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Introduction
WP3: Implementing SWPBS in primary schools in Romania
Under the WP3 (“Getting off” the ground: Implementing SWPBS in primary schools), Romanian partners
implemented the experimental protocol for supporting student socio-emotional needs using the Tier 1
SWPBS framework for 3 years (including project extension period). This report describes in detail the
implementation of Tier 1 intervention in Romanian schools each year from the recruitment process until
the preliminary analysis of data and extraction of conclusions. During this implementation quantitative
and qualitative data were collected. Extensive data analysis and results examining the impact of the
intervention and the overall attainment of project’s objectives throughout the 3-year period of reference
are presented in the Final Evaluation Report (D5.5). Specifically, the aims of WP3 achieved by
implementing Tier 1 intervention in Romanian primary schools include:





Implement SWPBS Tiers 1 training manuals across school teams in Romania,
Coach and support school teams on SWPBS tiered implementation during project duration in
Romania,
Provide professional development trainings to whole staff during project duration in Romania,
Collect empirical evidence on SWPBS impact and procedures.

The information included in this report, along with reports prepared in other WPs (e.g., WP5: Evaluation)
will be used to influence national and European policies and evidence-based practices on creating schoolwide learning environments with emphasis on safety, social inclusion and equity.

The Tier 1 SWPBS theoretical framework
School-wide Positive Behaviour Supports (SWPBS) is “an implementation framework for maximizing the
selection and use of evidence-based prevention and intervention practices along a multi-tiered continuum
that supports the academic, social, emotional, and behavioural competence of all students” (U.S. Office
of Special Education Programs [OSEP], Technical Assistance Centre on Positive Behavioural Interventions
and Supports, 2018, p.1). Extensive research knowledge base has been established in USA, where SWPBS
has been researched and implemented for more than three decades reaching out to more than 26,000
schools (OSEP, 2018) and acquiring an extensive knowledge base on SWPBS implementation, scalability
and sustainability. So far, three meta-analyses have been conducted giving support to Tier 1 SWPBS
positive impact on school outcomes (Mitchell, Hatton, Lewis, 2018; Chitiyo, May, & Chitiyo, 2012; Horner
et al., 2010).
The objective of SWPBS project is to develop, implement and experimentally study three -tiered Support
for behaviour problems in schools. The three-tiered support can be described as a preventative model,
where the goal is to change the way school responds to problem behaviours. Tier 1 is called universal
support or prevention and includes definition of school wide behaviours expectations, expected
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behaviours in different school locations, teaching of the behaviours and reinforcing expected behaviours
by positive feedback. In this project universal support were built to new schools in Cyprus, Greece and
Romania whilst schools in Finland concentrated on developing Tier 2 and Tier 3 supports.

SWPBS framework’s elements
SWPBS aims to establish an inclusive non-discriminatory social culture and necessary socio-emotional and
behavioural supports for all children in a school. It is a systems-change approach and NOT a packaged
program or a social skill curriculum; it enhances the
capacity of schools, families and communities to
design effective and efficient learning environments
that (a) address student needs by providing a
continuum of supports; (b) monitor regularly the
implementation of evidence-based practices (EBPs)
and outcomes, and (c) follow data-based decision
making through continuous data-collection process
(Horner, Sugai, & Lewis, 2015). This systems-change
approach requires at least 3-to-5-year investment to
efficiently differentiate behavioural instruction for all
students across three tiers, as presented in the above
diagram (OSEP, 2017).
Tier 1 support (Universal/Primary prevention) is built on the assumption that all children can exhibit
appropriate behaviour. As a result, school staff is trained, coached and supported to assess the contextual
setting events and environmental conditions and incorporate evidence-based practices and resources to
increase the probability of appropriate behaviour. Teachers work to effectively teach, encourage and
model school-wide values (e.g., respect, safety, responsibility) and appropriate behaviours (e.g., respect
means use kind words and actions) to all children across all school areas (e.g., classroom, hallways,
playground). Staff engage families and students in developing a universal positive and inclusive language
about school’s vision and mission, identifying school-wide social values, teaching explicitly expected
behaviours and routines, recognizing student and teacher positive behaviours, and providing corrective
feedback on student social errors inside and outside of classrooms. Teachers are trained and supported
through an active SWPBS leadership team and an external SWPBS coach. Families are encouraged to use
the common language and social expectations at home. Current research evidence on Tier 1 points out
the importance of implementing Tier 1 with fidelity prior to moving to Tiers 2 and 3 (Bradshaw, Reinke et
al., 2008; Kim, McIntosh, & Hoselton, 2014). Doing so, it produces the maximum behavioural and
academic outcomes for students.
SWPBS is a systems-change framework that includes four main elements:
1. Outcomes: these are the expected goals to be achieved after implementing each tier of support
in a school.

www.pbiseurope.org

2. Systems: include external and internal supports provided to strengthen adults’ behaviours in
implementing SPWBS practices. Specifically, for Tier 1 implementation an external behavioural
support coach provides on-site consultation and training to a SWPBS core team (leadership team).
Training includes defining school vision and social values and expected positive behaviours,
designing an instructional social skill approach to teach those behaviours, setting up a recognition
system to reinforce student positive behaviours, designing a hierarchy of consequences to
manage problem behaviours, and collecting data to make informed-based decisions with respect
to student needs and procedural issues. The school leadership team, with the assistance of the
external coach, trains and engages the rest of the school staff in putting the above elements in
place. School administration is actively involved and guiding the implementation process and
ensuring for staff buy-in.
3. Data: pertain to two sets of data (a) student data with
respect to problem behaviours, attendance, academic
achievement performance, and (b) fidelity of
implementation.
4. Practices: This element focuses on implementing
evidence-based strategies to support student
behaviour. For Tier I, practices include teaching,
recognizing, correcting and re-teaching student social
behaviours. All adults in a school are expected to follow
a common instructional approach to promote school
vision and values.

SWPBS Tier 1 processes
The first level of prevention (Tier 1) includes eight basic elements guiding the implementation. For a school
to implement the intervention with fidelity and reach to impactful results must implement each one of
the elements. The diagram below shows the problem-solving approach school teams will incorporate as
they will be working towards building:
•
•

•

•

common school vision around creating positive school climate and developing positive studentteacher relationships
common philosophy on discipline (i.e., emphasis on positive instructional approach to support
student socio-emotional needs and problem behaviours rather than using reactive negative
behavioural management strategies)
universal language on 3-5 school-wide expectations (e.g., “be tolerant” “be respectful” “be
cooperative” “be responsible”) and behavioural rules (e.g., “be respectful waiting for your turn”
“be responsible following directions” “be cooperative sharing materials”)
use of common social skill lesson plans to teach behavioural expectations in classroom and nonclassroom settings. All teaching staff gets involved in teaching behavioural lessons
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•
•
•

school-wide recognition system for acknowledging student performance on social expectations
use of hierarchy of consequences to discourage problem behaviours
use data to monitor student social performance and record student severe problem behaviours

The SWPBS problem-solving framework provides teachers with evidence-based instructional practices
and classroom management skills to create inclusive, positive classroom environments for all students.
The project follows a systems-change approach, which means that the biggest impact on improving
student behavioural and academic outcomes, school climate and teacher work satisfaction will come as a
result after working with the entire school. In addition, the school becomes the “host environment” for
preventing serious problems by training and coaching school to staff adopt and use evidence-based
practices inside and outside of classrooms (e.g., Waasdorp et al., 2012).

www.pbiseurope.org

The implementation of Tier 1 Intervention in Romania
Country Context
Demographics
According to the information provided by the Arges School Inspectorate, during the 2019/2020 academic
year, in the Arges County there were 145 primary schools attended by 26060 students, organized in 1244
classes, with 1354 primary school teachers attending to their needs. Of the total number of 26 060
students, 14 414 lived in urban areas (preparatory grade – 2723 students; 1st grade – 2843 students; 2nd
grade – 2776 students; 3rd grade – 3049 students; 4th grade – 2456 students) and 11646 lived in rural areas
(preparatory grade – 2115 students; 1st grade – 2274 students; 2nd grade – 2309 students; 3rd grade – 2492
students; 4th grade – 2456 students)
During the 2020/2021 academic year, in the Arges County there were 137 primary schools attended by
25 265 students, of which 14 020 lived in urban areas (preparatory grade - 2678, 1st grade - 2705, 2nd grade
- 2853, 3rd grade - 2768, 4th grade - 3016) and 11245 in rural areas (preparatory grade - 2080, 1st grade 2136, 2nd grade - 2266, 3rd grade - 2297, 4th grade - 2466).
All the 30 schools that have been implementing the SWPBS project are located in the Arges County and
belong both to the urban environment (12 schools, among which we could mention M. Eliade School, Ion
Minulescu School, I.L. Caragiale School) and to the rural one (18 schools, among which we could mention
Cotmeana School, Berevoiesti School, Podu Dambovitei School). All 30 schools are state schools, as in
Romania the number of private primary schools is a lot smaller than that of public schools, and are
representative for schools in our county and, at the same time, country due to the diversity of their
location (urban and rural) as well as to the diversity of school population (schools with larger number for
students and schools with less students).

Related policies
In Romania, the main institutions in charge of national educational policies are the Ministry of Education
(ME) and the Institute of Education Sciences (ISE).
Universities and even some major NGOs have also brought their contribution to national strategies in
fields related to education. For example, Save the Children is a leading NGO in Romania involved in
researches and educational frameworks that have either become policies in the system or were part of
the starting point.
The Rules of Procedures for Schools
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The Rules of Procedures for Schools (ROFUIP, Order 5447/2020) is a framework document, issued by the
Ministry of Education, regarding school regulations. Based on it, each school customizes its own
document.
The document provides guidelines to schools on how to organize their internal work, on staff and
students’ behavior in the institution, actions that can be taken. It is helpful and useful, as it stresses
regulations but it also delivers management steps and ensures a legal tool the schools can refer to when
actions need to be taken.
It is a compulsory document in schools.
The School Committee for Prevention of Violence, Corruption, Discrimination in schools and to Promote
Interculturality
This Committee is a must in every school and its existence is regulated by the very document mentioned
above, The Rules of Procedures for Schools (ROFUIP, Order 5447/2020).
Its field of action and objectives are obvious as its name is explicit. More concretely, the Committee is
made of a group of school teachers. They monitor the activity in the school, assess any negative behavior,
take actions and make further recommendations, either to the school’s management and staff or to the
parties involved.
Therefore, the Committee has prevention attributions, as its name stipulates, but also direct
intervention attributions.
The National Governance Programme , December 2020
The National Governance programme aims at the commitment of the Government.
Its 5th objective focuses on the topic of inclusion: Social inclusion programmes and equal chances for
decreasing school dropout phenomenon and functional illiteracy.
The programme „Relevant Curriculum, Education Open to All” (Curriculum Relevant, Educație Deschisă
pentru toți - C.R.E.D)
C.R.E.D is probably the largest project with European funds implemented by the Ministry of Education at
national level. It aims to involve over 50 000 teachers in a professional development programme under a
methodology developed by the Ministry of Education and the Institute of Education Sciences (ISE).
This professional development national project started in 2019 and it will end in 2021. Its objectives range
from an analysis of the training needs of primary and secondary school teachers, in order to optimally
apply the new National Curriculum, to the development and piloting of strategies for curricular adaptation
to the needs of students from vulnerable groups, through thematic research that to support the
implementation process of the curriculum based on key competencies, focusing on students from
disadvantaged categories.
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Description of the Intervention
Coaches’ role
UPIT was responsible for setting up an SWPBS coaches’ team in Romania. The coaching team was in charge
of training and coaching school staff to implement SWPBS elements at Tiers 1, 2. Careful selection of
qualified and capable individuals took place in Romania, as it could impact our SWPBS intervention
implementation and project outcomes.
UPIT identified the external coaches, who demonstrated evidence on these skills and qualifications:
 Fluent with the scientific knowledge and use of SWPBS relevant concepts: Graduate degree
(master’s or doctorate) in Special Education, School or Clinical Psychology, Applied Behaviour
Analysis or related field
 Expertise in conducting adult education trainings for at least 2 years: Facilitate in-service teacher
trainings, provide constructive feedback to teachers, participate in collaborative action planning,
conduct staff training activities
 Fluent in oral and written English language: read research articles in English, participate in online
group discussions with coaches from other countries, attend trainings conducted in English
 Excellent interpersonal communication skills: Mediate conflicts and disagreements, facilitate
school team meetings, manage teacher resistance, increase school staff buy-in in SWPBS, ability
to work in groups and receive constructive feedback
 Fluent research and writing skills: adapt and write SWPBS intervention protocol and assessment
tools in native language, develop school training slides in native language, search research
literature, record and analyze data
 Experience and general fluency with technology: operate email, access and work on online
platforms (Moodle), use word processing software.
UPIT also assigned a supervisor (or coordinator) among external Tier 1 coaches. The following tasks took
place:
1. Meetings on a monthly as a coaching team to coordinate tasks with schools
2. Meet on monthly basis with other European coaches and coordinators via ZOOM to receive
professional development trainings and discuss challenges encounter in schools
3. Frequent visits on the online platform (Moodle) to access resources and acquire material.

Team training and support
Each country team was formed and trained locally with their country coordinator, as well as centrally with
all European coaches. Specifically, coaches from Cyprus, Romania and Greece, with the supervision of
Finnish partners, met online once a month to share concerns, to get more information on the intervention,
acquire the training material and discuss for the implementation in their schools to agree on a common

www.pbiseurope.org

route. With the exception of the 3-day face-to-face training in Thessaloniki of all Tier 1 external coaches,
the online meetings took place at the following dates:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)

Online Meeting 1 on the 9th September 2019
Online Meeting 2 on the 23rd September 2019
Online Meeting 3 on the 7th October 2019
Online Meeting 4 on the 21st October 2019
Online Meeting 5 on the 18th November 2019
Online Meeting 6 on the 2nd December 2019
Bilateral meetings in January 2020
Online Meeting 8 on the 20th February 2020
Online Meeting 9 in September 2020
Online Meeting 10 on the 28th September 2020
Online Meeting 11 on the 20th October 2020
Online Meeting 12 on the 24th November 2020
Online Meeting 13 on the 15th December 2020
Online Meeting 14 on the 13th January 2021
Online Meeting 15 on the 10th February 2021
Online Meeting 16 on the 24th March 2021
Online Meeting 17 on the 21st April 2021
Online Meeting 18 on the 1st November 2021 (CICO training)
Online Meeting 19 on the 21st January 2022 (CICO training)
Online Meeting 20 on the 25th March 2022 (CICO training)

As far as the local supervision and support among the local coaching team is concerned, coaches in
Romania met regularly (online or face-to-face) to discuss all issues, progress of schools and discuss
everything with regards to implementation together. During the second year, all meetings and trainings
had to take place online instead of face-to-face due to safety measures. The same applies to the third year
of project intervention.

Schools recruitment
In Romania, the project’s partners UPIT and ISJ Arges decided that the best way to select the 30
participating schools was to count on ISJ Arges expertise, as Arges County Schools Inspectorate is the
coordinating institution of the schools in Arges County. Following their monitoring and evaluating
activities during the last years, ISJ Arges had the overview of the schools’:
 needs
 population background
 institution’s culture.
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Therefore, the Romanian team had several meetings in order to analyze and select the 30 schools, while
also sharing information about this procedure with coordinator and the other partners. Having all the
Arges County’s schools and their features written in an Excel file, their selection process took into
consideration 4 main criteria:





Management cooperation and fast response;
Diversity of location (urban and rural);
Diversity of school population (schools with larger number for students and schools with less
students);
Different levels of professional development of the teachers (teachers with many years of
experience and teachers at the beginning of their career).

The second stage consisted in meeting the school’s managers and some of the teachers, presenting the
project, the opportunity for them and taking their approval to be part of the project.
None of the selected schools withdrew. They were later on divided into Group A (Experimental Group)
and Group B (Control Group). In the third year of implementation, there were 9 schools that chose to
continue the process (to implement Tier 1 and Tier 2), and thus formed Group C.
Table 1 below presents the simple demographics for the schools, teachers and students who participated
in Years 1, 2 and 3.

Table 1. Demographics of schools that participated in Years 1, 2 and 3 (ROMANIA)
Total no.
of
teachers

Total no.
of
students

Students
in Special
Ed.

Students
in Speech
Therapy

Group A

Group B

Total no.
of schools

Year 1
(2019 –
2020)

15 schools

15 schools

30

808

2934

210

202

Year 2
(2020 –
2021)

15 schools

15 schools

30

810

2954

217

209

9

101

73

56

Year

Year 3
(20212022)

Group C (9 schools)

463
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T1 – Schools per Group A and B (Sep. 2019)
Overall, 30 schools joined the project in September 2019 and the same 30 schools remained in October
2020, with no change to the initial structure. As a safety measure, there were 5 additional schools that
were left on a reserve list in case of a dropout (in early 2020), but there has been no need to use the
reserve list as there were no occurrences of dropout and all schools showed commitment to the project
throughout the 2 years. The demographic data of the Group A & B schools in the first year of
implementation are detailed in the tables below, as well as in the Annexes.

Table 2.a.
Romanian School Demographics Table for Group A -Year 1
School Code

N
Students

N
Teachers

N

N

not native
speakers

SEN Children

Urban/Rural

SE – Special Education
ST – Speech Therapy

32 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Adrian
Păunescu" Pitesti)

1122

60

-

19

Urban

33 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Alexandru Davila"
Pitesti)

823

53

-

18

Urban

43 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Vintilă
Brătianu"
Stefanesti)

544

52

-

15

Urban

40 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Petre
Ţuţea" Boteni)

157

18

-

10

Rural

31 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Gabriel

419

49

-

2

Rural
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Marinescu"
Tigveni)
44 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Virgil
Calotescu" Bascov)

964

66

-

17

Rural

42 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "SandaMovilă" Albota)

250

21

-

4

Rural

45 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Liviu
Rebreanu"
Mioveni)

1018

63

-

22

Urban

36 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Nicolae Bălcescu"
Pitesti)

719

57

-

33

Urban

37 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Nicolae Iorga"
Pitesti)

626

40

-

4

Urban

35 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Mircea cel
Bătrân" Curtea de
Arges)

576

44

-

5

Urban

34 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Marin
Preda" Pitesti)

930

62

-

16

Urban

39 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Oprea
Iorgulescu"
Campulung)

637

39

-

4

Urban
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41 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Podu
Dâmboviţei)

62

14

-

0

Rural

38 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Nr. 1
Schitu Goleşti)

487

38

-

9

Rural

N

N

Urban/Rural

not native
speakers

SEN Children

Table 2.b.
Romanian School Demographics Table for Group B - Year 1
School Code

N
Students

N
Teachers

SE – Special Education
ST – Speech Therapy

57 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Mircea
Eliade" Pitesti)

746

147

-

11

Urban

53 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Hârseşti)

180

20

-

5

Rural

52 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "George
Marinescu"
Draganu)

159

20

-

5

Rural

54 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ion
Luca Caragiale"
Pitesti)

684

53

-

19

Urban

55 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ilie
Stoenescu" Boţeşti)

82

18

-

0

Rural
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46 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "C.
Rădulescu Codin”
Priboieni)

257

23

-

9

Rural

56 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ion
Minulescu” Pitești)

1062

65

-

18

Urban

58 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Nae A.
Ghica" Rucar)

417

29

-

15

Rural

60 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Petre
Badea" Negrasi)

103

16

-

1

Rural

49 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Cicăneşti)

204

23

-

2

Rural

50 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Ciofrângeni)

182

28

-

1

Rural

48 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Albeştii
de Argeş)

482

39

-

5

Rural

59 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Nr. 1
Bughea de Jos)

385

32

-

9

Rural

47 Şcoala
Gimnazială "Mihai
Tican Rumano"
Berevoiești)

475

33

-

8

Rural
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51 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Cotmeana)

40

17

-

1

Rural

T2, 3– Schools per Group A and B (Sep. 2020)
Overall, 30 schools joined the project in September 2019 with 5 schools on the reserve list and the same
30 schools remained in October 2020, no school dropped out from the project.

Table 3.a.
Romania School Demographics Table for Group A – Year 2
School Code

N
Students

N
Teachers

N

N

not native
speakers

SEN Children

Urban/Rural

SE – Special Education
ST – Speech Therapy

32 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Adrian
Păunescu" Pitesti)

1155

63

-

22

Urban

33 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Alexandru Davila"
Pitesti)

700

44

-

18

Urban

43 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Vintilă
Brătianu"
Stefanesti)

664

57

-

6

Urban

40 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Petre
Ţuţea" Boteni)

155

22

-

8

Rural
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31 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Gabriel
Marinescu" Tigveni)

298

39

-

5

Rural

44 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Virgil
Calotescu" Bascov)

923

67

-

16

Rural

42 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "SandaMovilă" Albota)

249

20

-

7

Rural

45 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Liviu
Rebreanu" Mioveni)

998

60

-

24

Urban

36 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Nicolae
Bălcescu" Pitesti)

703

58

-

40

Urban

37 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Nicolae
Iorga" Pitesti)

611

39

-

4

Urban

35 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Mircea
cel Bătrân" Curtea
de Arges)

536

41

-

5

Urban

34 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Marin
Preda" Pitesti)

942

62

-

16

Urban

39 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Oprea
Iorgulescu"
Campulung)

608

44

-

4

Urban
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41 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Podu
Dâmboviţei)

51

15

-

0

Rural

38 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Nr. 1
Schitu Goleşti)

450

35

-

8

Rural

Note. * Repeated number from the previous year because it was not filled in the form

Table 3.b.
Romania School Demographics Table for Group B – Year 2
School Code

N
Students

N
Teachers

N

N

not native
speakers

SEN Children

Urban/Rural

SE – Special Education
ST – Speech Therapy

57 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Mircea
Eliade" Pitesti)

693

47

-

10

Urban

53 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Hârseşti)

171

19

-

2

Rural

52 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "George
Marinescu"
Draganu)

145

21

-

5

Rural

54 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ion
Luca Caragiale"
Pitesti)

716

64

-

21

Urban
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55 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ilie
Stoenescu" Boţeşti)

85

15

-

1

Rural

46 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "C.
Rădulescu Codin”
Priboieni)

253

22

-

56 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ion
Minulescu” Pitești)

1005

64

-

18

Urban

58 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Nae A.
Ghica" Rucar)

414

29

-

17

Rural

60 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Petre
Badea" Negrasi)

126

17

-

2

Rural

49 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Cicăneşti)

195

23

-

3

Rural

50 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Ciofrângeni)

180

28

-

1

Rural

48 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Albeştii
de Argeş)

478

40

-

5

Rural

59 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Nr. 1
Bughea de Jos)

372

32

-

8

Rural

47 Şcoala
Gimnazială "Mihai

447

32

-

9

Rural

Rural
11
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Tican Rumano"
Berevoiești)
51 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Cotmeana)

34

17

-

1

Rural

N

N

Urban/Rural

not native
speakers

SEN Children

T4 - Schools per Group C (Sep. 2021)
Table 4.a. Romania School Demographics Table for Year 3
School Code

N
Students

N
Teachers

SE – Special Education
ST – Speech Therapy

32 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Adrian
Păunescu" Pitesti)

402

15

-

17

Urban

33 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Alexandru Davila"
Pitesti)

621

21

-

21

Urban

43 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Vintilă
Brătianu"
Stefanesti)

279

15

-

12

Urban

40 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Petre
Ţuţea" Boteni)

83

4

-

11

Rural
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37 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Nicolae
Iorga" Pitesti)

303

10

-

4

Urban

41 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Podu
Dâmboviţei)

17

5

-

0

Rural

51 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Cotmeana)

37

6

-

12

Rural

53 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Hârseşti)

52

7

-

12

Rural

52 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "George
Marinescu"
Draganu)

52

7

-

11

Rural

Therefore, in Romania the SWPBS project was implemented by 30 schools in Years 1 and 2, with 9 of them
continuing to work on the project implementation within their academic communities in Year III as well.
6 of these schools implemented Tier 1, while the remaining 3 schools implemented the CICO approach,
as evidenced in the relevant report.

Team training and support
Coaches in Romania were responsible for the implementation of Tier 1 in their context. They engaged
with schools individually once a month for a meeting with each school for which he/she was directly
responsible for. During the first year of implementation, all meetings and trainings between the coaches
and the schools were held face-to-face, while in the second year of implementation, all meetings and
trainings were held online because of the COVID-19 sanitary crisis that prevented physical interaction.
Coaches mainly engaged with schools in four different ways:





Trainings to the School Leadership Team (SLT)
Trainings to Whole School Staff (WSS)
Monthly meetings
Ongoing support and communication
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During the first year of implementation (2019-2020), 15 schools were supported actively by the coaching
and research team (experimental group). During the second year of implementation (2020-2021), the
other 15 schools received the same trainings. During the third year, 9 schools from both group continued
the intervention and provided training/support.
The School Leadership Team (SLT) Trainings were held in 3 groups of schools, with the following themes:
1) Establishing staff buy-in (defining school vision and new philosophy of discipline, identifying 2-3
school-wide expectations, presentation of the COVID-19 behaviour guide) (November 2019 Group
A; December 2020 Group B)
2) Defining expected behaviors (developing school-wide matrix by including 1-2 social behaviors per
school-wide expectation and setting, teaching social behaviours) and social skill instruction
activities (December 2019 Group A; January 2021 Group B)
3) Developing a school-wide acknowledgment system; types of rewards (January 2020 Group A;
February 2021 Group B)
4) Defining inappropriate behaviors: major and minor. Managing inappropriate behaviors; Strategies
to discourage (direct and indirect) inappropriate behavior; correcting behaviours (January 2020
Group A; March 2021 Group B)
5) Developing school’s action plan based on TFI fidelity assessment; introducing TFI (March 2020
Group A)
The Whole School Staff (WSS) Trainings were held once a month with each school by the responsible
coach in collaboration with the coordinator of the very school’s SLT, as follows:
(a) creating positive learning environments within schools (with emphasis on building positive
relationships at school) as a joint presentation between the principal and the external coach
(November 2019; December 2020)
(b) teaching school-wide expectations and social skills (i.e., expected social behaviors) in the
classroom, as a joint endeavor of the external coach and internal coach (December 2019; January
2021)
(c) specific positive feedback (i.e., behavior-specific praise and correcting student behavior) as a joint
endeavor of the external coach and internal coach (January 2020; February 2021)
(d) error correction procedure as a joint endeavor of the external coach and internal coach (February
2020; March 2021).
(e) explaining the TFI assessment and developing school’s action plan (March 2020)
The School Leadership Team Trainings were delivered by the external coaches of Romanian and the Whole
School Staff Trainings were delivered by the School Leadership Teams in collaboration with the external
coaches. Note should be made that, as a direct consequence of the COVID-19 sanitary crisis and of several
other external factors (among which we could mention the long distances between the schools, which
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made it rather hard for the coaches to reach every single school in due time; time interval overlapping),
in the first year of implementation the external coaches’ support for the whole school staff training was
not always provided physically, in person. There was, nonetheless, a constant cooperation and dialogue
between the School Leadership Teams and the external coaches, thanks to which the staff trainings were
conducted under best circumstances.
Number of trainings of the implementation during year 1 (Sep. 2019- June 2020)
 Face-to-face School Leadership Team Trainings: 9 with duration of 3 hours each; Online School
Leadership Team Trainings – 3 with duration of 3 hours each;
 Face-to-face School Staff Trainings: 60 with duration of 1 hour each.
Number of trainings of the implementation during year 2 (December 2020- March 2021)
 School Leadership Team Trainings (online): 12 with duration of 2.5 hours each
 School Staff Trainings (online): 60 with duration of 1 hour each.
Number of trainings of the implementation during year 3 (September 2021- May 2022)
 School Staff Trainings (online): 1 (1hr)
 Monthly meetings (online): 6 (1 hr each)
Mention should be made that, during the final data collection round, there was a constant communication
and cooperation between UPIT project team, ISJ team and the SLTs so as to make sure that the
implementation of the questionnaires is performed under the best possible terms. There were frequent
consultations that took place either via email or via phone as well.
Table 5. Trainings and meetings provided during the project
Trainings to the
School Leadership
Team (SLT)
(*hours)

Whole School
Staff (WSS)
Trainings
(*hours)

Monthly
meetings with
the external
coach (*hours)

Monthly within
school meetings
(*hours)

Year 1
(Sep. 2019 - Jun. 2020)

12 (*3hrs)
f2f

60 (*1hr)
f2f

≈60 (*1hr)
f2f

≈8 (*1hr)
f2f

Year 2
(Sep. 2020 - Jun. 2021)

12 (*2.5-3hrs)
online

60 (*1hr)
online

≈60 (*1hr)
online

≈16 (*0.5hr)
f2f

≈6 (*1hr)
online

≈3 (*0.5hr)
f2f

Year 3
(Sep. 2021 - Jun. 2022)

1 (*1hr)
online
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Implementation map in Romania
Implementation timeline 2019-2020 (Year I)

Intervention

Mar-19

Apr-19

May-19

Sep19

Oct19

Nov19

Dec19

Jan20

Feb20

Mar20

Apr20

May/1
9

Jun20

M1

M2

M3

M7

M8

M9

M10

M11

M12

M13

M14

M15

M16

1

2

Group A
Group B

SLT trainings

Group A

Group A: 15 hrs (9 f2f trainings (3 hrs each); 3 online trainings (3 hrs
each)

Group B
WSS trainings
R
O

Group A

1
60 WSS trainings, 1 hr each

Group B
Monthly
meetings

Group A
Group B
Lockdown
Data
collection
TFI

3&4

3-5 meetings (1hr)

1
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Implementation timeline 2020-2021 (Year II)

Intervention

Group A

SLT trainings

Group A

Jul-20

Aug-20

Sep-20

Oct-20

Nov-20

Dec-20

Jan-21

Feb-21

Mar-21

Apr-21

May-21

Jun-21

M17

M18

M19

M20

M21

M22

M23

M24

M25

M26

M27

M28

1

2

3

4

5

Group B
Group B
WSS trainings

5
12.5 h online; 15 online trainings (2.5 hours each)

Group A
Group B

Monthly meetings

2 hrs
60 WSS trainings, 1 hr each

Group A
Group B
Lockdown
Data collection
TFI

3-5 meetings (1hr)
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Implementation timeline 2021-2022 (Year III)

Intervention

Group A

SLT trainings

Group A

Jul-21

Aug-21

Sep-21

Oct-21

Nov-21

Dec-21

Jan-22

Feb-22

Mar-22

Apr-22

May-22

Jun-22

M29

M30

M31

M32

M33

M34

M35

M36

M37

M38

M39

M40

Group B
Group B
WSS trainings

Group A
Group B

Monthly meetings

1 training Group C (6 schools)

Group A
Group B
Lockdown
Data collection
TFI

6 schools Group C, 1 hr/month
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Experimental design
Research questions
According to the research design, the participating primary schools from three countries (Cyprus, Greece,
Romania) implemented a randomized wait-list controlled experimental design. Experimental procedures
in Year 1 included randomizing schools into intervention (Group A) and control group (Group B), and offer
the SWPBS and Business as usual interventions, respectively. In Year 2, Group A schools continued SWPBS
intervention for 2nd year, while Group B was offered the SWPBS intervention. Four main research
questions were preliminary set based on the evaluation plan as follows:
1. What are the effects of Tier 1 intervention on student and teacher outcomes?
2. To what extent can schools implement Tier I with fidelity with a professional development
manual?
3. What factors (i.e., external coaches’ experience from year 1 to year 2, external coaches’ pre/post
evaluation skills, external coaches’ contact with schools, school demographics) moderate
progression toward fidelity?
4. How does progress toward fidelity impact teacher perceptions of collective teacher efficacy and
classroom behavioural climate?

Data Collection Procedures
Phases and Instruments
According to the experimental protocol, research measures were administered 4 times in Romania, either
face-to-face (1st round) or online (the remaining 3). Due to the continuation of the project for a third year,
the partnership decided to collect data at the end of that academic year as an additional measurement.
The data collection phases are presented below:






1st round of data collection: Oct-Nov 2019
2nd round of data collection: May-Jun 2020 (postponed)
3rd phase of data collection: Oct-Nov 2020
4th phase of data collection: May-Jun 2021
5th phase of data collection: May-Jun 2022

Instruments selection was made on the basis of previous research experiences. The behavior problem
scale selected (Gray & Sime, 1989) is one that has been used in two largest experimental studies in Europe
(PALS study in Norway, ProSchool study in Finland). The scale has student (10 items) and teacher (13
items) versions and describes different types of problem behaviours ranging from mild (e.g., being noisy)
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to severe (e.g., physical violence) problem behaviours. The scale is used as a sum score of problem
behaviours as it has been found to be a reliable overall problem behavior indicator in earlier studies.
Classroom behavior climate measure was developed for the Finnish ProSchool study and proved to be a
reliable and valid scale (see Närhi et al. 2015, 2017) and has been translated since to German (Hoffman
et. al 2021). Classroom behavioural climate has four sub-dimensions: positive learning climate,
disruptions, safety, caring for environment.
In addition, students’ wellbeing was measured in a short questionnaire probing their well-being from six
different angles. This questionnaire is adapted from the Finnish version of HBSC study (Kämppi et al. 2012)
and used also in the ProSchool study and found to be a good and concise scale having 3 items per subscales
of: emotional engagement, workload in school, feeling of justice, student relations, student-parent
relationship, student-teacher relationship.
Teachers rated also their collective teacher efficacy and the overall school climate. Collective efficacy was
selected as an outcome since earlier studies in Norway and Finland have found that SWPBS had positive
effects on teacher collective efficacy. Both studies have used the Collective Teacher Beliefs Scale
(Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004) which has two sub-dimensions, instructional strategies and student
discipline. School climate was chosen as an outcome as one of the objectives of SWPBIS is to develop
overall working culture in a school. The Revised School Level Environment Questionnaire (Johnson et al.
2007) has been used in ProSchool research (see e.g. Malinen & Savolainen, 2016) and other studies in
Finland and has four subscales in this study: collaboration, student relations, decision making and
instructional innovation.
In brief, the following measures were administered to participating schools in each research phase
according to the Experimental Protocol. From a random sample of students from Grades 4 and 5 in each
research phase from both research groups (Grade 4= 9-10 years old; Grade 5=10-11 years old) except
from Grades 5 and 6 during the 5th measurement.
1. Student evaluation of classroom behavioural climate (Närhi et al., 2015)
2. Student behavioural problems in school (Grey & Sime, 1989)
3. Social relationship quality and well-being (Kämppi et al., 2012)
From all teachers of participating schools from both groups are assessed:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Teachers evaluation of Classroom behavioural climate (Närhi et al., 2015)
Teacher evaluations on behavioural problems in school (Grey & Sime, 1989)
Organizational health and school climate (Johnson et al., 2007)
Teacher Collective efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004)

Background information were also collected from both teachers (gender, age, teaching experience, formal
education) and students (gender, age).
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As a measure on the implementation fidelity of the intervention, the Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI) Tool
was also administered in each phase:


Modified TFI for Tier 1 implementation (see
https://www.pbisapps.org/Applications/Pages/Tiered-Fidelity-Inventory-(TFI).aspx). The TFI
assessment, included the following measurements:
a. Interviews of at least 20% school staff
b. Interviews of at least 10% of all students
c. 10-minute Interview from the School Principal
d. School Observation

For the translation of the above instruments we used the European Social Survey (ESS) translation
guidelines (Dorer, 2016) as part of the TRAPD procedures. TRAPD is an acronym for Translation, Review,
Adjudication, Pre-testing and Documentation, the five interrelated procedures which form the framework
for ESS translation and assessment (Harkness, 2003). These cover the basic procedures involved in
producing a final translated version of a questionnaire.

Romania – TFI and Data collection
a. Data collection
Between October-November 2019, ISJ and UPIT proceeded to the students’ and teachers’ surveys (1st data
collection using the student and teacher questionnaires) to all 30 participating schools. The teacher
questionnaires were administered to all teachers of schools and student questionnaires to students of
3rd and 4th grades (primary school). The approach was face-to-face.
The 1st data collection was organized between 21.10-19.11.2019. Application of questionnaires was
achieved by the UPIT’s project team in each school. ISJ’s team facilitated the process by informing the
schools about the visits that will follow and providing the legal framework for the University’s project
team to entry into the school establishments. The data collected were then encoded in FebruaryMarch 2020 (school year 2019-2020).
The 2nd data collection in summer 2020 had to be cancelled as the schools were closed because of the
COVID context. In September 2020, in Romania, schools started with online activity, and so the
questionnaires for teachers and students were administered online (to students of 3rd and 4th grades
and the teachers in the 30 project schools). The 2nd round of data collection was organized between
3.11.2020-13.01.2021 and then in the interval 14.01-11.02.2021 the data were encoded (school year
2020-2021). Like for the 1st round of data collection, UPIT and ISJ strongly cooperated and supported each
other in this action.
The third round of data collection was organized in May-June 2021, at the end of the 2020-2021 school
year; data collection was held online, therefore the student and teacher questionnaires were applied
electronically to the participants. The fourth data collection was organized in May-June 2022, at the end
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of the 2021-2022 school year, in order to assess the project implementation, directed towards students
from the 5th and 6th grades who have been previously involved in the project implementation as a means
of evaluating the schools’ continuous adherence to the project principles. The schools within which this
action was organized were the 9 schools that continued to implement the SWPBS framework, i.e. those
working on Tier 1 (6 schools from the Arges County) and those implementing Tier 2 (3 schools from the
Arges County); for a better identification of these 9 schools, they will be denominated hereinafter as
schools belonging to Group C. This final round of data collection was again facilitated via a solid
cooperation between UPIT and ISJ.
b. TFI Data Collection
b.1. A TFI assessment was also conducted for all the 30 schools associated in the project. The TFI
assessment included:
1. Interviews of 20% school staff
2. Interviews of 10% of school’s students
3. Interview of the School Principal
4. School Observation
A total of 30 TFIs were conducted in Romania as part of the SWPBS project in November 2020.
b.2. A TFI assessment was also conducted for all the 30 schools associated in the project. The TFI
assessment included:
1. Interviews of 20% school staff
2. Interviews of 10% of school’s students
3. Interview of the School Principal
4. School Observation
A total of 30 TFIs were conducted in Romania as part of the SWPBS project in May-June 2021.
b.3. A TFI assessment was conducted for the 9 schools (Group C) that decided to continue the
implementation of the SWPBS project in the third year. The TFI assessment included:
1. Interviews of 20% school staff
2. Interviews of 10% of school’s students
3. Interview of the School Principal
4. School Observation
In total, a number of 9 TFI actions were conducted in Romania as part of the SWPBS project in
June 2022 (the 6 schools that decided to continue to implement the project throughout the third year and
3 schools that implemented Tier 2).
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Study sample
Thirty primary and secondary schools from a single county, Arges, located in Southern part of Romania
participated in this experimental study. The experiment included the implementation of SWPBS
framework to all thirty primary and secondary schools in the Arges county. From each school students
from Grade 3 and Grade 4 participated in the study. At the time of the study, two of the nine schools had
implemented SWPBS systems. SWPBS support plans were obtained from the two SWPBS schools and the
seven middle schools not employing a SWPBS system. The student sample comprised a number of 2866
students (T1), 2111 students (T2), and 2494 students (T3), coming from 133 classrooms (T1), 120
classrooms (T2), and 125 classrooms (T3). The research sample consisted of students enrolled in the 3rd
and 4th Grade in primary schools from Arges county. The research sample was divided in two groups:
Experimental Condition Group (EG) (n1= 1930 (67.3%) for T1; n2=1535 (72.7%) for T2; and n3=1723 (69.1%)
and the Control Condition Group (CG) (n1= 936 (32.7%) for T1; n2=576 (27.3%) for T2; and n3=771 (30.9%).
To avoid any spillover effect for the sample groups, it was performed randomization. The number of male
students in the experimental group was 974 (50.5%) for T1, 793 (51.7%) for T2, and 884 (51.3%) for T3
respectively. For the control group the gender distribution of students is as follows: the number of male
participants was 500 (53.4%) for T1, 295 (51.2%) for T2, and 430 (55.8%) for T3; the number of female
participants was 436 (46.6%) for T1, 281 (48.8%) for T2, and 341 (44.2%) for T3. The students ages vary
from M= 9.63 (SD= .62) in T1 to M= 9.71 (SD= .64) in T2, and M= 10.23 (SD= .70) in T3, in the experimental
group and from M= 9.62 (SD= .65) in T1 to M= 9.80 (SD= .71) in T2, and M= 10.40 (SD= .73) in T3, in the
control group. The sample variation during the three times (T1, T2, and T3) is due to the students
mobilities during the academic year (some students moved to different classes, schools, countries).
Though, comparison of the background characteristics between the experimental and the control groups
was also conducted in all three measurements revealing no significant differences (Table R8). Comparison
of the background characteristics between the experimental and the control groups was also conducted
in all three measurements revealing only minor differences. Data were collected at four time points (T1T4) at the beginning of the school year 2019-2020, the beginning of the school year 2020-2021 which was
our second measurement, at the end of the school year 2020-2021 for the third measurement and at the
end of the school year 2021-2022 for the fourth measurement. The first data collection for the Baseline
(T1) was done close to the initiation of the intervention and the beginning of a new school year (OctoberNovember 2019) on-site and on paper. To standardize the assessment procedures, written and verbal
instructions were given, also due to the early age of participants. Informed and written consent from the
students’ parents was obtained in advance. The second and the third data collection (T2 and T3) was done
online, on the internet during the school day.
Table 6. Students’ demographics
Students (n, %)
Experimental

T1

T2

T3

1930 (67.3%)

1535 (72.7%)

1723 (69.1%)

T4
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Control
Total
Gender (n, %)
Experimental
Male
Female
Control
Male
Female
Age (M, SD)
Experimental
Control

936 (32.7%)
2866

576 (27.3%)
2111

771 (30.9%)
2494

974 (50.5%)
956 (49.5%)

793 (51.7%)
742 (48.3%)

884 (51.3%)
839 (48.7%)
T4

500 (53.4%)
436 (46.6%)

295 (51.2%)
281 (48.8%)

430 (55.8%)
341 (44.2%)

9.63 (.62)
9.62 (.65)

9.71 (.64)
9.80 (.71)

10.23 (.70)
10.40 (.73)

Data in the present study were collected also based on questionnaire responses from teachers from the
both research groups (experimental and control). The teachers filled in paper questionnaires on site in
the classroom during T1 and online during T2 and T3. For the aim of the present study, 3946 teachers (T1),
351 teachers (T2), and 540 teachers (T3). The distribution of the number of teachers from the schools for
both groups, experimental and control, is shown in the Table R9. The number of male teachers in the
experimental group was 88 (16,1%) for T1, 30 (13.3%) for T2, and 41 (12.5%) for T3; and the number of
female teachers in the experimental groups was 460 (83.9%) for T1, 195 (86.7%) for T2, and 288 (87.5%)
for T3. For the control group, the gender distribution of teachers is: the number of male teachers in the
control group was 67 (16.8%) for T1, 16 (12.7%) for T2, and 41 (19.4%) for T3; and the number of female
teachers in the control groups was 331 (83.2%) for T1, 110 (87.3%) for T2, and 170 (80.6%) for T3. The
discrepancy in the gender ration of teachers in primary and secondary school is explained by the fact that
the teaching profession is female dominant. As regards the ages of teachers, the mean of those in the
experimental group was 47.72 (SD= 6.48) in T1, M= 43.8 (9.13) in T2, and M= 45.21 (8.91) in T3, in the
experimental group and M=43.62 (8.79) in T1, M= 44.68 (8.26) in T2, and 45.05 (8.20) in T3, in the control
group. The sample variation during the three time points (T1-T3) is due to the teachers mobilities during
the academic year. When it comes to the teacher experiences, the mean was 21.45 (SD= 10.24) of teachers
from the experimental group in all three time points, and 20.87 (SD= 9.60) of those in the control group
during the three time points (T1-T3). Comparison of the background characteristics between the
experimental and the control groups was also conducted in all three measurements revealing no
significant differences. Data on teacher perceptions were collected at three time points (T1-T3) at the
beginning of the school year 2019-2020, the beginning of the school year 2020-2021 which was our second
measurement, and in the end of the school year 2020-2021 for the third measurement. The first data
collection for the Baseline (T1) was done close to the initiation of the intervention and the beginning of a
new school year (October-November 2019) on-site and on paper. To standardize the assessment
procedures, written instructions were given. Teachers were informed about the study and a written
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consent was obtained. The second and the third data collection (T2 and T3) was sent online together with
the description of the research and the consent form, because of the COVID-19 pandemic. Comparison of
the background characteristics between the experimental and the control groups was also conducted in
all three measurements revealing no significant differences, as shown in Table R9.
Table 7. Teachers’ demographics
Teachers (n,
%)
Experimental
Control
Total
Gender (n, %)
Experimental
Male
Female
Control
Male
Female
Age (M, SD)
Experimental
Control
Experience (M,
SD)
Experimental
Control
Years at
school (M, SD)
Experimental
Control

T1

T2

T3

548 (57.93%)
398 (42.07%)
946

225 (64.10%)
126 (35.90%)
351

329 (60.93%)
211 (39.07%)
540

88 (16.1%)
460 (83.9%)

30 (13.3%)
195 (86.7%)

41 (12.5%)
288 (87.5%)

67 (16.8%)
331 (83.2%)

16 (12.7%)
110 (87.3%)

41 (19.4%)
170 (80.6%)

44.2 (9.91)
43.62 (8.79)

43.8 (9.13)
44.68 (8.26)

45.21 (8.91)
45.05 (8.20)

21.06 (10.44)
19.88 (10.02)

21.10 (10.37)
21.56 (9.63)

22.20 (9.91)
21.18 (9.16)

20.02 (8.12)
19.40 (7.83)

20.04 (8.10)
18.45 (7.28)

13.62 (10.51)
13.56 (9.85)

275 (50.2%)
250 (45.6%)

115 (51.2%)
100 (44.4%)

84 (25.6%)
214 (65%)

Education
level (n, %)
Experimental
Bachelor
Master

T4
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Phd
Other
Control
Bachelor
Master
Phd
Other

4 (0.7%)
1 (0.2%)

1 (0.4%)

30 (9.1%)
1 (0.3%)

204 (51.2%)
171 (43%)
7 (1.8%)
3 (0.8%)

66 (52.3%)
55 (43.7%)
3 (2.4%)
-

97 (46%)
113 (53.5%)
1 (0.5%)
-

Data Analysis
Data was collected as described in Country profiles, and it was coded on an Excel template provided by
the research team of the project. The collection of data was a systematic process of gathering
observations and measurements. The main process of gathering data was conducting online focus-groups
and online surveys. Only for collecting data of students, to ensure that the filling up the questionnaires is
efficient, students filled in the online questionnaires during online synchronic sessions in order for a
supervisor from the research team to be present and offer support in case is needed. After the phase of
running the collection of data and generating the excel sheets of responses, the data was cleaned and
checked for duplicate codes for individuals and any variable values outside the expected range (typically
caused by mistakes in coding). The overall quality of the data was very good and only a few corrections
were needed. After corrections necessary recordings were made, for example to reverse some negatively
measured items so that calculation of reliability is meaningful.

Key findings
The results obtained reflect the implementation of SWPBS framework in both sample groups of schools
(Experimental and Control Groups). The research demonstrated the impact of SWPBS Tier 1
implementation (clear identification of values, of behavioral matrix and specific teacher praise to create
a positive school climate) on several variables, such as school-climate, student well-being, number of
problematic behaviors, teacher’s efficacy.
The overall results gathered from schools that adopted SWPBS framework, showed some positive impact
on students’ well-being, on positive school climate and on reducing problematic behaviours for the first
phase of the SWPBS implementation (between time point T1 to time point T2), with lower impact during
the second phase (between time point T2 to time point T3). It is noted that the second year of project
implementation required a fast adaptation of the program implementation (adjusting the behaviours and
routines matrix to the remote and hybrid learning environment; lower control on observing and
identifying the problematic behaviours; challenges for teachers in shaping positive behaviours and
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rewarding socially desirable behaviours for students during the remote and online learning, even though
parents were instructed to overtake the process).
The findings show that it is important for schools to foresight alternative scenarios that could affect
educational process and better plan the support services to help teachers and students during changes.
Findings show that ongoing coaching and mentoring support for schools is necessary to increase the
quality of SWPBS implementation. Despite trainings and coaching meetings provided, schools (teaching
and especially non-teaching staff) needed more consistence in project implementation, the bigger the
school, the more collaborative teams are needed.

Conclusion
SWPBS is a preventive framework which aims at reducing the occurrence of problematic behavior in
schools as a result of learning and rewarding positive behaviors and raising the student’s well-being and
positive school climate. As a prevention program, the results expected are mostly to pay back on long
term, and needs a consistent, routinized environment for learning and shaping positive behaviors that
were destabilized by the COVID 19 outbreak.
The SWPBS framework is based on a learning process, which requires first the need to understand the
discipline philosophy and whole school staff adherence to SWPBS support system, to get knowledge and
skills to define and better identify problematic behaviours and design a learning path to shape positive
behaviours and an intervention plan to reduce problematic behaviours and (re)learn more socially
adequate behaviours. SWPBS framework relies strongly on the manipulation of external conditions (ABD
functional behavioural analysis), and, in the context of the medical crisis produced by COVID 19, the
support and the maintenance of the behavioural plan was seriously challenged. However, it is important
to note that during coaching meeting with teachers, they stated that SWPBS philosophy helped that to
identify better behaviours that can interfere with the learning process during online learning process and
plan how to address and reward desired behaviours.
As has been demonstrated, the implementation of the School-Wide Positive Behaviour Support (SWPBS)
framework in Romania has been received with interest by our stakeholders, even though the overall
background, with the COVID-19 outbreak and its consequences, were not very favourable. The activities
that were projected and performed as a part of this project encouraged school staff to think of new and
innovative ways to encourage positive behaviours and diminish the occurrence of disrupting behaviours
in their classes and thus to improve the school climate.
The phases of the project were respected in Romania, starting from performing research on the
theoretical framework of SWPBS, going through selecting the coaches (based on certain criteria
concerning the educational, professional background and field experience working at/with schools) and
training them and ending with the actual intervention phase after recruiting the schools. There were 30
schools that implemented the SWPBS approach in Romania, after a selection process carried out by ISJ
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Arges as the coordinating institution of the schools in Arges County. Following their monitoring and
evaluating activities during the last years, ISJ Arges had the overview of the schools’ needs, population
background and institution’s culture.
Therefore, the Romanian team had several meetings in order to analyze and select the 30 schools, while
also sharing information about this procedure with coordinator and the other partners. Having all the
Arges County’s schools and their features written in an Excel file, their selection process took into
consideration 4 main criteria: management cooperation and fast response; diversity of location (urban
and rural); diversity of school population (schools with larger number for students and schools with less
students); different levels of professional development of the teachers (teachers with many years of
experience and teachers at the beginning of their career).
None of the 30 selected schools withdrew. They were later on divided into Group A (Experimental Group)
and Group B (Control Group), with a 3rd-year addition of Group C (the 9 schools that continued the project
intervention).
The data collection in Romania started in October-November 2019, when ISJ and UPIT proceeded to the
students’ and teachers’ surveys (1st data collection using the student and teacher questionnaires) to all 30
participating schools. The teacher questionnaires were administered to all teachers of schools and student
questionnaires to students of 3rd and 4th grades (primary school). The approach was face-to-face. The
1st data collection was organized between 21.10-19.11.2019. Application of questionnaires was achieved
by the UPIT’s project team in each school. ISJ’s team facilitated the process by informing the schools about
the visits that will follow and providing the legal framework for the University’s project team to entry into
the school establishments. The data collected were then encoded in February-March 2020 (school year
2019-2020). The 2nd data collection in summer 2020 had to be cancelled as the schools were closed
because of the COVID context. In September 2020, in Romania, schools started with online activity, and
so the questionnaires for teachers and students were administered online (to students of 3rd and
4th grades and the teachers in the 30 project schools). The 2nd round of data collection was organized
between 3.11.2020-13.01.2021 and then in the interval 14.01-11.02.2021 the data were encoded (school
year 2020-2021). Like for the 1st round of data collection, UPIT and ISJ strongly cooperated and supported
each other in this action. The third round of data collection was organized in May-June 2021, at the end
of the 2020-2021 school year, in order to assess the project implementation. Data collection was held
online, therefore the student and teacher questionnaires were applied electronically to the participants.
The 4th data collection was organized in May-June 2022, at the end of the 2021-2022 school year, directed
towards students from the 5th and 6th grades who have been previously involved in the project
implementation as a means of evaluation the schools’ continuous adherence to the project principles. The
schools within which this action was organized were the 9 schools that continued to implement the
SWPBS framework, i.e. those working on Tier 1 (6 schools from the Arges County) and those implementing
Tier 2 (3 schools from the Arges County); for a better identification of these 9 schools, they were
denominated as schools belonging to Group C. This final round of data collection was again facilitated via
a solid cooperation between UPIT and ISJ.
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As for the TFI assessment, in Romania there were three such rounds of data collection, their interpretation
demonstrating progress in the participating schools’ adherence to the SWPBS principles.
As a general remark, throughout the data collection in the three years of intervention, the strongest
challenge that the project team and the school leadership teams had to face was the COVID-19 sanitary
crisis, with all the restrictions it has brought about, even after the pandemic crisis as such ended. Access
in schools was restricted starting with the second semester of the 2019-2020 school year and, as a
consequence, all trainings were performed online, as well as the data collections in the 2nd and 3rd year of
the intervention. The project consortium reacted to the unprecedented situation and drafted a COVID-19
response manual, with guidance on how to transpose the SWPBS principles in the online learning
environment, a material that was presented to the schools and highly appreciated by them. The teachers
appreciated the lesson plans that were concentrated on specific positive behaviours online.
In Year III of the project implementation, there were 6 schools in total that wanted to continue
implementing the SWPBS framework for another year (2021-2022). The school staff received an online
training at the beginning of the school year (as a means of reminding the SWPBS guidelines or of informing
newcomers) and took part in regular meetings afterwards. At the end of the 2021-2022, the research
team conducted a 4th measurement to examine the long-term effect of the SWPBS intervention.
Therefore, data were collected during the May and June 2022.
Three other schools were chosen to implement the Tier 2 support during the months February-May 2022.
A total of eight students were provided additional Tier 2 support. Throughout the process, schools
collected information concerning the intervention effects, which is to be found in more detail in the
relevant report1.
Along with the development of project administrative deliverables, the research team used several results
during the intervention such as the teacher manuals and the e-learning platform. SWPBS Tier 1 and 2
training manuals (D2.1 & D2.2), as well as the coaching and professional development manual (D2.3) were
revised based on the experience and feedback of involved people (coaches, teachers, school principals,
students, parents, research teams). This feedback is available in the piloting reports (D2.4 & D2.5). All the
evidence concerning the implementation of Tier 1 & Tier 2 interventions in Romania can be found in the
relevant folders (D3.1 & D3.2). The overall experience of the SWPBS framework implementation is
attempted to be shown in the final project promo video (D3.3). The project online platform (D4.1) is a
dedicated space to host all final deliverables and materials produced by schools during the project. These
resources are expected to be extremely useful to schools implementing or intended to implement the
SWPBS framework. Access is open upon registration. This platform also hosts the online course (D4.2), a
specifically designed e-learning set of modules regarding the theoretical and practical aspect of the SWPBS
framework.

1

SWPBS_D3.2 Implementation report for SWPBS Tier 2_Romania
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As a sum up, in Romania the SWPBS project had a large scale positive impact evidenced from the
quantitative and qualitative data collected throughout the 3 years of project implementation. The 30
schools that were involved showed great interest to participate and were content with the results
obtained. There is a strong motivation among them to continue using the SWPBS framework.
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Annexes
Annex 1. Romanian Leadership Team trainings
Table 8
Kind of training

Date

F2F or online

Duration

Nature

1st
School
Leadership Team
Training

22.11.2019

F2F

3 hours

Formal

1st
School
Leadership Team
Training

25.11.2019

F2F

3 hours

Formal

1st
School
Leadership Team
Training

26.11.2019

F2F

3 hours

Formal

2nd
School
Leadership Team
Training

10.12.2019

F2F

3 hours

Formal

2nd
School
Leadership Team
Training

13.12.2019

F2F

3 hours

Formal

2nd
School
Leadership Team
Training

16.12.2019

F2F

3 hours

Formal

3rd & 4th School
Leadership Team
Training

25.02.2020

F2F

3 hours

Formal

3rd & 4th School
Leadership Team
Training

28.02.2020

F2F

3 hours

Formal
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3rd & 4th School
Leadership Team
Training

02.03.2020

F2F

3 hours

Formal

5th
School
Leadership Team
Training

01.07.2020

Online

3 hours

Formal

5th
School
Leadership Team
Training

01.07.2020

Online

3 hours

Formal

5th
School
Leadership Team
Training

01..07.2020

Online

3 hours

Formal

1st
School
Leadership Team
Training

08.12.2020

Online

2,5 hours

Formal

1st
School
Leadership Team
Training

11.12.2020

Online

1st
School
Leadership Team
Training

11.12.2020

Online

2nd
School
Leadership Team
Training

12.01.2021

Online

2nd
School
Leadership Team
Training

15.01.2021

Online

2nd
School
Leadership Team
Training

09.02.2021

Online

2,5 hours

2,5 hours

2,5 hours

2,5 hours

2,5 hours

Formal

Formal

Formal

Formal

Formal
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3rd
School
Leadership Team
Training

3rd
School
Leadership Team
Training3
3rd
School
Leadership Team
Training
4th
School
Leadership Team
Training3rd School
Leadership Team
Training
4th
School
Leadership Team
Training

12.02.2021

12.02.2021

12.03.2021

15.03.2021

15.03.2021

Online

Online

Online

Online

Online

2,5 hours

2,5 hours

2,5 hours

2,5 hours

2,5 hours

Formal

Formal

Formal

Formal

Formal
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Annex 2. Whole School Staff training and Monthly meetings – Year III
Table 9
Whole School Staff training (YEAR III)
Whole School Staff 22.10.2021
training

online

1h

Formal

Table 10
Monthly meetings with the 6 schools that implemented Tier 1 (YEAR III)
Monthly meeting

22.10.2021

online

1h

Formal

Monthly meeting

26.11.2021

online

1h

Formal

Monthly meeting

31.01.2022

online

1h

Formal

Monthly meeting

28.02.2022

online

1h

Formal

Monthly meeting

15.03.2022

online

1h

Formal

Monthly meeting

16.04.2022

online

1h

Formal

Monthly meeting

16.05.2022

online

1h

Formal

www.pbiseurope.org

Annex 3. Demographics of schools that participated in Years 1, 2 and 3
(ROMANIA)
Table 11
Total no.
of
teachers

Total no.
of
students

Students
in Special
Ed.

Students
in Speech
Therapy

Group A

Group B

Total no.
of schools

Year 1
(2019 –
2020)

15 schools

15 schools

30

808

2934

210

202

Year 2
(2020 –
2021)

15 schools

15 schools

30

810

2954

217

209

9

101

73

56

Year

Year 3
(20212022)

Group C (9 schools)

463
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Annex 4. School Demographics Table for Groups A and B - Year 1
(ROMANIA)
Table 12
School Code

N
Students

N
Teachers

N

N

not native
speakers

SEN Children

Urban/Rural

SE – Special Education
ST – Speech Therapy

32 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Adrian
Păunescu" Pitesti)

1122

60

-

19

Urban

33 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Alexandru Davila"
Pitesti)

823

53

-

18

Urban

43 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Vintilă
Brătianu"
Stefanesti)

544

52

-

15

Urban

40 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Petre
Ţuţea" Boteni)

157

18

-

10

Rural

31 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Gabriel
Marinescu"
Tigveni)

419

49

-

2

Rural

44 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Virgil
Calotescu" Bascov)

964

66

-

17

Rural
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42 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "SandaMovilă" Albota)

250

21

-

4

Rural

45 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Liviu
Rebreanu"
Mioveni)

1018

63

-

22

Urban

36 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Nicolae Bălcescu"
Pitesti)

719

57

-

33

Urban

37 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Nicolae Iorga"
Pitesti)

626

40

-

4

Urban

35 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Mircea cel
Bătrân" Curtea de
Arges)

576

44

-

5

Urban

34 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Marin
Preda" Pitesti)

930

62

-

16

Urban

39 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Oprea
Iorgulescu"
Campulung)

637

39

-

4

Urban

41 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Podu
Dâmboviţei)

62

14

-

0

Rural

www.pbiseurope.org

38 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Nr. 1
Schitu Goleşti)

487

38

-

9

Rural

57 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Mircea Eliade"
Pitesti)

746

147

-

11

Urban

53 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Hârseşti)

180

20

-

5

Rural

52 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"George
Marinescu"
Draganu)

159

20

-

5

Rural

54 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ion
Luca Caragiale"
Pitesti)

684

53

-

19

Urban

55 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ilie
Stoenescu"
Boţeşti)

82

18

-

0

Rural

46 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "C.
Rădulescu Codin”
Priboieni)

257

23

-

9

Rural

56 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ion
Minulescu” Pitești)

1062

65

-

18

Urban
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58 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Nae A.
Ghica" Rucar)

417

29

-

15

Rural

60 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Petre
Badea" Negrasi)

103

16

-

1

Rural

49 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Cicăneşti)

204

23

-

2

Rural

50 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Ciofrângeni)

182

28

-

1

Rural

48 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Albeştii
de Argeş)

482

39

-

5

Rural

59 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Nr. 1
Bughea de Jos)

385

32

-

9

Rural

47 Şcoala
Gimnazială "Mihai
Tican Rumano"
Berevoiești)

475

33

-

8

Rural

51 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Cotmeana)

40

17

-

1

Rural

www.pbiseurope.org

Annex 5. School Demographics Table for Groups A and B – Year 2
(ROMANIA)
Table 13

School Code

N
Students

N
Teachers

N

N

not native
speakers

SEN Children

Urban/Rural

SE – Special Education
ST – Speech Therapy

32 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Adrian
Păunescu" Pitesti)

1155

63

-

22

Urban

33 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Alexandru Davila"
Pitesti)

700

44

-

18

Urban

43 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Vintilă
Brătianu"
Stefanesti)

664

57

-

6

Urban

40 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Petre
Ţuţea" Boteni)

155

22

-

8

Rural

31 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Gabriel
Marinescu" Tigveni)

298

39

-

5

Rural

44 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Virgil
Calotescu" Bascov)

923

67

-

16

Rural
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42 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "SandaMovilă" Albota)

249

20

-

7

Rural

45 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Liviu
Rebreanu" Mioveni)

998

60

-

24

Urban

36 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Nicolae
Bălcescu" Pitesti)

703

58

-

40

Urban

37 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Nicolae
Iorga" Pitesti)

611

39

-

4

Urban

35 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Mircea
cel Bătrân" Curtea
de Arges)

536

41

-

5

Urban

34 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Marin
Preda" Pitesti)

942

62

-

16

Urban

39 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Oprea
Iorgulescu"
Campulung)

608

44

-

4

Urban

41 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Podu
Dâmboviţei)

51

15

-

0

Rural

38 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Nr. 1
Schitu Goleşti)

450

35

-

8

Rural
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57 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Mircea
Eliade" Pitesti)

693

47

-

10

Urban

53 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Hârseşti)

171

19

-

2

Rural

52 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "George
Marinescu"
Draganu)

145

21

-

5

Rural

54 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ion
Luca Caragiale"
Pitesti)

716

64

-

21

Urban

55 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ilie
Stoenescu" Boţeşti)

85

15

-

1

Rural

46 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "C.
Rădulescu Codin”
Priboieni)

253

22

-

56 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Ion
Minulescu” Pitești)

1005

64

-

18

Urban

58 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Nae A.
Ghica" Rucar)

414

29

-

17

Rural

60 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Petre
Badea" Negrasi)

126

17

-

2

Rural

Rural
11
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49 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Cicăneşti)

195

23

-

3

Rural

50 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Ciofrângeni)

180

28

-

1

Rural

48 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Albeştii
de Argeş)

478

40

-

5

Rural

59 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Nr. 1
Bughea de Jos)

372

32

-

8

Rural

47 Şcoala
Gimnazială "Mihai
Tican Rumano"
Berevoiești)

447

32

-

9

Rural

51 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Cotmeana)

34

17

-

1

Rural
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Annex 6. Romania School Demographics Table for Year 3
Table 14
School Code

N
Students

N
Teachers

N

N

not native
speakers

SEN Children

Urban/Rural

SE – Special Education
ST – Speech Therapy

32 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Adrian
Păunescu" Pitesti)

402

15

-

17

Urban

33 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
"Alexandru Davila"
Pitesti)

621

21

-

21

Urban

43 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Vintilă
Brătianu"
Stefanesti)

279

15

-

12

Urban

40 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Petre
Ţuţea" Boteni)

83

4

-

11

Rural

37 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "Nicolae
Iorga" Pitesti)

303

10

-

4

Urban

41 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Podu
Dâmboviţei)

17

5

-

0

Rural

51 (Şcoala
Gimnazială
Cotmeana)

37

6

-

12

Rural
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53 (Şcoala
Gimnazială Hârseşti)

52

7

-

12

Rural

52 (Şcoala
Gimnazială "George
Marinescu"
Draganu)

52

7

-

11

Rural
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Annex 7. TFI Assessment progress in participating schools
Table 15 Group A

School code
32
36
34
33
37
39
40
38
41
35
42
44
45
43
31

TFI round 1
26
19
28
19
19
17
19
20
19
16
19
19
24
19
21

TFI round 2
27
27
30
23
29
21
30
30
19
18
24
20
30
28
21

TFI round 3
28

TFI round 1
11
10
9
10
11
10
7
11
9
10
10
10
9

TFI round 2

TFI round 3

25
29
30
25

29

Table 16 Group B

School code
59
54
50
60
58
49
47
57
55
52
46
56
53

30
30
29
27
21
20
22
20
27
26

28

27
27
24

28
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48
51

10
10

24
22

26

