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Chapter 1: Introduction 
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Applied Behaviour Analysis and Schools 

 Applied Behaviour Analysis (ABA) is an applied branch of the science of behaviour 

and provides a comprehensive theory of learning (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2020). ABA is 

used to address behaviours of social significance and it adheres to seven dimensions: 

generalisability, effectiveness, technological, applied, conceptually systematic, analytic, and 

behavioural. For an intervention or practice to be considered ABA it must meet all seven 

dimensions (Baer, Wolf, and Risley, 1968). ABA has been widely applied to various aspects 

of education in schools both academically and behaviourally (Daly & Martens, 1994; Harris 

& Sherman, 1973; Rubow, Vollmer, & Joslyn, 2018; Sullivan, Crosland, Iovannone, Blair, & 

Singer, 2020). The same approach is taken for both academic and behavioural interventions. 

A clearly operationally defined set of objectives, skills or behaviours, repeated opportunities 

for practice, reinforcement for correct responses and specific feedback for incorrect 

responses, prompts to engage in target behaviours, and continuous monitoring and adjustment 

to methodology where necessary (Martens, Daly, Begeny, & VanDerHeyden, 2014). These 

methods can be delivered by school leaders and classroom teachers as part of their daily 

practices. 

Torelli, Blair, Diekman, & Wehby (2017) taught mainstream teachers in elementary 

schools to use a stimulus control intervention to signal to pupils when teacher attention was 

available, and when it was not. This meant that teachers could work with small groups of 

pupils, without disruption from the rest of the class, and without delivering reprimands. Cook 

et al. (2018) found that when teachers positively and individually greeted pupils as they 

entered the classroom, pupil academic engagement increased, and disruptive behaviour 

decreased. 
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yourself, respect others, respect property, or gentle hands, kind words, listening, showing 

respect for everyone, and doing your very best.   

Once the values have been established, they are operational defined into specific 

behaviours or rules that stipulate how to follow the individual values in different 

environments around the school. If the rule is to respect others by tidying up after yourself in 

the dinner hall, pupils will be taught how to engage in behaviours in line with this rule 

explicitly, defining, modeling, practicing, and receiving corrective feedback. This will apply 

to every setting the rule is relevant in (i.e. toilet, classroom, lunchroom, etc.) (Horner, Sugai, 

& Anderson, 2010). The values and rules are written into a publicly posted school-wide 

behaviour matrix as prompts for appropriate behaviours around the school (Kelm, McIntosh, 

& Cooley, 2014) (See Appendix 1).  

Rules are primarily taught at the beginning of every school year before pupils have 

had the chance to engage in any inappropriate behaviour, and then pupils are reminded of 

them continuously throughout the year through systems of acknowledgement and 

reinforcement, and corrective feedback (Horner & Sugai 2015). 

Reinforcing Appropriate Behaviours 

Once the rules have been initially taught a system of acknowledgement is 

implemented with the intended purpose of strengthening and maintaining prosocial 

behaviours consistent with the school matrix. The acknowledgement system is generally a 

mixture of tangible rewards and specific behaviour praise delivered frequently throughout the 

day (Simonsen, Sugai, & Negron, 2008). Tangible rewards can be in the form of, but not 

limited to, points that can be saved to make purchases from a school shop, raffle tickets 

entered into a lucky dip, and tokens used to vote for school wide rewards. Reward systems 

must be simple to implement, be accessible to all pupils, be age appropriate, function 
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committee meetings, which is why it is crucial senior management and the headteacher are 

members. There is an empirical logic to how interventions are chosen, monitored, and 

modified, and decision making has a formal structure. As part of the problem-solving model 

for decision making the process needs to be continuously monitored and informed by 

accurate and up to date data. Data collection systems also need to be simple enough that they 

can be  accurately used by busy staff in the school, but contain all relevant information that is 

needed for decision making as previously stated (Newton, Horner, Algozzine, Todd, & 

Algozzine, 2008; Putnam & Knoster, 2016). Subsequently resources can be allocated, and 

their use justified, and a clear decision pathway can be followed with regards to extra support 

implemented for individual pupils. Without this data schools would not be able to accurately 

identify those pupils who made need secondary supports, and evaluate the efforts and 

resources they are using to implement the whole school systems (Ervin, Schaughency, 

Matthews, Goodman, McGlinchey, 2007).  

 Whilst a single data collection system should be designed school committees are also 

advised to use all data that is already available to them when evaluating SWPBS in their 

school. This includes data on suspensions, academic performance, and attendance. 

Qualitative measures with both staff and pupil are also suggested. Universal screening 

measures are advised to identify early on those pupils who may have emotional, social and 

behaviour difficulties. In this way prevention efforts at the tier 1 level can form a more 

complete picture of different aspects across a school, and make the committee already aware 

of pupils who may need secondary tier supports now or in the future (Putnam & Knoster, 

2016).   
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specific profile. They can include adapted timetables, extra support from teaching assistants 

during times pupils are struggling, differentiated work or instructions, further individualised 

instruction in emotional and social skills, additional or adapted reinforcement schedules, 

functional communication training, and many other targeted practices that can be found in 

ABA literature (Turnbull, et al. 2002). This level of support is most effective as a wraparound 

approach that includes parents, outside agencies, behavioural, and academic supports. As 

with the other tiers data-based decisions are made, and a provision for the fading of such 

intensive supports when appropriate are considered. However, data that is collected is also 

more individualised and specific, for example rather than ODR data staff may collect direct 

frequency data on target behaviours. Tier 3 supports the SWPBS ethos that all pupils can be 

successful in schools when the environment is arranged effectively to support them (Eber, et 

al. 2008). Tier 3 supports are resource heavy, and subsequently should only be implemented 

after supports at a lower level have been shown to be in place with fidelity, but data shows 

them to be ineffective. 

Implementation Fidelity 

 Implementation fidelity refers to the extent to which an intervention is being 

implemented as intended. Fidelity of implementation is a key element that will increase the 

likelihood of favourable behaviour change when implementing SWPBS (Horner et al. 2010). 

Schools who implement tier 1 SWPBS with high fidelity are also more likely to implement 

tier 2 and 3 supports with similar efficacy (Kim, McIntosh, & Hoselton, 2014), and have 

fewer pupils needing those higher level tier supports (Sugai & Horner, 2008). Subsequently a 

number of rigorous measures have been developed to gage levels of fidelity within schools. 

 The school-wide evaluation tool (SET) is the most widely used fidelity measure in 

schools and within research (Brandt, Chitiyo, & May, 2014). The SET is made up of 7 
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many states and school districts. ODRs are filled in by staff when pupils have engaged in 

inappropriate behaviour and caused disruptions to class or other areas of the school. A 

decrease in ODRs is a common measurement in support of the effectiveness of SWPBS as a 

decrease in ODRs is considered to equate to a decrease in unwanted behaviours. The reliance 

on ODRs as the main measurement used on a whole school level in SWPBS literature has 

weaknesses as ODRs are an artifact of the tier 1 prevention framework, as opposed to a direct 

measure (Jarmolowicz & Tetreault, 2015).  However, they are practical in that most schools 

are already using the system, and they contain vital information if functional assessments are 

required. The use of ODRs as a standard measurement also means that schools can collect 

measures themselves and are not reliant on employing extra staff or on researchers for data 

collection to make data-based decisions (Putnam & Knoster, 2016). The use of ODRs as a 

standardised measurement subsequently has been reviewed and emphasise is placed and 

guidance available on how to make sure these measures are consistent across schools (Sugai 

& Horner, 2015).   

A decrease in ODRs in schools implementing SWPBS has been observed across age 

groups in elementary, middle, and high schools (Bohanon et al. 2006; Caldarella, Shatzer, 

Gray, Young & Young 2011; Gottfredson, Gottfredson, & Hybi, 1993; Horner et al., 2009; 

Lassen, Steele, and Sailor 2006; Sprague, Walker, Golly, White, Myers, & Shannon, 2001). 

McIntosh, Chard, Boland, and Horner (2006) investigated the implementation of SWPBS 

systems in elementary schools in one school district and compared their ODR data to those 

reported by the rest of the country. Results found that pupils in the school district received 

less ODRs, and that fewer pupils in the district were identified as needing additional 

behavioural supports than shown in the data recorded on a national level. Bradshaw, Mitchell, 

and Leaf (2010) used a longitudinal randomised effectiveness design across 37 schools, over 
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5 years and found that schools in the intervention group had a significant reduction in ODRs 

and suspensions.  

Teacher and Pupil Wellbeing 

 Studies have also found an increase in teacher wellbeing when SWPBS is 

implemented (Reinke, Herman, & Stormont, 2013; Ross & Horner, 2007). In one study direct 

observations in classrooms in 33 elementary schools where SWPBS was reported as being 

implemented with high fidelity were carried out. Teachers also filled in self-efficacy 

questionnaires. When teachers were observed using SWPBS universal tactics such as high 

praise rates, and correctional feedback as opposed to harsh reprimands they reported feeling 

more efficacious with regard to classroom management. However, teachers using harsh 

reprimands, and who delivered lower rates of praise were found to have higher levels of 

emotional exhaustion than their colleagues (Reinke, Herman, & Stormont, 2013). Pupil 

wellbeing has also been addressed through the decreased use of punishment procedures that 

can evoke unwanted emotional consequences (Vargas, 2013), a reduction in bullying, and 

pupils reporting feeling safer in their school (Bradshaw, 2013; Caldarella, Shatzer, Gray, 

Young & Young, 2015; Good, McIntosh & Gietz, 2011; Horner et al., 2009). Perhaps most 

importantly though, depending on what the purpose of schools is, an evidence base for 

educational interventions needs to exist for a functional relationship between SWPBS 

implementation and academic attainment. 

Academic Outcomes 

 Gage, Sugai, Lewis, and Brzozowy (2015) conducted a systematic literature review of 

the existing literature at the time between academic achievement and SWPBS. They found 

that at the time of publishing there was not enough evidence to support that SWPBS 

implemented in schools with fidelity had a positive impact on academic outcomes when 
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compared with control groups. Further research into SWPBS and academic achievement has 

since been conducted and the studies both before and since Gage et al., (2013) paper are 

presented below to represent the evidence that exists in relation to academic outcomes and 

SWPBS.  

Lassen, et al., (2006) demonstrated an increase in pupils standardised math and 

reading scores over a three-year period of a middle school implementing SWPBS. Horner et 

al., (2009) used a randomised wait-list control design with 60 schools in two states in 

America. They reported a functional relation between fidelity of implementation of SWPBS 

and the number of pupils in the third grade who met or surpassed state standardised reading 

tests. Gage, Leite, Childs, and Kincaid (2017) studied ten years of historical academic 

attainment data in maths and reading on state-wide tests across 2033 elementary schools in 

the state of Florida. They found that schools that implemented SWPBS with high fidelity had 

statically significant more pupils at or above expected attainment levels in both maths and 

reading, than schools that were either not implementing SWPBS, or were implementing it 

with low fidelity. 

 Freeman et al. (2016) studied high schools implementing SWPBS from across 37 

states. The purpose of the study was to investigate the effectiveness of SWPBS on academics, 

attendance, and behavioural outcomes in high schools. They used historical data dating back 

7 years before SWPBS implementation had begun in the schools as control data. In total 883 

high schools that had been implementing SWPBS for a variable amount of time, and with 

variable levels of fidelity were included in the study. Freeman et al. (2016) found that 

implementing SWPBS with high fidelity was associated with increased attendance rates, and 

a decrease in recorded school sanctions. However, they found that although there was a 

positive correlation between schools implementing SWPBS with fidelity and increased 

standardised tests scores, there was no statistically significant relationship between SWPBS 
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implementation and academics. Most schools had been implementing with high fidelity for 

less than two years, and questions were raised about the amount of implementation time at 

high fidelity needed to significantly affect academic attainment.  

SWPBS Outcomes and Fidelity 

 Kim, McIntosh, Mercer, and Nese (2018) investigated if there was a correlation 

between the length of time SWPBS is implemented and academic and behavioural outcomes. 

They found across 477 schools that high fidelity was related to a reduction in discipline 

referral and suspensions, and this reduction was more pronounced in schools the longer they 

had been implementing SWPBS with fidelity. However, Kim et al. (2018) found no statistical 

relation between fidelity of implementation and student academic outcomes but did find a 

relationship between higher pupil academic achievement and schools that had been 

implementing SWPBS for 3 or more years. This evidence could suggest that whilst SWPBS 

can have almost immediate effects on social behaviours, to see an associated effect on 

academic measures schools need to implement SWPBS with fidelity for a longer period.  

Cultural Context and Adaptations 

 Much of the research into SWPBS has been carried out in the USA, where whole-

state programmes have been implemented and evaluated for over a decade (Gage, et al. 

2017). More recently, studies have been carried out in countries across the world (Kelm, 

McIntosh, & Cooley 2014; Nelen, Blonk, Scholte, & Denessen, 2020, Sorlie & Ogden, 

2015). However, no current research exists on the feasibility of implementing SWPBS in 

mainstream schools in the UK, or which issues would affect fidelity of implementation within 

a British school system. There are a number of elements in SWPBS that could be at odds with 

a UK audience including individual rewards and competitions for appropriate behaviours, the 

manner in which praise and corrections are delivered and the structure of the school and the 
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Chapter 2: The Use of School-Wide Positive Behaviour Support in North Wales 

Primary Schools: A Mixed Methods Study 
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Abstract 

 An independent review of behaviour in schools found that pupil disruptive behaviour 

is a growing problem in many schools within the UK. The report suggested that these 

problems needed to be tackled at the whole school level. School-Wide Positive Behaviour 

Support (SWPBS) is a systems level framework that prioritises teaching behaviours 

necessary for pupils to succeed in schools and fosters a predictable, consistent, and safe 

environment. Two studies were conducted in a mixed methods design. Study one investigated 

if SWPBS could be implemented with high fidelity in Welsh primary schools and if the 

fidelity of implementation has an impact on whole school pupil behaviour. Results showed 

that schools were able to implement SWPBS with high fidelity, and when they did, some but 

not all schools saw positive changes in their whole school behaviour data.  Study two was an 

investigation into perceived barriers and facilitators staff experienced when implementing 

SWPBS in their schools. Staff from schools in study one were interviewed and a thematic 

analysis was used to analyse the results. Results were in line with previous findings in the 

literature.  
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effect on direct behaviour measures. The second study explores the perceived facilitators or 

barriers to implementation of SWPBS by staff from the schools involved in the first study.  

Overall Thesis Research Questions 

 This chapter addresses the overall research question of whether SWPBS is a feasible 

approach to behaviour management in schools in the UK. This is explored not just through 

direct observation of behaviours and schools ability to implement SWPBS with fidelity, but 

also through interviews with staff to evaluate the main barriers and facilitators that UK 

schools could face when attempting to use this behaviour management approach.  

Study One 

Methods 

Research Team 
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Table 2.2 

School characteristics  

School 
Type of 

School* 

Number of 

Pupils 

Number of 

Classrooms 

Percentage 

of Pupils 

Eligible for 

Free School 

Meals 

Language** 

1 
Infant 

School 
180 6 35% Bilingual 

2 
Junior 

School 
226 7 34% Bilingual 

3 
Primary 

School 
494 17 21% 

Welsh / 

Bilingual 

4 
Junior 

School 
108 4 19% Bilingual 

5 
Primary 

School 
206 7 23% Bilingual 

6 
Primary 

School 
209 6 52% Bilingual 

Note. *Infant Schools = School years reception to year 2 only, Junior Schools = School years 

3 to year 6 only, Primary Schools = Schools years reception to year 6. **Language refers to 

the language lessons were taught in, where bilingual denotes a mixture of Welsh and English. 
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Data Collection and Measures 

 Direct observation data of student behaviour was taken in each school using interval 

timing before the intervention began and again a year later after intervention has begun. The 

behaviours observed were academic engagement and disruptive behaviour. Academic 

engagement was defined as behaviour that matched the ongoing teacher instruction, or if 

there was no direct teacher instruction, behaviour that was not contrary to the ongoing class 

and school rules. Disruptive behaviour was defined as inappropriate classroom behaviour that 

interrupted or was contrary to on-going teacher instruction, or class and school rules.  

 Academic engagement data was collected using whole interval timing methods, with 

30 second intervals for 5-minute sessions per pupil. Observers used timers set to vibrate 

every thirty seconds. They would sit or stand in the classroom and observe at least 80% of 

pupils in turn in each classroom. If the pupil was academically engaged for the full 30 

seconds they were recorded as displaying academic engagement. Academic engagement and 

disruptive behaviour were recorded at the same time. Disruptive behaviour data were 

collected using 30 second partial interval recording for five minutes per pupil. If the pupil 

engaged in any disruptive behaviour during the 30 seconds, they were recorded as engaging 

in disruptive behaviour. The overall disruptive behaviour for the pupil in a five-minute block 

was then calculated as the percentage of total intervals where the pupil had displayed the 

target behaviour. The mean for the entire school was then calculated by adding all the 

individual percentages together and dividing them by the total number of pupils that been 

observed. Whole school academic engagement was calculated in the same way. Depending 

on size of school, the whole school data collection took between 3 and 10 days per school.  
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Committees, Project Meetings and Staff Trainings 

 A researcher on the project acted as a facilitator. The facilitator trained staff and 

helped to implement SWPBS in the schools. Each school formed a SWPBS committee that 

was responsible for developing the project within their institution. The committees consisted 

of teaching assistants, teachers, members of the senior leadership team, governors, and 

headteachers. Committees and the researcher met twice a term. Meetings were held every 6 

weeks at a central location and were attended by representatives from each school, 

researchers from the university, and members of the regional effectiveness team.  Staff 

trainings were provided by staff from the university. All schools were given initial staff 

trainings, with additional trainings delivered on request by schools. On average, in the first 

year of implementation the lead researcher visited each school once a month to observe, 

advise, and help move the project forward.  

School Values, Rules, and Acknowledgement Systems 

 The committee at each school decided on their values systems that included 3 to 5 

values. Examples of chosen values include: Gentle Hands, Kind Words, Listening, Showing 

Respect for Everyone and Doing you Very Best. Values were further explained as explicit 

rules for each area of the school and were taught explicitly at the beginning of the project and 

throughout the school year. For example, Showing Respect for Everyone in the lunchroom 

meant clearing your lunch things away, and Gentle Hands in the Classroom meant sharing 

school resources.  

 Acknowledgement systems were designed in each school to reward and acknowledge 

pupils who were following rules and demonstrating school values. The aim was to create a 

positive culture where appropriate behaviour was often recognised. Acknowledgement 

systems included a system of specific praise at high rates, and five out of the six schools in 
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the project adopted a system where pupils earnt tokens for engaging in behaviours in line 

with the school rules. Tokens were awarded by all members of staff and they were used by 

pupils to vote for various end of term treats that all school members were eligible to 

participate in. School 3 implemented a similar system that was class based rather than whole 

school based. End of term treats where free and accessible to all, for example a movie 

afternoon, and the purpose of tokens was to make the delivered praise more salient.   

Behaviour Policies, Sanction Systems, and Data Collection 

 School committees reviewed their current behaviour policies. They were instructed to 

develop, with input from all staff members, functional documents that would act as a 

blueprint to staff and pupils about how appropriate behaviours would be acknowledged, and 

inappropriate behaviours dealt with. Staff considered which behaviours would be handled by 

teachers in the classroom and when behaviours would be referred to SLT. The function of the 

behaviour policies was to facilitate consistent implementation of behaviour management, 

both proactive and reactive, across the school. Finally, schools were introduced to develop a 

system to quantify the use of sanctions across the school and per pupil so data lead decisions 

could be used to review the SWPBS systems in place, and identify pupils requiring extra 

support.  

Individualised School Support 

School 1. When the project started school 1 already had a set of five values. With the help of 

the lead researcher these values were operationally defined into a matrix. The lead research 

also lead two staff meetings and workshops after school over the year where staff in small 

groups filled in a flow chart around inappropriate behaviours they expected to deal with in 

the classroom and inappropriate behaviours they expected senior management to deal with, 
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Figure 2.1 shows the mean percentage of academic engagement across each school from pre 

intervention to 1-year post. Displayed on the secondary y-axis are the corresponding SET 

scores from the first data collection and the second.  
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Table 2.3 

Mean and Standard Deviation (SD) for academic engagement for each school pre and post 

intervention, and the p value from time one to time two.  

School Academic Engagement  

Pre 

Academic Engagement 

Post 

p 

 Mean SD Mean SD  

School 1 .72 .30 .89 .22 <.001 

School 2 .73 .31 .89 .20 <.001 

School 3 .68 .34 .69 .32 .61 

School 4 .72 .31 .87 .21 <.001 

School 5 .87 .24 .88 .23 .88 

School 6 .86 .20 .85 .23 .83 

 

Disruptive Behaviours 

 Of the four schools implementing SWPBS with high fidelity after one year three were 

observed as having a decrease in disruptive behaviour (see Figure 2.2). Of those three, only 

one decrease was assessed as statistically significant (see Table 2.3). School 3 showed a 

decrease in its overall fidelity score from pre to post measures and had a statistically 

significant increase in disruptive behaviour. Like academic engagement there was no 

statistical significance between fidelity of implementation and a change in disruptive 

behaviour: F(1,8)=1.14, p=.32.  
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Figure 2.2 shows the mean percentage of disruptive behaviours across each school from pre 

intervention to 1-year post. Displayed on the secondary y-axis are the corresponding SET 

scores from the first data collection and the second. 
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Table 2.4 

Mean and Standard Deviation (SD) for disruptive behaviours collected from each school pre 

and post intervention, and the p value of data from time one to time two. 

School Disruptive Behaviours  

Pre 

Disruptive Behaviours  

Post 

p 

 Mean SD Mean SD  

School 1 .09 .18 .04 .09 <.001 

School 2 .08 .17 .07 .14 .57 

School 3 .12 .22 .20 .28 <.001 

School 4 .10 .19 .8 .15 .38 

School 5 .05 .12 .05 .09 .93 

School 6 .05 .09 .06 .10 .44 

 

Discussion 

Four out of six schools were running SWPBS systems in their school with a SET 

score of 80% or higher after one year of implementation. One of the six schools had a 

decrease in their SET score after the intervention. Of the four schools who were 

implementing SWPBS with high fidelity by the second data collection, three had statistically 

significant increases in academic engagement and one of those saw a significant decrease in 

disruptive behaviour. The school with a decrease in their SET score saw a significant increase 

in disruptive behaviour. There was no statistically significant relationship between 

implementation fidelity of SWPBS and direct measures of behaviour change across the six 

schools. However, the fact that three schools with high fidelity saw significant change in 
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behaviour data, whilst those with low fidelity saw no significant change, or significant 

change in the wrong direction is encouraging.  

 These results are promising in terms of SWPBS implementation in the UK, with four 

schools in Wales implementing with high fidelity, and half of the schools in the project 

seeing positive changes after only one year of implementation. It is perhaps not surprising 

that two schools did not reach high fidelity as literature suggests it is most likely to take two 

or three years to reach full implementation (Kim, et al., 2018). Whilst this is a good 

indication that SWPBS may be feasible in UK schools, more information needs to be 

gathered about factors that can facilitate and hinder the approach to make implementation as 

successful as possible. Study Two investigates perceived facilitators and barriers of SWPBS 

implementation experienced by the staff from the schools in study one. 

Study Two 

Methods 

Research Team 
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Table 2.6 

Participant characteristics 

Participant School Role Gender 

1 School 3 Deputy Head / Class 

Teacher 

F 

2 School 4 Class Teacher M 

3 School 1 Deputy Head / Class 

Teacher 

F 

4 School 1 Teaching Assistant F 

5 School 1 Headteacher F 

6 School 1 Class Teacher F 

7 School 5 Class Teacher F 

8 School 3 Class Teacher F 

9 School 6 SLT / Class Teacher F 

10 School 6 Class Teacher F 

11 School 4 Headteacher M 

12 School 2 SLT / Class Teacher F 

13 School 2 Headteacher F 

 

Data Collection and Analysis 

 Once the participants had registered their interest by contacting the lead researcher, 

they were sent participant information forms and given the chance to ask further questions 

about the study. They were also provided upon request, with the questions to be asked in the 

interview. A convenient time was then arranged, and a Zoom meeting invite sent. During the 

Zoom meeting, but before the recordings started, the lead researcher reminded the 

participants that the meetings were being recorded, that they could refuse to answer any 

questions without reason, and that they could request a copy of their interview transcript. 

They were asked to answer honestly and informed that there were no right or wrong answers, 
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or any specific answers the interview was looking for. Interviews lasted between 18 and 54 

minutes, were recorded using the Zoom audio recording function and were transcribed 

verbatim by an audio transcription service. 

 A semi-structured interview was conducted with the same questions for all 

participants. Questions included an invitation to the participants to give their thoughts on the 

project and SWPBS. Prompts were given around behaviour change in pupils and staff, 

whether they believed the project would be maintained in their school, if their feelings about 

the project had changed over time, and any changes they had personally made to their 

classroom, or changes they were aware of that had been made to the school behaviour policy 

as a result of the project. Staff were asked to identify the main factors they felt helped 

implementation. Further prompts were provided if certain topics had not been covered from 

the literature on facilitators and barriers. Finally, interviewees were asked if the intended to 

continue the project in their school, classroom, or practice depending on job role (see 

Appendix 2 for the interview schedule). The aim of the interview was to assess how many 

elements of the project staff felt had been implemented in their school, and to survey their 

opinion on the barriers and facilitators that may have impacted the project.  

 Interview transcripts were analysed through Thematic Analysis following the six steps 

laid out in Braun and Clarke (2006). A deductive and semantic approach was taken to the 

analysis. The researcher was mindful of reporting bias and how data can be interpreted 

differently by different researchers. While these effects can be minimised by having more 

than one researcher code and develop themes, this was not possible due to the limited scope 

of this PhD research project. However, the PhD student was monitored by their supervisor 

and given guidance by another member of staff in the department familiar with the Thematic 

Analysis. The researcher was also mindful of not influencing any staff or asking leading 

questions. This was a distinct possibility as the researcher had worked alongside each school 
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implementation in their schools. Many also identified researcher input, key stakeholder 

participation, collaboration between the schools in the project, and cost as other facilitators to 

implementation. A lack of staff buy-in was identified by 12 out of 13 participants as a barrier.  

 These results are consistent with previous findings in the literature that show SWPBS 

can have positive changes on pupil behaviour (Curtis, et al., 2010; Gage et al., 2017; Horner 

et al., 2010). Most measures of whole school inappropriate behaviours in the SWPBS 

literature are indirect. For example, a reduction in suspensions or fewer ODRs being issued 

(Horner et al., 2010; McIntosh, et al., 2006). In this study, behaviours were directly observed 

and measured to assess the effectiveness of SWPBS in reducing or increasing target 

behaviours, adding a new measure to the literature. Themes identified in the interviews in 

study two were also consistent with previous literature on facilitators and barriers to 

implementing SWPBS (Kincaid, et al., 2007; George, et al., 2018), suggesting that 

implementation literature from North America is also relevant to a UK setting.  

 An independent report for the Department of Education (Bennett, 2017) concluded 

that there was a whole school behaviour problem in many schools in the UK, and positive 

approaches that included clear expectations and comprehensive behaviour policies would go 

some way to tackling these behaviour problems. Findings from study one supports these ideas 

as schools that implemented these tactics saw positive behaviour changes in their behaviour 

data. Bennett (2017) also stated that schools with strong leadership teams are less likely to 

have major behaviour problems. This idea was reflected in the results from study two. 

Schools where staff identified their leadership teams as effective in leading and supporting 

the project saw positive changes in their fidelity scores. This idea is further supported by one 

school who saw a statistically significant increase in disruptive behaviour over the year and 

did not have a consistent senior leadership team throughout. Results from study one and two 

could suggest that for schools to implement SWPBS with fidelity they must have stable 
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management who are willing to actively participate in the process and manage staff in doing 

so also.  

 Study two also revealed that a lack of staff buy-in was considered a barrier to 

implementation in the project schools. Staff buy-in is cited as an important factor in 

implementation across educational research literature (Joram, et al., 2020), not just SWPBS 

literature (Kincaid, et al., 2007; Lohrmann, et al., 2008). Before SWPBS is implemented in 

schools, work could be done to investigate the level of resistance the new intervention might 

face, and leadership must be willing to work with staff to ensure their participation (Turnbull, 

2002).  

Four out of six schools implemented SWPBS with high fidelity after one year. 

Literature suggests that whilst it is possible to achieve whole school behaviour change in one 

year, on average it takes two to three years for most schools to implement SWPBS with high 

fidelity, and can take longer for positive results to be reported (Kim et al., 2018). Two thirds 

of schools in the project were able to implement with high fidelity, and half saw some form 

of positive behaviour change in their schools after one year. This supports the idea that 

SWPBS is a feasible system for implementation in UK primary schools, and positive results 

can be replicated by doing so.  

There were several limitations to the project across both studies. Firstly, as previously 

identified due to COVID-19 the researchers could not finish collecting control school data. 

This meant that in study one there was not a control element to the study, making it a quasi-

experimental design and not as planned. Fewer schools than initially planned also meant that 

there were fewer degrees of freedom when running the ANOVA to analyse the relationship 

between fidelity and behaviour change, which could have affected the results. Another effect 

of schools shutting early due to COVID-19 was that recruitment for interviews for study two 
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could not be done in person. Instead the researcher had to rely on headteachers and members 

of the committee passing on the information to colleagues who were working from home. If 

the researcher could have gone into schools, they would have been able to recruit more 

participants to make the Thematic Analysis more powerful. The researcher could also have 

recruited participants who may have been less engaged with the project to get a wider range 

of views.  

Results from the Thematic Analysis were also limited in that more staff from high 

fidelity schools volunteered to take part in the study than those from low fidelity schools. 

Headteachers from low fidelity schools were not available to interview or did not reply to 

emails, whilst all but one head teacher from high fidelity schools participated. This meant that 

we were unable to analyse themes comprehensively in terms of fidelity. However, the fact 

that fewer staff and senior leaders from low fidelity schools took part in interviews could 

provide an indication of the level of commitment to the project from those schools. 

 The method of data collection used for study one was both a strength and a limitation 

to the project. It was considered a strength because as was previously discussed, whole school 

direct measures of behaviour do not appear in the SWPBS literature, making the method from 

this study a new contribution to the current research on the effectiveness of SWPBS on 

behaviour change. However, this form of data collection was time consuming and could be a 

reason why other studies do not exist that collect direct behaviour data at the whole school 

level. It took on average one week per school to collect the data with the help of between one 

and three postgraduate students. With 10 schools, including the control schools, this meant 

that initial data collection took 10 weeks to carry out. 

 Future areas of research should focus on whether implementation of SWPBS is also 

feasible in secondary schools within the UK which generally have more staff and pupils than 
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Chapter 3: Brief Feedback to increase teacher behaviour specific praise in the 

classroom: A single subject design 
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Abstract 

 Low-level disruptive behaviour by pupils in the classroom is experienced by teachers 

in both primary and secondary schools, stealing valuable teaching time. Behaviour Specific 

Praise (BSP) has been shown in the literature as an effective method for decreasing disruptive 

behaviours in the classroom. A multiple baseline across participants design was used to 

investigate whether an intervention with brief researcher feedback was sufficient to increase 

teacher BSP, and if in turn this had an effect on pupil on-task behaviour, or disruptive 

behaviours. Results demonstrated a function relation between a change in teacher behaviour 

and a positive change in pupil behaviour. However, follow up results were variable. Future 

research into sustained change in teacher behaviour after teacher training should be 

conducted. 
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minute periods split into ten 3-minute sessions. Praise was reported as the total number of 

praise and BSP statements. BSP was counted as the number of those praise statements that 

met the previous definition. 

Pupil Behaviours.  

Dependent variables measured for pupil behaviours were disruptive behaviour, and 

on-task behaviour. Disruptive Behaviour: inappropriate classroom behaviour that interrupted 

or was contrary to on-going teacher instruction. This included, but was not limited to, 

shouting out without permission, making loud noises that drew the attention of the teacher 

and/or the class, entering the classroom late, throwing objects, aggressive (verbal and 

physical) behaviour, nonaggressive verbal outbursts, inappropriate behaviours that caused the 

teacher to stop what they were doing and redirect their attention towards the inappropriate 

behaviour. Disruptive behaviours were collected as count over a 30-minute period by 

researchers. On-task behaviour: the pupil engaged in behaviour that was consistent with the 

ongoing instruction and/or rules of the class. On-task behaviour was measured using an 

adapted momentary time sampling technique. Data were collected every 3 minutes, for 30 

minutes researchers counted the number of children who were on-task in the classroom, 

divided it by the total number of pupils in the classroom, and multiplied it by 100. The mean 

from the whole 30-minute session was then calculated.  

Social Validity 

Social validity was assessed with a five-question survey where teachers responded 

using a four-point Likert Scale. The survey included questions about how helpful specific 

praise and feedback sessions were, if they intended to continue to use BSP in the future and 

how much of their time the intervention took (See Appendix 3). The questionnaire was 
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Figure 3.1 Number of BSP, Praise, and Reprimand statements delivered by teachers in 30-

minute observation sessions. 
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at pupils and being consistent with the imposition of negative consequences. Subsequently 

how much of the behaviour change in the pupils was down to increased BSP, and how much 

can be attributed to consistent behaviour management and fewer raised voices in their 

classrooms is unknown. However at least one of the teachers had previously been instructed 

in consisted use of the behaviour policy and the delivery of effective reprimands in whole 

staff meetings. 

Future research in the field should focus on the efficacy of BSP as an intervention 

with older pupils. In this study the pupils were all junior school age. Further investigation 

needs to be done on whether the same results can be achieved with secondary school pupils. 

In this study only one data point was collected for a maintenance check and follow up data 

was mixed. To really investigate whether the intervention was sufficient for long term 

behaviour change more data should be collected and data should also be collected after a 

longer period. Follow up data could be different in schools that have a SWPBS approach and 

schools that are not currently pursuing that strategy. 

As stated earlier one oversight of the study was to not collect data on effective 

reprimands. Future research should look at whether there is a difference in teacher behaviour 

after training in effective reprimands, and if there is a change in teacher behaviour, whether 

this will effect pupil behaviour. Further suggestions for future research are to investigate 

interventions that were successful at achieving short term behaviour change, and how to 

translate this success into long term results. Finally, most existing research in this area 

consists of single subject designs and interventions are delivered on an individual level. 

Further research should investigate if similar results can be captured on the group level, 

where multiple teachers receive intervention at once to even further increase the efficiency of 

interventions given and further extend the existing research.  
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collection and they were asked to fill it in and bring it with them to their first workshop (for 

both groups).  

Experimental Design 

A waitlist control design was proposed. Baseline data would be taken for all 

participants. In the next stage, all participants would be randomly allocated to either a control 

waitlist group or an intervention group. The participants in the intervention group would be 

invited to three, one-hour workshops in a central location, taking place one week apart. The 

workshop would include time for the researcher to give each teacher their own personal 

feedback in private, and each workshop would focus on one of three main elements of 

evidence-based behaviour management. After the workshops, data would be collected again 

across both groups. Finally, the control group would be invited to attend the three workshops.  

Procedures 

Pre-intervention data collection 

 Teachers were given participant information forms that included how their data would 

be used, and what the study was investigating. Teachers were also asked to sign consent 

forms to take part in the current research. Headteachers were given information sheets 

containing similar information and asked to sign consent forms allowing data to be taken in 

their schools. A time was then agreed between the teacher and researcher for the initial data 

collection to take place. Data was collected across participants based on availability of the 

teacher and when suitable lessons were taking place. For example, should teachers indicate 

they would be in assembly at a certain time that time was avoided. Data collections were 

carried out both in the mornings and afternoons, and across academic subjects provided they 

were led by a participating class teacher. The lead researcher collected the data in each school 

for approximately 2 hours. During this time pupil and teacher data were collected, the 
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researcher made notes on behaviours to specifically feedback to participants, and the teachers 

and headteachers had time to ask any questions they still had about the project. The 

researcher sat on the side of the classroom with an unobstructed view of all pupils and the 

teacher. At points it was necessary for the researcher to move around the classroom to keep 

the view unobstructed. The teacher was asked not to leave the room at any point during data 

collection and if the teacher left the timer was paused until they returned.  

Intervention 

 Participants in the intervention group were invited to attend the three workshops. 

Each workshop would be held twice. In the first workshop, the lead researcher would present 

information on evidence-based behaviour management in terms of classroom rules. The lead 

researcher would ask the teachers to revise their own classroom rules based on the 

information presented. In a separate room from the group, participants would receive their 

brief individualised feedback including the data collected by the researcher. This would 

include any examples observed when they used consistent evidence-based tactics, or 

examples of when they did not. After the first workshop teachers would be asked to teach 

their new classroom rules to their pupils.  

 In the second workshop the lead researcher would present information on praise and 

behaviour specific praise. Teachers would be asked to practice using behaviour specific 

praise in their classrooms in relation to their rules. They would also be asked to self-monitor 

their praise to reprimands ratio. The final workshop would include reactive tactics to 

inappropriate behaviours.  

 Once all participants in the intervention group had attended all three workshops the 

second data collection would be carried out across both groups of participants. The data 

collection would be the same as in baseline. When all post data was collected, and all post 
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teacher wellbeing scales had been returned, the control group would be invited to attend the 

same workshop delivered to the intervention group and have a chance to receive private 

individual feedback in the same manner.  

IOA 

IOA will be taken for at least 20% of sessions by a postgraduate student previously 

trained in this type of data collection by participating in another project with the researcher. 

All frequency data will be recorded by dividing the 30-minute recording session into 10, 3 

minute sessions. IOA would be calculated by the number of agreed upon sessions divided by 

the number of overall sessions, multiplied by 100. 

Data Analysis 

A paired t-test would be carried out to look at statistical significance of any change in data 

observed.  

Preliminary Findings 

Baseline 

At the time schools shut 23 participants had signed consent forms to take part, of 

those 23, baseline data was collected for 21 of them.  
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Reflections on the Study Process 

 Observations were made about the study process. Firstly, when recruiting we made it 

clear to schools that teachers should volunteer themselves, and not be volunteered by 

headteachers or senior members of staff if they were unwilling or disinterested in the project. 

This could have skewed the sample because teachers who might already have an interest in 

positive behaviour management tactics may be more likely to implement things learnt in 

training, as opposed to teachers who are indifferent to learning new behaviour management 

techniques. Sixteen of the 23 teachers for whom baseline data were collected had 80% or 

higher on-task pupil behaviour in their classrooms with 5 classrooms above 90%. This could 

mean that whole class tactics may not have made much difference to pupils who were not 

attending within these classes, or to increase the amount of engagement primary school 

teachers can get from a whole class over a 30-minute period without targeted interventions.  

 Whilst it was difficult to recruit the full number of participants needed for the study 

when the inclusion criteria was broader, future studies may wish to narrow their inclusion 

criteria to teachers with below 80% on-task behaviour from their pupils to better see 

behaviour change, and increase validity of the project.  

 Initially it was planned to recruit all participants before baseline data began. This was 

so all participants could be randomly assigned to groups and given appropriate information 

about dates and times of workshops, and when their next data collection would be, when 

researchers visited schools to collect baseline data. Due to the recruitment process taking 

longer than initially anticipated, baseline data collection began before all participants were 

recruited. This meant that teachers and headteachers questions about when and where 

workshops would take place were not answered, leaving participants with uncertainty around 

how long the project would take to complete and what time commitments were needed.  
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 In future this study could be conducted with PGCE students. PGCE students may be 

more willing to volunteer to learn about evidence-based behaviour management techniques as 

they are used to being instructed by others. Additionally, they would not have a long learning 

history with other behaviour management techniques so may find it easier to initially change 

their behaviour. This could allow them to maintain the tactics in the long term if they are 

effective in contacting reinforcement from low levels of pupil disruption, and high levels of 

pupil on-task behaviour. 

 In conclusion, with this study the researchers sought to further the research presented 

in Chapter 4. The main aims were to investigate how the intensive intervention used with 

three teachers could be adapted successfully to be used with more teachers using fewer 

resources. Recruitment for the project did not go as expected, as even though pupil behaviour 

is often cited as reasons for teacher attrition and poor emotional wellbeing (Ofsted, 2014), 

teachers did not volunteer for the project as readily as the researchers predicted. Whilst the 

project was not completed due to school closers in early 2020, reflections from the study may 

be useful for future related projects.  
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Abstract 

 Pupil Referral Units (PRUs) in the UK are alternative, short stay provisions for pupils 

whose educational needs are no longer being met in a mainstream setting. Pupils in PRUs are 

generally characterised by having emotional, social, and behavioural disorders, and a 

disproportionate number have additional educational needs and are from socio-economically 

deprived backgrounds. Due to a high level of aggressive behaviours, the behaviour 

management strategies used with these pupils are often restrictive. Government guidelines, 

and investigations from the literature support an evidence-based approach consistent with 

ABA methodology to increase the likelihood pupils will be successful in the classroom and to 

reduce restrictive practices such as restraints and seclusion. A quasi-experimental design was 

used to collect restraint data in a Key Stage One PRU, and seclusion data for three pupils. 

Results showed that ABA strategies were effective in reducing the use of restraints but had 

mixed results for the reduction in use of seclusion for individual pupils.    
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2019, p.9). The use of these practices are common and are not always regulated 

appropriately.  

A report by Estyn (2012) found that not all PRUs had sufficient policies in place for 

the use of restrictive practices. This meant that staff were not trained consistently throughout 

the provisions, and that within the same provision there was a wide variety of methods being 

used. They also found that not all PRUs consistently collected and reviewed data on the use 

of these restrictive practices within their provision. Subsequently available data on the use of 

this practice is estimated to be lower than in practice. Furthermore, the lack of monitoring of 

this data and data on pupil behaviours means that senior management are often unable to 

make data led decisions. Data led decisions would enable behaviour management strategies 

to be proactive, and based on behaviour patterns, meaning behaviours could be prevented 

from happening in the first place. Finally, the report remarks that monitoring the use of 

seclusion within PRUs is also inadequate and concerns of its use for punishment, not just 

safety, are raised.  

 Guidance was published in 2019 by the British Government (Dinenage & Zahawi, 

2019) aimed at reducing the use of restraints and restrictive practices for pupils in special 

educational settings, but also cited as relevant to PRUs. The authors call for a positive and 

proactive approach to behaviour support for all pupils to reduce the need for restrictive 

practices. They suggest this should be done through a clear hierarchy of responses, calm and 

positive environments, staff training, and help from external expertise. Proactive approaches 

taken should include identifying triggers and functions of behaviours and teaching 

communication skills to pupils to better express their needs and feelings. These 

recommendations of functional assessments and communication skills are echoed by current 

NHS guideline (2017) when dealing with challenging behaviour.  
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than for specific individuals (Anhalt, McNeil, & Bahl, 1998). The effectiveness of token 

economies can be enhanced when a level system is added (Lyon & Lagarde, 1997). A level 

system is where pupils can move up or down different levels depending on meeting specific 

behavioural goals. Moving up levels is generally associated with better or additional 

reinforcement, whilst moving back down a level can mean a restriction on privileges the 

individual is able to access. Pritchard, Penny, and Mace (2018) used a token economy with 

levels in a residential school for pupils who exhibited aggression, property damage, and 

inappropriate sexual behaviours. All pupils showed a decrease in problem behaviour as they 

worked their way through various levels. 

 Levels systems are effective because they shape behaviours, gradually requiring 

closer and closer approximations to the terminal goal that is the ultimate desired appropriate 

behaviour. Shaping can be effective for pupils with long learning histories of low rates of 

appropriate behaviours, or who currently do not have appropriate social skills within their 

repertoires, rather than expecting large behaviour changes straight away. Furthermore it 

makes it more likely they will contact reinforcement, early in the intervention and then as the 

requirements to come into contact with reinforcement slowly change the expected change to 

their behaviour is not so large they are now unable to immediately contact reinforcement 

(Cooper, et al. 2020).   

Teaching New Skills   

Direct Instruction (DI) is an instructional approach based on the principles of ABA. It 

is a scripted form of teaching that maximises pupil engagement through frequent 

opportunities to respond and a fast-paced delivery of content and instructions (Kinder & 

Carnie, 1991). Owen, Watkins, Beverley, & Hughes (2020) used DI as part of a package to 
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teach maths skills to pupils in a Key Stage 2 PRU and found the approach promising in 

developing early maths skills for pupils who engaged in regular sessions. 

 Previously stated guidance from the government on reducing restraints (Dinenage & 

Zahawi, 2019) and suggestions around effective practices for pupils with ESBD (Lewis et al., 

2004) suggest interventions involving teaching desired behaviours and communication skills, 

which can reduce problem behaviours and increase academic attainment (Ashdown & 

Bernard, 2012). Explicit instruction is a way of teaching that involves giving direct, 

structured coaching, that can include a rationale and modelling of the skills, and the chance 

for pupils to use and practice the skill (Hughes, Morris, Therrien, & Benson, 2017). Once the 

skill has been acquired, or if it is found that the pupil already has the skill, interventions can 

focus on enhancing the performance of the skill, which can be done through reinforcement 

procedures and arranging the environment so the skills can be practiced more often (Miller, 

Lane, & Wehby, 2005).  

 Many of the interventions suggested as effective for the reduction of restrictive 

practices and working with pupils with ESBD evidence lies in the behavioural science 

literature that was developed by ABA researchers and practitioners. Therefore, when bringing 

in outside expertise for staff training and implementation, a natural choice is for behaviour 

analysts to oversee approaches. The following study is a quasi-experimental design, 

implemented over two-years, investigating if using ABA methodology in a PRU leads to a 

reduction in restrictive practices.  

Overall Research Question 

 Chapter 5 addresses the overall research questions of feasibility and effectiveness of 

the use of ABA and SWPBS approaches in UK school settings on pupil behaviour. It does 

this through evaluating different sources of data; restraint, seclusion, and social significance 
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Pupils 

 During the two-year period of the project the largest number of pupils in the unit at 

any one time was 8, with the smallest being 3. Pupils were all between the age of 5 to 7. The 

population of the provision was transient. Some pupils came during their reception year and 

stayed until the end of year 2. Other pupils completed 6-week placements before transitioning 

to other settings or back to their original school. Pupils also spent a varying number of days 

in the unit every week. Most attended Monday to Thursday and returned to their home 

schools on Friday. Some pupils attended increasingly fewer days if they were transitioning to 

other placements. This variability made capturing progress in educational outcomes or class-

wide behaviour data difficult. It also meant that individual programmes designed for pupils 

could not always be completed before they transitioned out of the PRU.  

 Pupils had various diagnosis such as Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder 

(ADHD), Autistic Spectrum Disorder (ASD), Moderate Learning Difficulties (MLD), and 

attachment disorder. All pupils displayed emotional, social, and behavioural difficulties. For 

pupils to be referred to the PRU they had to engage in inappropriate behaviour that was a 

serious disruption to their learning. The behaviour was often characterised as aggressive or 

dangerous by their home schools. Home schools must have shown that their efforts were not 

successful in supporting pupils and they could no longer meet their needs. Pupils came to the 

resource base for an initial 6-week assessment, and then the provision was reviewed every 6 

weeks. As the provision was for foundation phase pupils only, after Year two the pupils 

transitioned to other resources. During the two years of the project, three pupils transitioned 

back to their home schools, two pupils transitioned to the mainstream primary school the 

PRU was attached to, two went to MLD units attached to their home schools, one went to the 

county special education provision, and one pupil transitioned to the KS2 PRU. A further 

pupil left the county.  
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 Data on seclusion for three pupils who displayed aggressive or dangerous behaviours, 

who were in the PRU for the full academic year 2018/19 and accessed seclusion frequently is 

presented. Three pupils, as opposed to whole unit seclusion data is offered due to the 

transient nature of the pupils, who could join or leave the unit at any point during the school 

year, meaning continuous data from the whole unit around use of seclusion cannot be 

meaningfully analysed, especially as seclusion data from previous years, before the project 

began is not available.  

Aggressive or dangerous behaviours were characterised as behaviours that presented a 

serious risk of harm to themselves, staff, or other pupils, for example, hitting, kicking, biting, 

throwing large or heavy objects, and hitting others with objects. Pupil 1 was a 6 year-old-

male. He was a Year 2 pupil with a diagnosis of attachment disorder. Pupil 1 engaged in 

aggressive behaviours towards peers and staff, inappropriate name calling, noncompliance, 

self-injurious behaviours characterised by eye poking and hitting his head with his hand, and 

PICA of dangerous items such as batteries, and non-dangerous items such as paper.  

 Pupil 2 was a 6-year-old male in Year 2 who towards the end of the 2018/19 school 

year was diagnosed with ASD as part of a county statutory assessment. Pupil 2 had been in 

the resource base since his reception year. He attended his home school for half days on 

Fridays only when a member of support staff from the unit was available to attend with him, 

at the request of his home school because of reports of aggressive behaviours. Pupil 2 

engaged in aggressive behaviours towards peers and staff, and noncompliance around 

academic demands. Pupil 3 was a 6-year-old male. He was a Year 2 pupil with no formal 

diagnosis but displayed behaviours consistent with attachment disorder. Pupil 3 engaged in 

aggression towards pupils and staff, and noncompliance. Pupil 3 did not like loud noises or 

environments and had specific issues with emotional regulation around peers teasing him. He 

had been in the resource base since his reception year.  
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Measures 

Restraint Data 

 It was a practice of the unit that staff were required to fill in a form supplied by the 

county any time they carried out a restraint on a pupil. These data were collected before and 

during the intervention. The form included information on the date and time, the pupil for 

whom the restraint was implemented, and the staff that delivered the restraint. There were 

also sections about the behaviour that led to the restraint being necessary and how long the 

restraint lasted. These forms were kept in storage at the school. Any single form filled in 

equated to one restraint being performed. The number of completed forms were counted for 

the two school years prior to the project, and the two years of the project to measure the 

frequency of restraints being carried out in the unit. 

Seclusion 

 Prior to the start of the study no data were taken on the frequency or duration of 

seclusion that was being used in the provision. On commencement of the study when 

seclusion was used an ABC chart was filled in. ABC charts are used in functional 

assessments in order to predict a pattern and function of behaviours (Cooper, et al., 2020). 

The ABC chart included sections for the data and time of the seclusion, the pupil involved, 

what happened before the behaviours occurred that led to seclusion, what the behaviours that 

led to seclusion were, and what the staff had attempted to do before seclusion was necessary. 

The length of time a pupil was secluded, and any behaviours they engaged in during 

seclusion were also recorded by a member of staff. The seclusion area in the PRU was called 

the calm room. Pupils were secluded in the calm room, or their space was restricted within 

the room they were in when their behaviours became dangerous to themselves, other pupils, 
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also meant that vicarious reinforcement could be delivered to pupils following rules, and as a 

prompt to other pupils who had not yet engaged in the appropriate behaviour.  

Explicit Instruction in Emotional Regulation and Social Skills. Every day, a 15 to 

20-minute group session was delivered on topics of emotional regulation and social skills for 

example staying calm when you think something is unfair. The curriculum was initially based 

on an emotional and social evidence-based curriculum called PATHS© (Domitrovich, 

Cortes, Greenberg, 2007) and overtime the lessons were individualised for the current 

population of the PRU. Sessions were led by the classroom teacher, and staff and pupils sat in 

a circle on the carpet. Explicit instruction was delivered around four skills: tyring your best, 

being respectful, good ignoring, and emotional regulation. Trying your best meant pupils 

engaging in activities that for them required a large response effort. Examples of being 

respectful included listening to others, using appropriate tones of voice, and turn taking. 

Good ignoring meant continuing your activity if others were engaged in a distracting 

behaviour. Emotional regulation referred to pupils remaining calm in situations that were 

highly stimulating either because they were exciting or frustration etc., it also meant once 

engaging in a highly stimulating activity bringing their level of arousal back down to one 

appropriate for the next activity. 

 The teacher used puppets, each linked to a specific skill to tell stories and problem 

solve with the pupils. Stories were based on behaviours and scenarios pupils in the unit had 

previously engaged in, for example hitting another pupil who had knocked over their block 

tower. Stories were also told about upcoming events were the teacher anticipated problem 

behaviours were likely. The four principles were used throughout the day to give pupils 

behaviour specific praise, or specific feedback. They were also used as prompts to remind 

pupils of strategies, for example before and during playing a board game. Tokens were given 

to pupils on a variable ratio schedule to reinforce behaviours consistent with the previously 
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stated operational definitions for trying your best, respectful, good ignoring, and emotional 

regulation. Tokens could be exchanged for a backup reinforcer from the surprise box. When 

pupils first entered the unit 15 tokens were needed to exchange for items from the surprise 

box, after this first exchange, 30 tokens were then needed. Items from the surprise box were 

small toys or edibles, pupils earnt around 3-5 tokens throughout the day.  

Reactive Strategies. Staff used reactive tactics throughout the day consistent with the 

universal behaviour plan when pupils engaged in inappropriate behaviours. Staff remined 

pupils of the STEPS rules, what they were supposed to be doing, and redirected them back to 

their current activity or area. If a pupil continued to engage in inappropriate behaviour, for 

example running around the classroom, teasing other pupils, hiding under tables, using 

offensive language or refusing to leave an area, the teacher would use a neutral calm tone to 

redirect the pupils. Now and next boards or visuals were used to minimise attention and 

support the pupils understanding of what was being asked. 

  Staff tried to minimise attention they gave pupils during episodes of inappropriate 

behaviour, spoke using calm and neutral tones, and gave positively stated instructions. Once a 

pupil was again following classroom rules staff engaged positively, provided attention, and 

moved on from the incident. Points on the STEPS system were awarded on a fixed interval 

schedule, meaning sessions would finish, and new ones would start regardless of pupil 

behaviour. 

 Restrictive Practices. Physical restraints and seclusion were written into the 

universal behaviour plan and were used if pupils engaged in behaviours that put themselves, 

other pupils, or members of staff at a significant risk of harm. Restraints and seclusions were 

not intended as punishment procedures contingent on aggressive behaviour, they were 

conceived as safety procedures to keep staff and pupils from harm. Restraints or seclusion 
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Figure 5.4 Cumulative duration in minutes Pupil 1 accessed the calm room across the 

2018/19 school year. 

Pupil 2 

 Figure 5.5 shows the cumulative minutes Pupil 2 spent in seclusion each week 

throughout the school year. The week before the intervention had been introduced there was a 

drop in minutes spent in seclusion, immediately after the plan was introduced the minutes 

spent in seclusion increased to their highest point. The weekly duration for the following 

weeks then reduces but remained variable for the rest of the school year.  
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Figure 5.5 Cumulative duration in minutes Pupil 2 accessed the calm room across the 

2018/19 school year. 

Pupil 3 

 Figure 5.6 shows weekly duration of seclusion for Pupil 3. No functional relation is 

shown between the introduction of functional communication training, and weekly seclusion 

duration. After functional communication training was introduced the data remains high and 

variable, with the highest single data point occurring after the intervention was introduced.  
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then invested further in the second year by paying for a member of behaviour analytic staff. 

However, the level of input from outside expertise was more than what was being paid for by 

the school. If the school had had to pay average rates for a full time BCaBA in the first year 

or an unqualified but skilled behaviour analyst in the second year, a BCBA, and an 

experienced BCBA-D they may not have been willing or able to do so. This level of input if 

not paid for appropriately outside a research model could be unsustainable for a single 

provision alone.  

 These preliminary results support the findings that ABA approaches are effective 

practices with ESBD pupils (Lewis et al., 2004). It also replicates work that have shown 

explicit instruction in social and emotional skills and level token systems to reduce problem 

behaviour (Askdown & Bernard, 2012; Pritchard et al., 2018). The systems used were also in 

line with current NHS and government guidelines around the use of functional assessments, 

and the reduction of seclusion and restraints (Dinenage & Zahawi, 2019; NHS 2017). 

However, there is still limited research about the use of ABA methodology in PRUs, or with 

pupils with ESBD in Britain. More must be done to investigate these procedures in the 

context of British PRUs at all ages, and as early intervention procedures for pupils with 

ESBD in mainstream schools so pupils do not get to the point where PRUs are an appropriate 

placement for them.  

 The classroom teacher was satisfied with the intervention and believed that an ABA 

approach was appropriate and effective within his resource base. He was open and willing to 

collaborate with the ABA team, as were the rest of the staff at the unit. Therefore, the ABA 

team could focus on developing programmes and systems. Pupils with ESBD generally 

receive more punishment due to higher rates of inappropriate behaviours than peers (Shores 

eta al., 1993). Staff from the unit could see the benefit of an alternative approach and were 

open to change. However, whilst they no longer felt behaviours were dangerous enough to 
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fidelity is possible in primary schools in UK and is in line with suggestions from independent 

reports published by the government into establishing whole school systems (Bennett, 2017). 

Further research needs to be done into the feasibility of a similar approach in British 

secondary schools. 

Interviews with staff revealed that factors that effected the implementation of SWPBS 

within the Welsh primary schools were the same as those already found in the literature, with 

the main barrier described by most participants as a lack of staff buy-in.  (George et al., 2018; 

Kincaid et al., 2007; Pinkelman et al., 2015). This suggests that facilitators and barriers to the 

implementation of SWPBS in schools are universal. Interviews revealed that schools that 

implemented SWPBS with high fidelity had strong leadership and systems were being 

implemented consistently across the schools. Three out of these four schools saw a positive 

change in behaviour. This supports claims that strong leadership teams, and consistent 

implementation of initiatives are important factors that effect behaviour in schools (Bennett, 

2017). 

The studies in Chapter 2 led to the creation of the investigation in Chapter 3 on the 

request of two schools from the initial project. Chapter 3 included a multiple baseline across 

participants investigation into whether brief feedback sessions would be sufficient to increase 

teachers use of praise and behaviour specific praise (BSP). Results showed that all teachers 

increased their use of BSP relative to baseline, but this change did not maintain for all 

teachers at follow up. Further measures were collected on pupil on-task behaviour and 

disruptive behaviours to gage whether the change in teacher behaviour had a functional 

relationship with a change in pupil behaviour. It was found that when teachers increase their 

use of praise and BSP, and decreased their use of reprimands, class wide disruptive behaviour 

decreased, and academic engagement increased.  
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This research adds to current literature that suggest ABA based approaches are 

effective practices for pupils with ESBD in educational settings (Lewis et al., 2004). Previous 

literature showed explicit instruction in social and emotional skills is effective in reducing 

disruptive behaviours (Askdown & Bernard, 2012). This is a simple proactive tactic that can 

be easily individualised but still delivered in a small group setting. Explicit instruction in 

social and emotional skills in the PRU was brief, but embedded across the environment, 

generalised out in the community, and supported with a token economy. It was an acceptable 

intervention to those implementing it and anecdotally generalised to home settings also as 

reported by the final teacher interview. Further, the research in Chapter 5 replicates work that 

has shown manualised whole class level token systems are effective in reducing challenging 

and inappropriate behaviour (Anhalt, et al., 1998; Pritchard et al., 2018). 

When the universal behaviour plan was not sufficient in supporting pupils, a 

functional assessment was used. Previously functional assessments had been shown to be 

effective in decreasing inappropriate classroom behaviours with pupils with ESBD (Kamps et 

al., 2006). These results were replicated for two out of three pupils who functional 

assessment was used to reduced seclusion and challenging behaviour. For one pupil an 

individualised behaviour plan based on a functional assessment was not sufficient in reducing 

problem behaviour and seclusion. More research should be conducted into what other 

supports pupils who display behaviours consistent with attachment disorder may need.  

Methodological Limitations 

The biggest weakness in methodology for Chapter 2 and Chapter 5 was the fact that 

there were no control elements. This meant that any conclusions made about the effectiveness 

of the interventions were limited. For Chapter 2 this also meant that there were fewer degrees 

of freedom to analyse lowering the chance of finding significant results for the impact of 
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training, that could have a large impact on pupil behaviour within the classroom, but would 

cost a school nothing in terms of money or other resources.  

Time and other implementation factors 

 All schools in the project did not reach a high level of implementation fidelity for 

SWPBS. Kim et al. (2018) previously discussed that on average it takes schools two to three 

years to reach an 80% score on the SET. This is an important implication for practice. School 

leadership and practitioners wanting to implement SWPBS within their setting must not 

expect the intervention to be in place or take effect in a single year. Before schools 

implement a commitment to the project for at least three years should be made, and 

governing bodies or decision makers should not expect to see meaningful results in the short 

term.  

 Another factor to consider before schools implement SWPBS is whether they have 

sufficient capacity to do so. This includes a strong and dedicated leadership team, where the 

head teacher is prepared to invest time and money, model new behaviours, and support staff 

in their behaviour change efforts. If schools are not in a position to make such large changes 

due to a problem with leadership then any efforts made to implement SWPBS may not be 

effective, and the initiative may be prematurely abandoned. Also, before SWPBS is 

implemented tactics to gain staff buy-in should be addressed, and all key stake holders should 

be consulted. As seen in Chapter 2, all of these issues can have an impact on successful 

implementation of SWPBS.   

BCBA Input 

 The use of ABA for all schools across the various projects meant that less punitive 

and restrictive practices could be used, and when these practices were used, they were 

monitored and accounted for. In order for ABA to be implemented effectively BCBA input is 



SWPBS in Welsh Primary Schools 

150 
 

important (BACB, 2020). The school identified that having the researcher, who was a BCBA 

on site was a facilitator to implementation, and Chapter 5 showed promising results with the 

input of many ABA specialists. For an approach to be considered Applied Behaviour 

Analysis then it must contain certain dimensions (Baer, Wolf, and Risley, 1968), having a 

BCBA meant that all interventions used met these criteria. It also meant that other members 

of staff could be supervised when implementing ABA practices. Schools or PRUs who wish 

to implement similar practices in the future should do so with BCBA guidance and 

supervision to make sure that no harm is done, an ethics code is followed, and that 

interventions can be implemented as designed. This could be considered especially important 

when working with challenging behaviours that could be potentially dangerous. For example, 

in Chapter 5 one pupil who an individualised behaviour plan was written for engaged in 

PICA with dangerous materials such as batteries, and eye poking and head hitting behaviours. 

If the plan was not carefully considered, controlled and monitored by professionals who had 

previous experience of dangerous behaviours any intervention put in place had the potential 

to evoke these behaviours more frequently or increase their intensity.   

Research Questions 

This thesis sought to address the following two research questions: 

1. Are Applied Behaviour Analysis (ABA) and School-Wide Positive Behaviour 

Support (SWPBS) systems feasible to implement in North Wales Primary Schools? 

2. Can these systems produce a positive change in pupil and teacher behaviour? 

Firstly Chapter 2 addressed whether it would be feasible to run Tier 1 SWPBS within 

mainstream primary schools within North Wales. It was found through fidelity data that 

schools were capable of running such an intervention to a high standard, and through direct 

observation data that when the systems were implemented with fidelity they could produce a 
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positive change to pupil behaviour. Chapter 3 showed that these systems could then produce 

positive changes to teacher behaviour, which in turn had an effect on pupil behaviour. 

Finally, Chapter 5 demonstrated the effectiveness of using ABA tactics to change pupil 

behaviour. The two research questions have been addressed throughout this thesis and whilst 

there were limitations, and further investigation and replication is needed, it has been 

demonstrated that it is feasible to use SWPBS and ABA approaches in schools in North 

Wales, and that these systems can have a positive effect on pupil and teacher behaviour. 

Conclusion 

 We found that the use of School-Wide Positive Behaviour Support and Applied 

Behaviour Analysis can have positive effects on levels of academic engagement, disruptive 

behaviours in mainstream primary schools, and the use of restraints and seclusion in a Pupil 

Referral Unit (PRU). We also found that factors that affect the implementation of SWPBS in 

UK schools are the same as those previously identified in other fidelity literature. In 

conclusion ABA and SWPBS are feasible and effective interventions for use in British 

education that enable pupil pro-social behaviour, and subsequently could have an impact of 

their overall life chances. 
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Appendix 1 
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Appendix 3 

 

 

Teacher Social Validity Questionnaire 

 

1. I believe specific praise helps the pupils in my class 

 

Strongly Agree   Agree    Disagree   Strongly Disagree 

 

2. I would recommend to other teachers to use specific praise to assist them with pupil 
behaviours in their class 

 

Strongly Agree   Agree    Disagree   Strongly Disagree 

 

3. I will continue to use specific praise in the future 

 

Strongly Agree   Agree    Disagree   Strongly Disagree 

 

 

4. The feedback session was useful 

 

Strongly Agree   Agree    Disagree   Strongly Disagree 

 

5. The feedback session took too much of my time  

 

Strongly Agree   Agree    Disagree   Strongly Disagree 

 

 

  




