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The effects of implementing a School-Wide Positive Behavior Support (SWPBS) system in 

three elementary schools in Iceland were evaluated with a multiple baseline design across 

schools. Former studies on effects of SWPBS have used office discipline referral data and 

questionnaires. Here the effects were measured with direct observation of staff’s and 

students’ behavior. This study focuses on measures taken in the after-school program of 

each school. Data were collected twice yearly, one or two weeks each time, both before and 

after the implementation began. Results indicate that staff’s and students’ behavior 

improved. Staff’s positive attention, mild punishment, positive instructions, and supervision 

increased but staff’s inappropriate ignoring, inappropriate punishment and negative 

instructions decreased. Student’s problem behavior also decreased. Data collection is still 

ongoing. 

Keywords: School-wide positive behavior support, direct observation, multiple 

baseline design, intervention effects, after-school programs. 
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The effects of School-Wide positive behavior support  

on the after-school programs 

School-Wide positive behavior support (SWPBS) is an empirically based school-

wide prevention strategy. This approach includes simple and effective strategies based on 

learning principles and is developed in applied behavior analysis. These strategies are 

known to improve students’ behavior and academic achievement (Burke, 1998; Emmer, 

Evertson and Worsham, 2006; Gardner III et al., 1994; Kazdin, 2008; Kerr and Nelson, 

1998; Luiselli and Diament, 2002; McMahon and Forehand, 2003; Neef et al., 2002; Power 

and Eiraldi, 2002; Sailor, 2002; Sugai and Horner, 2006). SWPBS is a three-tiered 

prevention model. The primary tier includes prevention strategies which are universal for all 

students, the secondary tier includes selective strategies for students at risk for problem 

behavior and the tertiary tier includes individualized behavior supports plans for students 

with high intensity behavior problems. In these schools there is a SWPBS team that creates 

a school-wide plan with clear and positive behavioral expectations and students who meet 

those expectations are rewarded. This team also establishes a management system on 

consequences, or how to respond to students’ behavior problems in a systematic way 

(Bradshaw, Mitchell and Leaf, 2010; Horner, Sugai, Smolkowski et al., 2009; Sprague and 

Golly, 2004). 

Research on SWPBS 

The effects of SWPBS have mostly been evaluated with indirect measures like 

questionnaires and office referral data. The results of these studies are e.g., a decrease in the 

number of students referred to the principal’s office (Bradshaw, Mitchell and Leaf, 2010; 

Luiselli, Putnam, Handler and Feinberg, 2005; Muscott, Mann and LeBrun, 2008; Taylor-
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Greene et al., 1997), a decrease in the number of children who were dismissed from school 

(Barrett, Bradshaw and Lewis-Palmer, 2008; Bradshaw, Mitchell and Leaf, 2010) and an 

increase in students’ academic achievement (Luiselli, Putnam, Handler and Feinberg, 2005). 

Horner, Sugai, Smolkowski et al. (2009) did a randomized, wait-list controlled effectiveness 

trial and used the School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) (Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, Todd and 

Horner, 2001) to measure the effects of SWPBS, the School Safety Survey (SSS) (Sprague, 

Colvin and Irving, 1996) to measure perceived school safety, and office discipline referrals 

as measured by the School-wide Information System (SWIS) (May et al., 2000). The results 

showed that students were more secure in the school and that third grade students’ showed 

improvement in reading which was measured with state standardized tests such as the 

Illinois Achievement Test and the Stanford Achievement Test. 

Decision making about next steps in the implementation progress in schools with 

SWPBS is supposed to be based on data collected in the schools (Bradshaw, Mitchell and 

Leaf, 2010; Horner et al., 2009; Irvin et al., 2006; Sprague and Golly, 2004). There is a 

variety of different measurement systems to choose from to evaluate the effects of 

implementing SWPBS, e.g., office discipline referrals (ODRs), measures of prosocial 

behavior with interviews or questionnaires and measures on implementation fidelity 

(Brandt, Chitiyo and May, 2012). But many evaluation studies have relied on singular 

measures of the effects of SWPBS and there are no universally accepted guidelines for 

selecting a data collection system that produces the most useful information in school 

settings. In order to draw conclusions about the effects of SWPBS in a school, it is 

important to use measures that provide information about prosocial behavior, school 

climate, and various measures of the effects of the implementation in the schools (Brandt, 
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Chitiyo and May, 2012). The use of direct observation increases the validity of the 

assessment (Bradshaw, Mitchell and Leaf, 2010). 

SWPBS in Iceland 

SWPBS has been implemented in several elementary schools in Iceland since 2003, 

mostly in the Reykjavík area. Measures of its effects have been taken with office referral 

data and questionnaires. No special funds have been allocated for the implementation of 

SWPBS in any of the schools that have chosen to install and implement the system. Two 

psychologists who were trained by SWPBS experts at the University of Oregon have been 

the leaders of the implementation process. They have trained psychologists who serve the 

elementary school system in different parts of the country on how to guide the schools who 

are implementing the system. They attend regular workshops and meetings where they get 

consultation from the SWPBS experts previously trained in Oregon.  

Direct observation in three schools implementing SWPBS 

In the spring of 2006 it became clear that three schools in the Reykjanes peninsula 

would be implementing SWPBS. This became an opportunity to execute the present 

research project. The purpose of the study reported here was to evaluate the effects of 

SWPBS on staff’s and students’ behavior in three schools and the after-school programs in 

each of them. Direct observation was used to evaluate the effects, it is the most common 

measuring tool in behavior analysis and it is considered to be the most valid measure of 

behavior change. With direct observation, behavior is observed directly where it is taking 

place (Bailey and Burch, 2002; Barlow, Nock and Hersen, 2009; Johnston and 

Pennypacker; 2009; Kennedy, 2005; Skinner, Dittmer and Howell, 2000). Smith’s (2007) 

propositions were used when preparing the data collection procedures. His propositions 
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included the size of space for observation (approximately 3.5 x 3.5 m from where the data 

collector stood), the school areas where data should be collected, and collecting data at 

different times of the day (Smith, 2007). Here the results from the after-school programs are 

presented but the general results on the effect of SWPBS on the schools were presented 

elsewhere (Jónsdóttir and Sigurðardóttir, 2013).  

A multiple baseline design across two of the schools evaluated the effects of the 

system on behaviors of staff and students that SWPBS is geared to change and/or establish. 

In addition an AB-design was used to measure the effects in the third school.  

It is important for the staff of after-school programs to be able to control problem 

behavior since it is known that the behavior of children is more problematic in settings 

where there is no structure. For example, children are often in hallways and outdoors 

(Sprague and Golly, 2004). Students benefit from knowing what is required of them when in 

these settings. In Iceland, students are offered to go to an after-school program when regular 

school hours are over, e.g., sometimes at 1 p.m., sometimes at 2 p.m., and they can stay 

there until 16 p.m. for a fee that is made affordable for all. The purpose of this study was to 

see if the effects of installing a SWPBS system during regular school hours would extend to 

the after school programs despite the fact that no training took place in that setting and 

despite the fact that staff training usually took place during after school program hours 

which made it impossible for the staff to attend most training sessions.  

Data on the effects of SWPBS in the schools has been collected for five years or 

since the spring of 2008 and will be collected until the implementation of SWPBS is 

completed in all the schools.  
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Method 

Participants 

 Staff and students of three after-school programs in Reykanes peninsula in Iceland 

participated. Number of students and staff varied between schools and school years. In 

school 1 the number of staff was two to three each year but the mean number of students was 

20 (range 15-28). The number of students was higher the last three semesters of data 

collection. In school 2 number of staff varied from two to three each semester but mean 

number of students was 23 (range 7-40). The first years of data collection, from 2008-2009, 

the number of children ranged from 24 to 40. From the fall of 2009 to the spring of 2011 the 

number of children ranged from seven to 14 children, but since the spring of 2012 the 

number of children was higher, ranging from 30 to 36 children. In school 3 the number of 

staff ranged from two to six each semester and the mean number of children were 28 (range 

20-45). The children were 6-10 years old, in first to fourth class. 

Setting 

 Data were collected in the after-school programs five days per week, for one or two 

consecutive weeks each term. The after-school programs started after regular school hours 

and data was collected for 30 minutes between 1 and 4 p.m. Data collectors followed the 

children to their activities but didn’t collect data at any specific location. Their activities 

varied between days and time of the day, so observations were done in the classroom, dining 

room, play areas, outdoors, and in the computer labs. Data collectors tried to get as diverse 

measures as they could, by collecting data at different locations and at different times during 

the data collection period. 
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Measures 

 Direct observation was used to record staff’s and students’ group behavior. Each 

target behavior was defined in a clear, objective, and complete manner and observers were 

trained in real situations to observe and record the presence or absence of target behaviors on 

specially designed recording sheets. Target behaviors were antecedents to students’ 

behaviors (i.e., staff behavior), students’ behavior, and consequences of students’ behavior 

(i.e., staff behavior). The behavior of students was coded as appropriate and 

inappropriate/problem behavior. Antecedents to students’ behavior could be 

instructions/questions/requests from staff, they could be clear/unclear and positive/negative. 

Consequences were correct or incorrect reactions of staff towards students’ behaviors. 

Correct reactions were positive attention, redirection of problem behavior (ReD) and mild 

punishment for anti-social behavior. Incorrect reactions were inappropriate rewards, 

inappropriate punishment, and inappropriate ignoring. Other dependent variables measured 

were staff’s supervision in open areas, i.e., if they “should be on the area since six or more 

students were gathered” and “none of the staff visible/perceptible”, or they were “not in the 

area although five or fewer students were present”. In addition, data was gathered on 

whether “school rules could be clearly seen” on the data collecting area. Information about 

exact definitions for each target behavior is available from the second author. Data collection 

did not begin until observers had reached at least 85% agreement in each dependent variable. 

Partial interval recording was used to collect group behavior data, with a ten-seconds 

observation period and five-seconds recording time. Thus, if a target behavior was observed 

regardless of how many students within the observation area displayed the behavior then it 

was scored as having been emitted. The same applied to staff behavior. Observers used an 
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MP3 player with a prerecorded auditory file that told them when to observe and when to 

record. During measures on inter-observer agreement, the main observer and the reliability 

observer listened to the same auditory file simultaneously from the same MP3 player but 

their scoring remained independent of the other observer.  

Design 

 A multiple baseline design across two schools was used to measure the effects of 

SWPBS on the target behaviors. A within group comparison was done to compare 

experimental phases in each school. A between group comparison was done to compare 

results between different schools each semester. The implementation started at different 

times in the schools. In addition an AB design was used to measure the effects of SWPBS in 

school 3. That data is published separately. 

Baseline measures began in the spring of 2008. Implementation started in school 1 in 

the fall of 2008, in school 2 in the beginning of spring 2009 and in school 3 in late spring of 

2009. After the implementation started, data collection was withheld for one school term in 

school 1 and 2 to allow the school staff plenty of time to start applying SWPBS techniques 

since there were no special measures taken by the schools or the school district to motivate 

the staff to follow-through, e.g., monetary incentives or any type of supervision. It was 

therefore expected that it would take some time to get most or all the staff to apply the 

techniques taught in a SWPBS system and therefore for the independent variable to be fully 

active. In school 3, data collection started right after the implementation had begun since it’s 

staff started the implementation of SWPBS earlier than they had decided on before. 
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Procedure 

 The Reykjanes school district has many elementary schools. In the fall of 2006 three 

of them volunteered to participate. Representatives of all the schools attended a general 

meeting where the director of school psychological services of the area presented the idea of 

installing a SWPBS-system and executing a large scale evaluation study of the effects after 

giving a general introduction of SWPBS. During the spring semester of 2007, at least 80% of 

the staff in the volunteering schools voted for implementing SWPBS in their school. The 

head psychologist had explained all the details that concerned the schools relevant to the 

execution of the project, including who would direct it, the fact that data would be collected 

in the schools once each semester for many years, and by whom. Smith’s (2007) 

propositions were used when preparing the data collection procedures. 

Each semester, undergraduate students in psychology working on their independent 

research project in order to fulfill the requirements for a BS degree in psychology were 

recruited to collect data. An advertisement was sent on the inner University of Iceland web. 

A graduate student, who was responsible for the project for four semesters, acted as the 

coordinator of the project, working closely with the main researcher, trained each data 

collector, informed each school’s SWPBS team about data collection period each term, and 

directed all data collection. Training of observers usually took five to eight days. The 

principals and the SWPBS school team were informed about the data collectors and about 

the data collection period each semester. They were asked to inform their staff and to tell the 

staff and students that the data collectors were there to observe “the school atmosphere”. 

They were given instructions as to what to tell the staff and students to minimize reactivity. 
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No further information concerning the purpose of the data collection or the procedures of the 

research were implied or ever discussed with anybody in the schools. 

 Data collection took place each semester over a five year period. Usually, data 

collection took place in all of the after-school programs, on five to ten school days each 

semester. Usually, one data collector was present except there were two when inter-observer 

agreement data was being collected. During the spring of 2008 baseline measures were taken 

in all of the after-school programs. In the fall of 2008 baseline measures were taken in 

school 2 and 3 but no data was collected in school 1 because intervention had just begun 

there. Implementation in school 2 and 3 started in the spring of 2009. No data was collected 

in school 2 that semester but data collection continued in school 3 and intervention measures 

were taken in school 1. Data collection took place in all of the schools from the fall of 2009, 

except for the fall of 2011. Data collection continues at the present time.  

 Measures that were taken to minimize reactivity to the observers were: Not making 

eye contact with students or staff, asking the staff to tell students that the observers were 

education students doing a practicum (children in Iceland are very used to that) and telling 

staff that observers were assessing students’ behavior changes. Students and staff were also 

instructed by the SWPBS teams to carry on with their daily routine as usual. 

Inter-observer agreement 

 Inter-observer agreement was assessed in about 33% of measures each semester for 

each observer. Two observers using the same MP3 player with a long ear-plug cord, 

observed simultaneously. No interaction took place between observers during this time. 

Inter-observer agreement was calculated after each observation session so the supervisor 

could intervene with more training if agreement proved to be less than 80% for any target 
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behavior. Inter-observer agreement was calculated trial by trial. Each data collection session 

was five or 10 minutes so each behavior could be scored in a maximum of 20 or 40 intervals. 

The mean inter-observer agreement was acceptable (range 86-100). The mean for all of the 

variables across semesters was over 98%. It was lowest for clear instructions, about 93%, but 

highest for the variables that were usually observed, e.g., appropriate behavior or variables 

infrequently emitted, e.g., redirection of problem behavior, inappropriate rewards, 

inappropriate punishment and staff not present. For those variables inter-observer agreement 

was about 100% for each. These numbers demonstrate that the mean inter-observer 

agreement was acceptable.  

 

Table 1.  

Mean and range of inter-observer agreement for each dependent variable from the fall of 

2008 to the spring of 2013, period shown in percentage of intervals.  

 

Mean Span each semester 

Clear instructions (pos. and neg.) 93 87-97 

Unclear instructions (pos. and neg.) 99 94-100 

Appropriate behavior 100 98-100 

Problem behavior 94 86-100 

Positive attention 94 86-100 

RED 100 99-100 

Mild punishment 99 97-100 

Inappropriate reward 100 100-100 

Inappropriate punishment 100 99-100 

Inappropriate ignoring  98 91-100 

No staff present (5-) 100 98-100 

Staff needed (5+) 99 97-100 

Mean inter-observer agreement 98 
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Results 

The results show data collected during baseline and after the implementation of 

SWPBS started in each after-school program’s respective school. 

Visual analysis was used to interpret the data. The Y-axis shows the percentage of 

intervals where target behavior was seen in each session. The X-axis shows the data 

collection periods by semesters, from the spring of 2008 to the spring of 2013. Data is 

displayed in graphs where figure 1, 3 and 5 show multiple baseline designs across school 1 

and 2 and figures 2, 4 and 6 show an AB-design across school 3. Some of the properties used 

to analyze the data were variability, trend, and level (Barlow, Nock and Hersen, 2009). 

The mean percentage of intervals each semester is shown in table 2. These numbers 

are used to see the level of data each semester. For example, the level of positive attention in 

school 1 was 24,4% in the spring of 2008 but increased to 34,9% when data collection 

started again after the implementation of SWPBS had began. In the spring of 2013 it was 

75.3% so the mean level of staff’s positive attention in school 1 has increased after the 

implementation of SWPBS started.  

There was always at least one student who behaved in an appropriate way on each 

observation interval in all of the schools. So the percentage of interval of childrens‘ 

appropriate behavior is always close to 100% for each semester as can be seen in table 2 and 

in figures 1-6.
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Table 2.  

The mean percentage of intervals for each target behavior by semesters in all of the schools. 
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Figure 1. Percentage of intervals of staff’s positive attention and students’ appropriate and 

problem behavior in school 1 and 2. 

 

Problem behavior in school 1 and 2. Figure 1 shows that in school 1 the percentage 

of intervals of problem behavior was 28% (range 1-47%) before the implementation started 

but decreased since then and it was seen in 9.5% (range 3.3-17.5%) of intervals in the spring 

of 2013. In school 2, problem behavior was present in 26% (range 9-50%) of intervals before 

the implementation. It decreased after the implementation started and was present in only 6% 

of intervals in the fall of 2009 and the spring of 2010 but has increased since the fall of 2010 

and was 19.2% (range 2.5-41%) in the spring of 2013. There is some variability in problem 

behavior in school 2 which has increased since the fall of 2012. 

Positive attention in school 1 and 2. Variability was present in staff’s positive 

attention with increasing trend throughout. In school 1, positive attention was 24.4% (range 
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7-43%) before the implementation of SWPBS started but increased since then and was 

75.3% (range 46-99%) in the spring of 2013 as can be seen in figure 1 and table 2.  

In school 2, positive attention was present in 17.6% (range 3-46%) of intervals before 

the implementation of SWPBS started but increased since then and was 67% (range 35-98%) 

in the spring of 2013. There was variability in staff’s positive attention but its level was more 

stable in the fall of 2012 than other semesters and since then the trend of staff’s positive 

attention has been increasing.  

 

 

Figure 2. Percentage of intervals of staff’s positive attention and students’ appropriate and 

problem behavior in school 3. 

 

Problem behavior in school 3. Problem behavior was present in about 16.8% (range 

0-62%) of intervals before the implementation started as can be seen in figure 2. It has 

decreased since then, except for the fall of 2012 when it was present in 19.5% of intervals 

(range 1-39%) but decreased again in the spring of 2013 and occurred in 9.6% (range 0-

23%) of intervals. In most of the semesters when data collection took place the variability of 

problem behavior in school 3 decreased after the implementation started and in general 

problem behavior of students has decreased. 
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Staff’s positive attention in school 3. Before the implementation of SWPBS started 

staff’s positive attention was observed in 30.9% (range 10-67%) of intervals but as can be 

seen in figure 2 and in table 2 it has increased since then. In the spring of 2013 staff’s 

positive attention was observed in 66% (range 1-100%) of intervals. There has been 

variability in staff’s positive attention but in the fall of 2012 it was more stable than in other 

semesters. In general, staff’s positive attention has increased after the implementation 

started. 

 

 

Figure 3. Percentage of intervals of staff’s inappropriate ignoring and students’ appropriate 

and problem behavior in school 1 and 2. 

 

Inappropriate ignoring in school 1 and 2. In school 1, staff’s inappropriate ignoring 

was observed in 39% (range 19-72%) of intervals before the implementation started as can 

be seen in figure 3. There was variability in staff’s inappropriate behavior and the percentage 

of interval increased in the spring of 2009 and was observed in 74.6% (range 38-98%) of 
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intervals but decreased in the following semesters, except for the fall of 2012, but was 

present in 20.1% (range 5-58%) of intervals in the spring of 2013. In general, staff’s 

inappropriate ignoring decreased, but its variability is still considerable.  

In school 2 staff’s inappropriate ignoring was observed in 54% (range 18-83%) of 

intervals before the implementation of SWPBS started but decreased to 11.5% (range 0-

51%) of intervals in the spring of 2013. Its variability decreased after the implementation 

started but increased the last two semesters of data collection. As can be seen in figure 3 and 

in table 2 staff’s inappropriate ignoring of students’ behavior decreased in school 2 after the 

implementation of SWPBS started. 

 

 

Figure 4. Percentage of intervals of staff’s inappropriate ignoring and appropriate and 

problem behavior in school 3. 

 

Inappropriate ignoring in school 3. Staff’s inappropriate ignoring was observed in 

49% (range 22-83%) of intervals before the implementation of SWPBS started. Figure 4 and 

table 2 show that it increased after the implementation started and there has been variability 

in staff’s inappropriate ignoring in school 3. In the spring of 2013 its level and variability 

decreased, and was seen in only 4% (range 0-9%) of intervals this semester. In general, 
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staff’s inappropriate ignoring in school 3 has decreased since the implementation of SWPBS 

started, and the last two semesters its trend and level have decreased. 

 

Figure 5. Percentage of intervals of staff’s mild punishment and students’ appropriate and 

problem behavior in school 1 and 2. 

 

Mild punishment in school 1 and 2. In school 1 the percentage of intervals of staff’s 

mild punishment was 2% (range 0-4%) of intervals before the implementation started and 

it’s proportion did not change much first after it started as can be seen in figure 5. Since the 

fall of 2012 staff’s use of mild punishment increased and was observed in 7.9% (range 3-

16%) of intervals in the spring of 2013. 

In school 2 staff’s mild punishment was observed in 2% (range 0-7%) of intervals 

before the implementation of SWPBS started and its proportion did not change much first 

after it started. Since the spring of 2012 its level and variability increased and in the spring of 

2013 staff’s mild punishment was observed in 7% (range 2.5-19%) of intervals. 
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Figure 6. Percentage of intervals of staff’s mild punishment and students’ appropriate and 

problem behavior in school 3. 

 

Mild punishment in school 3. Figure 6 shows that before the implementation of 

SWPBS started mild punishment was observed in 2% (range 0-11%) of intervals and its 

proportion didn’t change much the first semesters after it started. Since the spring of 2012 its 

level and trend increased and in the spring of 2013 staff’s mild punishment was seen in 7% 

(range 0-13%) of intervals.  

 

Other results 

 A variety of other results can be noted when looking at the data that was gathered but 

will not be shown in graphs. The mean level each semester or the mean percentage of 

intervals across semesters can be seen in table 2. A summary of these results are the 

following: Staff did not use inappropriate punishments or rewards. Staff’s negative 

instructions decreased while positive instructions increased after the implementation began. 

Staff did not redirect students’ problem behavior at all. Staff’s supervision improved 

increasingly in the last years of data collection as can be seen in table 2. In school 1 it was 

observed in 14.7% of intervals at baseline but decreased since then and the percentage of 
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intervals where no staff was present was 1.6% in the spring of 2013. In school 2 this 

proportion was rather high at baseline and the first years after the implementation began, but 

since the spring of 2012 this supervision decreased. In school 3 this proportion was quite 

low, almost always some of the staff was close to the children. Although it was low at 

baseline (about 5%) it decreased after the implementation started and was observed in only 

2% of intervals in the spring of 2013.  

Discussion 

These results indicate that the effects of SWPBS on staff’s and students’ behavior in 

after-school programs are promising. There was at least one student who showed 

appropriate behavior in every interval and there are very clear effects on students’ problem 

behavior which has decreased in all of the schools although it still varies widely. There are 

also improvements on staff’s behavior. Their use of positive attention and mild punishment 

has increased as well as their use of inappropriate ignoring, inappropriate punishment and 

inappropriate reward has decreased. Staff’s instructions have also improved, they use 

positive instead of negative instructions and their supervision has increased. Staff very 

seldom used any kind of programmed consequences for problem behavior, like redirection 

of problem behavior (ReD). This aspect of the results in the after-school programs is similar 

to the results in the schools themselves, i.e., staff does not use any programmed 

consequences for problem behavior. Students problem behavior has increased in open 

school areas in the youngest age group but both in the classroom and open school areas in 

the middle range group. However, it has decreased in the oldest age group so the effects of 

SWPBS on students’ behaviors in the schools are most noticeable in the oldest age group 
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(13-16 years). Those results are not in accordance with the results of most studies that have 

evaluated the effects of implementing a SWPBS system. Other results in the schools were 

that staffs’ positive attention has increased significantly as well as their ignoring of students 

behavior has decreased (Jónsdóttir and Sigurðardóttir, 2013). 

Shortcomings of the study 

When using direct observations there is always some potential for reactivity (Hayes, 

Barlow, Nelson-Gray, 1999; Skinner, Dittmer, and Howell, 2000). In this study, every 

measure possible was taken in order to decrease the risk of reactivity, e.g., observers 

avoided eye contact and interactions with staff and students, and by walking around the area 

instead of standing in one place while observing and recording. Also, measures were taken 

so that neither staff or students would know that we were observing their behavior. They 

knew that we were evaluating the effects of SWPBS but they had no idea as to what was 

being observed or how. 

When using partial interval recording, behavior is recorded only if it occurs during the 

observation period but the frequency is not noted. This can yield inaccuracies (Powell, 

Martindale and Kulp, 1975). Because the observers were measuring group behavior, it was 

enough for one student or staff member to show a target behavior for it to be recorded. If the 

same behavior was shown by a group of students or staff it was also recorded only once. 

Interval recording can thus be the source of both underestimation and overestimation of 

target behavior, however, the observing interval was only 10 seconds in order to try to avoid 

any bias of this sort while collecting data. Some behaviors might have been underestimated. 

The recording system was not sensitive enough for the measuring variability in students’ 

appropriate behavior, momentary time sampling might have been more sensitive for this 
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dependent variable which might have been overestimated by using partial interval 

recording.  

It should also be noted that the number of staff varied from 2-6 each semester so this 

variability may explain some of the variability in staff’s behavior.  

The conditions are not quite comparable before and after the implementation of 

SWPBS started. From 2008-2009 there were more services included in the after-school 

programs, e.g., the children were driven to sports or other organized leisure activities 

without any additional fees. The fees for the after-school program were increased in the fall 

of 2009 in the aftermath of the financial crisis in Iceland that began one year earlier. This 

reduced the number of students in two of the after-school programs as well as the number of 

staff. 

Conclusion 

Generally speaking, the implementation of a SWPBS in the schools that run the 

three after-school programs studied here have led to some general changes but still staff in 

the after-school programs do not react to students’ problem behavior. This problem has also 

been present in the schools themselves. This may account for the fact that, students’ 

problem behavior has not decreased as much as expected after the implementation of the 

SWPBS system begun 4 and 4.5 years ago. Problem behavior could be reduced if the staff 

increased their use of programmed consequences, e.g., increased their use of positive 

attention even more, if the behavior was more consistent, less variable, and if they would 

sytematically use redirection of problem behavior, as well as decreasing even more their 

inappropriate ignoring of students behavior. A lot of variability is still present in the staff’s 

behavior. 
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In spite of this, it was surprising that the behavior of staff changed as much as it did. 

The staff didn’t participate in the SWPBS training since it took place during their working 

hours. Some of the staff working in the after-school program also work in the mornings in 

the schools, e.g., as a teachers’ aids to intervene in managing behavior problems or with 

children with disabilities. They thus got occasionally trained in SWPBS strategies and 

transferred SWPBS methods to the after-school program. 

 It is also surpising that the behavior of the staff has changed as much as it has 

especially when one considers that in one of the schools, changes in management have 

taken place a total of four times since the beginning of the study. Changes have also taken 

place among the psychologists who have guided the schools in adopting and implementing 

the SWPBS system, some who had been well trained have left and others who did not 

receive training took over. However, these psychologists working for the schools did not 

receive any compensation for adding the task of guiding the schools in the implementation 

of SWPBS to their ever increasing work load, consultation to the schools was therefore 

much less than originally planned and promised. Of course, the financial crisis that began in 

the fall of 2008 had an impact on the budget of the municipality affecting the budget for 

consultation and of the schools. Nevertheless, the SWPBS teams in the schools remained 

active and motivated, they are the ones mostly responsible for the changes that have taken 

place and they have expressed satisfaction with the changes that have taken place against all 

odds. 
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