incidence of reading and behavior challenges in
early elementary grades. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 8(3), 146-154.
https://doi.org/10.1177/10983007060080030301

Mclintosh, K., Campbell, A. L., Carter, D. R., & Dickey, C. R. (2009). Differential effects of a tier two behavior
intervention based on function of problem behavior. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions,
11(2), 82—-93. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300708319127

38


https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21602
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532480xads0102_2
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/pits.20177
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0741932517736515
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1098300708319127

Mclntosh, K., Filter, K., Bennett, J., Ryan, C., & Sugai, G. (2010). Principle of sustainable prevention:
Designing scale-up of school-side positive behavior support to promote durable systems.
Psychology in the Schools, 47(1), 5-21. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20448

Mclntosh, K., Massar, M., Algozzine, R., George, H., Horner, R., Lewis, T., & Swain-Bradway, J. (2017).
Technical adequacy of the SWPBIS tiered fidelity inventory. Journal of Positive Behavior
Interventions, 19(1), 3—13.

Mcintosh, K., Mercer, S. H.,, Nese, R. N. T., Strickland-Cohen, M. K., Kittelman, A., Hoselton, R., &
Horner, R. H. (2018). Factors predicting sustained implementation of a universal behavior
framework. Educational Researcher, 47(5), 307-316. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189x18776975

Modin, B., & Ostberg, V. (2009). School climate and psychosomatic health: A multilevel analysis. School
Effectiveness and School Improvement, 20(4), 433-455.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09243450903251507

Molina, T., Jones, D., Challoo, L., & Fedynich, L. (2020). A comparative study of positive behavior
interventions and supports in middle schools in south Texas. Research in Higher Education Journal,
38, 1-13. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1263566.pdf

Monseur, C., & Baye, A. (2017). L'absentéisme en France comparativement aux pays de I'OCDE : 'apport
de PISA. Cnesco. https://orbi.uliege.be/bitstream/2268/236893/1/171205_Rapport-Monseur-
Baye%289%29.pdf

Morris, S. B. (2003). Estimating effect size from the pretest-posttest-control design [conference session].
18" annual conference of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Orlando, FL.

Morris, S. B. (2008). Estimating effect sizes from pretest-posttest-control group designs. Organizational
Research Methods, 11(2), 364-386. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428106291059

Mowbray, C.T., Holter, M. C., Teague, G.B., & Bybee, D. (2003). Fidelity criteria: Development,
measurement, and validation. American Journal of Evaluation, 24(3), 315-340.
https://doi.org/10.1177/109821400302400303

Nelen, M. J. M., Blonk, A., Scholte, R. H.J.,, & Denessen, E. (2019). School-wide positive behavior
interventions and supports: Fidelity of tier 1 implementation in 117 Dutch schools. Journal of
Positive Behavior Interventions, 22(3), 156—166. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300719879621

Nelen, M. J. M., Willemse, T. M., van Oudheusden, M. A., & Goei, S. L. (2019). Cultural challenges in
adapting SWPBIS to a Dutch context. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 22(2), 105—-115.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300719876096

Nelson, J. R., Martella, R. M., & Marchand-Martella, N. (2002). Maximizing student learning. The effects

of a comprehensive school-based program for preventing problem behaviors. Journal of Emotional
and Behavioral Disorders, 10(3), 136-148. https://doi.org/10.1177/10634266020100030201

39


https://doi.org/10.1080/09243450903251507
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1263566.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F109821400302400303
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300719879621
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300719876096

Nese, R. N. T., Nese, J. F. T., McIntosh, K., Mercer, S. H., & Kittelman, A. (2019). Predicting latency of
reaching adequate implementation of tier 1 schoolwide positive behavioral interventions and
supports. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 21(2), 106-116.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300718783755

O’Brennan, L., & Bradshaw, C. (2013). Importance of school climate. National Education Association.
https://cdpsdocs.state.co.us/safeschools/Resources/NEA%20National%20Education%20Associati
on/NEA%20Importance%200f%20School%20Climate.pdf

OECD (2019). PISA 2018 results (volume Ill): What school life means for students’ lives.
https://doi.org/10.1787/acd78851-en

Pas, E. T., Ryoo, J. H., Musci, R. J., & Bradshaw, C. P. (2019). A state-wide quasi-experimental effectiveness
study of the scale-up of school-wide positive behavioral interventions and supports. Journal of
School Psychology, 73, 41-55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2019.03.001

Payne, A. A. (2018). Creating and sustaining a positive and communal school climate: Contemporary
research, present obstacles, and future directions. U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of
Justice. https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/nij/250209.pdf

Poulin, R., Beaumont, C., Blaya, C., Frenette, E. (2015). Le climat scolaire : Un point central pour expliquer
la victimisation et la réussite scolaire. Canadian Journal of Education, 38(1), 2-23.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/canajeducrevucan.38.1.13

Rumberger, R. W., & Lim, S. A. (2008). Why students drop out of school: A review of 25 years of research.
California Dropout Research Project. https://www.issuelab.org/resources/11658/11658.pdf

Schildkamp, K., Lai, M. K., & Earl, L. (Eds.). (2013). Data-based decision making in education: Challenges
and opportunities. Springer. http://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-4816-3

Schildkamp, K., Karbautzki, L., & Vanhoof, J. (2014). Exploring data use practices around Europe:
Identifying enablers and barriers. Studies in Educational Evaluation, 42, 15-24.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2013.10.007

Simonsen, B., Myers, D., & Briere, D. E., lll (2010). Comparing a behavioral check-in/check-out (CICO)
intervention to standard practice in an urban middle school setting using an experimental group
design. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 13(1), 31-48.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300709359026

Slavin, R. E. (2004). Built to last: Long-term maintenance of success for all. Remedial and Special Education,
25(1), 61-66. https://doi.org/10.1177/07419325040250010701

Slavin, R. E. (2008). Perspectives on evidence-based research in education. What works? Issues in
synthesizing educational program evaluations. Educational Researcher, 37(1), 5-14.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X08314117

40


https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300718783755
https://doi.org/10.1787/acd78851-en
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/canajeducrevucan.38.1.13
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-4816-3
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1098300709359026
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F07419325040250010701

Slavin, R. E. (2017). Evidence-based reform in education. Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk,
22(3), 178-184. https://doi.org/10.1080/10824669.2017.1334560

Smolkowski, K., Strycker, L., & Ward, B. (2016). Scale-up of safe and civil schools’ model for school-wide
positive behavioral interventions and supports. Psychology in the Schools, 53(4), 339-358.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21908

Soetewey, S., & Crépin, F. (2014). Indicateurs de résultats: entre pilotage et indifférence. Education et
Formation, €302, 167—181. https://orbi.uliege.be/handle/2268/178761

Sgrlie, M.-A., & Nordahl, T. (1998). Problematferd i skolen: Hovedfunn, forklaringer og pedagogiske
implikasjoner [Behavior problems in school: Main findings, explanations, and pedagogical
implications]. Hovedrapport fra forskningsprosjektet Skole og samspillsvansker (Rapport 12a/98).
Norsk institutt for forsnkning om oppvekst, velferd og aldring.

Sgrlie, M.-A., & Ogden, T. (2007). Immediate impacts of PALS: A school-wide multi-level programme
targeting behaviour problems in elementary school. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research,
51(5), 471-492. https://doi.org/10.1080/00313830701576581

Sgrlie, M.-A., & Ogden, T. (2014). Reducing threats to validity by design in a nonrandomized experiment
of a school-wide prevention model. International Journal of School & Educational Psychology, 2(4),
235-246. https://doi.org/10.1080/21683603.2014.881309

Sgrlie, M.-A., & Ogden, T. (2015). School-wide positive behavior support-Norway: Impacts on problem
behavior and classroom climate. International Journal of School & Educational Psychology, 3(3),
202-217. https://doi.org/10.1080/21683603.2015.1060912

Sprague, J., Colvin, G., & Irvin, L. (1996). The Oregon School Safety Survey. University of Oregon.

Suldo, S. M., Thalji-Raitano, A., Hasemeyer, M., Gelley, C. D., & Hoy, B. (2013). Understanding middle
school students life satisfaction: Does school climate matter? Applied Research in Quality of Life,
8(2), 169-182. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-012-9185-7

Sugai, G., & Horner, R. H. (2002). The evolution of discipline practices: School-wide positive behavior
supports. Child and Family Behavior Therapy, 24(1-2), 23-50.
https://doi.org/10.1300/J019v24n01_03

Taylor, M. J., West, R. P., & Smith, T. G. (2006). The indicators of school quality (I1SQ) survey manual. Center
for the School of the Future.
https://usermanual.wiki/buckets/59752/714994708/isq_survey_manual.pdf

Thapa, A., Cohen, J., Guffey, S., & Higgins-D’Alessandro, A. (2013). A review of school climate research.
Review of Educational Research, 83(3), 357—385. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654313483907

Van Houtte, M. (2005). Climate or culture? A plea for conceptual clarity in school effectiveness research.

School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 16(1), 71-89.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09243450500113977

41


https://doi.org/10.1080/10824669.2017.1334560
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21908
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313830701576581
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683603.2014.881309
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683603.2015.1060912
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-012-9185-7

Waasdorp, T. E., Bradshaw, C. P., & Leaf, P.J. (2012). The impact of schoolwide positive behavioral
interventions and supports on bullying and peer rejection: A randomized controlled effectiveness
trial. Archives of  Pediatrics and  Adolescent Medicine, 166(2), 149-156.
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2011.755

Ward, B., & Gersten, R. (2013). A randomized evaluation of the safe and civil schools model for positive
behavioral interventions and supports at elementary schools in a large urban school district. School
Psychology Review, 42(3), 317-333. https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2013.12087476

Warm, T. A. (1985). Weighted likelihood estimation of ability in item response theory with tests of finite
length. (Technical Report CGI-TR-85-08). u.s. Coast Guard Institute.
https://shareok.org/bitstream/handle/11244/5356/8524078.PDF?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

WestEd (2013). California Healthy Kids Survey.

Wilson, D. (2004). The interface of school climate and school connectedness and relationships with
aggression and victimization.  Journal  of School  Health, 74(7), 293-299.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2004.tb08286.x

Wu, M. L, Adams,R.J.,, & Wilson, M. R. (1997), ConQuest: Multi-aspect test software [computer
programme manual]. Australian Council for Educational Research.
https://www.rasch.org/rmt/rmt1330.htm

Zullig, K.J., Koopman, T. M., Patton, J. M., & Ubbes, V. A. (2010). School climate: Historical review,
instrument development, and school assessment. Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 28(2),
139-152. https://doi.org/10.1177/0734282909344205

42


https://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2011.755
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734282909344205

