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Abstract

Research on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) has been conducted extensively in the United States, but
examining the implementation of PBIS in other countries is also essential. Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports
has been implemented in school settings in several European countries for many years. To the best of our knowledge, no
literature reviews have focused on PBIS implementations in European countries. This scoping review provides an overview
of the literature on the implementation and adaptation of PBIS in European countries. We searched the electronic
databases of ERIC, Scopus, and the Web of Science. Studies were included based on a priori eligibility criteria. For each
of the identified 30 studies from |2 countries, we examined the country and number of research studies on SW-PBIS
Tier |, implementation details, the author reported essential elements and cultural adaptation, study characteristics, and
outcomes. Results showed that researchers in the Nordic countries and the Netherlands have made significant progress in
SW-PBIS implementations. Researchers in other European countries also have made great efforts to adapt and spread PBIS
in their local contexts. Most adaptations incorporated essential elements of PBIS. However, we identified gaps in equity,
policy, and technical assistance centers in most of these adaptations.
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Educators frequently encounter problematic student behav-
iors in school settings. Historically, their responses to these
student behaviors involved exclusionary disciplinary prac-
tices. Every year, a substantial number of grades k—12 stu-
dents miss out on instructional time in schools because of
exclusionary disciplinary actions such as suspensions and
expulsions. According to the U.S. Office for Civil Rights
(U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil Rights,
2023), approximately 786,600 students received one or
more in-school suspensions, and 28,300 students were
expelled from schools in a single year. Similarly, the United
Kingdom Department of Education (2024) report high-
lighted that 263,904 suspensions and 3,039 permanent
exclusions were reported in the spring term of the 2022—
2023 school year. Although exclusionary disciplinary prac-
tices have commonly been used to address problematic
student behavior in schools, past studies have documented
the detrimental consequences of exclusionary disciplinary
actions on students’ later behavioral (e.g., American
Psychological Association Zero Tolerance Task Force,
2008; Losen & Gillespie, 2012; Wilkerson & Afacan, 2022)
and academic outcomes (e.g., Lassen et al., 2006).

One of the alternative approaches to exclusionary disci-
plinary practices in schools is Positive Behavioral Interventions
and Supports (PBIS). Positive Behavioral Interventions and
Supports is a preventative, evidence-based, and multitiered
system of support framework that provides behavioral support
for all students in schools (Sugai & Horner, 2006). Recent sta-
tistics show that nearly 30,000 schools have implemented
PBIS in the United States (Center on PBIS, 2024).

Positive Behavioral Interventions and  Supports
consists of five essential elements: systems, practices, data,
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outcomes, and equity (Center on PBIS, 2023). The PBIS
team must focus on the development and maintenance of the
system to ensure high implementation fidelity (Horner &
Sugai, 2015). A system can be defined as the policies, team
structures, database systems, funding, regulations, and tech-
nical assistance necessary to ensure the fidelity and sustain-
ability of PBIS (Center on PBIS, 2023; MclIntosh et al.,
2010). In schools, the system should include (a) the estab-
lishment of an engaged leadership team, (b) the provision of
training and support to the individual members of teams, (c)
the resources and time so that teams can receive training and
practice skills during training, and (d) the adaptation of pro-
cedures in response to the data, local cultural values, and
organizational variables (Horner & Sugai, 2015). By incor-
porating these practices, schools can implement PBIS with
high fidelity and sustain practices with meaningful outcomes
for students (Center on PBIS, 2023; Horner & Sugai, 2015;
Mclntosh et al., 2010).

Practices can be defined as the evidence-based supports
and interventions selected to achieve the desired outcomes
and delivered by typical intervention agents such as imple-
menters and educators. School-wide practices include
establishing a shared vision and approach to supporting stu-
dent behavior in the mission or vision statement (Center on
PBIS, 2023). Students are provided with a continuum of
behavioral support practices across three tiers (i.e., Tier 1,
Tier 2, and Tier 3). In Tier 1, the school’s PBIS team estab-
lishes three to five clearly stated expectations, teaches these
expectations explicitly and reinforces the expected behav-
iors with a continuum of recognition strategies to ensure the
success of all students. Recognition strategies include pro-
viding behavior-specific feedback, encouraging appropriate
behavior, and response strategies that re-teach and discour-
age inappropriate behavior in a multitiered approach. The
effectiveness of practices is monitored through the collec-
tion and use of student behavior data to guide ongoing deci-
sion-making (Center on PBIS, 2024; Horner et al., 2014).
The Tier 2 of PBIS is designed for students who are unre-
sponsive to Tier 1 practices. This tier can include approxi-
mately 10% to 15% of the total students in a school, and
these students require additional behavioral support,
increased adult supervision, prompts, and reminders.
Finally, the Tier 3 of PBIS provides intensive and individu-
alized behavior support for a smaller number of students for
whom tier one, and tier two supports are ineffective (Center
on PBIS, 2024).

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Support teams in
schools use several types of data to monitor and evaluate
systems, practices, and outcomes to ensure continuous
improvement through proactive problem-solving (Center
on PBIS, 2023). These data usually include implementation
fidelity, student outcomes, and needs. As a result, schools
implementing PBIS gather and use data to guide their
implementation and evaluate outcomes. To contribute to

equitable outcomes for all students and staff, the decision-
making process must consider local culture and context
(Center on PBIS, 2023; Horner et al., 2010, 2018; McIntosh
et al., 2017). Outcomes aim to determine whether PBIS is
being implemented as intended or designed and reflects the
values of the local context (such as enhanced prosocial
behavior, reduced disciplinary incidents, increased instruc-
tional time, and reduced disparities). School leadership
teams, families, students, and educators collaborate to
establish goals and develop and implement plans. Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports outcomes include
academic and behavior outcomes that are specified,
endorsed, emphasized, and monitored. Schools select out-
comes based on their significance to local communities in
terms of social and educational needs (Center on PBIS,
2023). PBIS also focuses on equity across all essential ele-
ments, recognizing the impact of local environments, indi-
vidual characteristics (e.g., abilities, race, and gender),
learning histories, and language on implementation fidelity
and outcomes.

Several studies have evaluated the effectiveness of PBIS
implementation on school discipline outcomes. Findings
from empirical research have shown that PBIS is effective in
reducing reported disciplinary actions in schools. For exam-
ple, schools that implemented PBIS reported significantly
fewer problem behaviors and exclusionary disciplinary out-
comes than schools that did not implement PBIS in the
United States (Gage et al., 2019, 2020; Gage, Lee, et al.,
2018; Gage, Whitford, et al., 2018; Grasley-Boy et al.,
2019). In schools where PBIS was implemented, students
with disabilities were less likely to be subject to exclusion-
ary disciplinary actions than students with disabilities who
received education in schools where PBIS was not imple-
mented (Gage, Lee, et al., 2018; Simonsen et al., 2022).
Students with disabilities were also less likely to be referred
to alternative schools because of behaviors deemed prob-
lematic in PBIS schools (Grasley-Boy et al., 2019).
Moreover, PBIS aims to do more than reduce the frequency
and severity of behavioral events that result in disciplinary
exclusions. Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports
also aims to enhance students’ academic performance by
improving access to instruction. By reducing misbehavior
through PBIS, teachers can provide effective academic
instruction for students (Scott et al., 2019). In the U.S. state
of Missouri, for example, students with disabilities in
schools that implemented the PBIS framework had more
academic gains. They spent more time in general education
classrooms than students with disabilities in schools that did
not implement PBIS (Gage et al., 2014). Thus, findings from
various studies indicate that PBIS can be regarded as an
evidence-based practice for reducing exclusionary disciplin-
ary outcomes for all students (Santiago-Rosario et al., 2023).

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports is a flex-
ible framework that offers opportunities for researchers and
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educators to adapt and modify its components for use in dif-
ferent educational and noneducational settings. For exam-
ple, PBIS can be implemented with some adaptations in
alternative education schools that serve students with behav-
ioral difficulties (Grasley-Boy et al., 2021; Simonsen &
Sugai, 2013), rural school settings (L. Kern et al., 2022),
secure juvenile justice settings (Scheuermann et al., 2023),
therapeutic group home environments for youths with sig-
nificant emotional/behavioral needs (Scheuermann et al.,
2023), and home environments (Center on PBIS, 2020).
These variations in PBIS implementation highlight the
importance of considering the local contexts and resources
of schools and other organizations (e.g., public schools, resi-
dential settings, daycare centers, alternative schools), includ-
ing culture, language, and socioeconomic status, when
designing and implementing PBIS (Leverson et al., 2021).

While PBIS has been implemented in nearly 30,000
schools in the United States (Center on PBIS, 2024), efforts
have been made to expand its practices to other countries,
such as many countries throughout Europe (e.g., Goei & De
Pry, 2024; Kincaid et al., 2023; Kourca & Phtiaka, 2023;
Paal et al., 2024) and across the Pan-Pacific (e.g., Barker
et al., 2023; Fox et al., 2021; Hayward et al., 2023; Luh
etal., 2025; Okamura et al., 2023). Although PBIS has been
implemented in these countries for several years, research-
ers have highlighted the importance of cultural and contex-
tual fit. Thus, PBIS should be culturally and contextually
responsive to the diverse and changing needs of local
schools and organizations in different countries (Bal et al.,
2016, 2018; Leverson et al., 2021).

It is essential to investigate the global implementation of
PBIS to demonstrate its worldwide expansion in different
countries. While PBIS has been extensively researched in
the United States, examining new practices in different
countries remains an important area of inquiry. Globally,
schools require a framework to create secure environments
for all individuals. Therefore, examining the cultural and
contextual experiences of people who implement PBIS in
different countries’ local schools is crucial. Learning about
the experiences of people who adapt and implement PBIS in
different countries can provide valuable insights for people
seeking to initiate similar processes in their local contexts.

One such adaptation of PBIS can be examined in European
countries, where researchers in several countries have been
implementing PBIS in school settings for years (e.g., Goei,
2013; Hazar, 2014; Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023; McClean et al.,
2023; Van Oudheusden & Hazar, 2014). For instance, the
EuroPBS project, funded by the European Commission' in
2010 (Lewis, 2010), implemented PBIS in target schools in
the Netherlands, Finland, Tirkiye, Portugal, and Hungary.
Since then, numerous initiatives, among others from Cyprus,
Germany, Denmark, the Czech Republic, Lithuania, and
Spain, have emerged. In 2015, these initiatives united under
the PBS-Europe Network (Goei, 2014, 2016; Goei & Kourea,
2017a; PBS-Europe Network, 2025a). This network became

an official network of the U.S. Association for Positive
Behavior Support (APBS) in 2016 (Goei & Kourea, 2017b).
Each year, the PBS-Europe Network organizes events and a
research symposium (Paal et al., 2024; PBS-Europe Network,
2025b). The Dutch PBS network organized its fifth research
symposium in Zwolle (the Netherlands) after a 4-year hiatus
due to COVID-19 and 6th research symposium of the PBS-
Europe Network took place 2024, in Vantaa, Finland (PBS-
Europe Network, 2025b). It provided a platform for
researchers and educators from various European countries
to present their PBIS implementation work. It is evident that
PBIS has gained traction in several European countries, with
increasing interest and attention. Therefore, learning from the
diverse experiences of people who implement PBIS in differ-
ent European countries is beneficial.

To date, researchers have conducted several reviews on the
different aspects of PBIS implementation. For example, liter-
ature reviews on PBIS implementation have focused on high
school settings (e.g., Estrapala et al., 2021), alternative educa-
tion settings (e.g., Grasley-Boy et al., 2021), disciplinary
exclusion (e.g., Gage, Whitford, et al., 2018), academic and
behavioral outcomes (e.g., Lee & Gage, 2020; Noltemeyer
et al., 2019), the social validity of Tier 2 interventions (e.g.,
Beahm et al., 2024), and facilitators and barriers to the sus-
tained implementation of PBIS (e.g., Fox et al., 2022). To the
best of our knowledge, no literature reviews have focused
exclusively on implementing PBIS in European countries.

Purpose of the Present Scoping Review

The primary purpose of this scoping review was to map and
summarize the existing literature on the implementation of
SW-PBIS Tier 1 in Europe, and to identify gaps based on
published studies that meet the eligibility criteria. By docu-
menting existing SW-PBIS studies in Europe, our review
examined the extant body of published research on imple-
menting SW-PBIS across European countries. The main
research question was, “What studies and knowledge exists
on SW-PBIS Tier 1 implementation in Europe?” In this con-
text, we focused on the country and number of research stud-
ies on SW-PBIS Tier 1, implementation details of SW-PBIS
such as the initial implementation date, targeted tiers, school
type and/or grade levels, and native language name of
SW-PBIS across European countries. We examined how
European countries adapted the essential elements of PBIS,
focusing on culturally appropriate versions as described in
the reviewed studies. Moreover, we examined the character-
istics of the published studies, including their designs, depen-
dent variables, samples, and implementation fidelity. Last,
we synthesized the outcomes using a narrative approach.

Method

We conducted this review following the PRISMA Extension
for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA ScR) checklist (Tricco
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et al., 2018). A scoping review aims to provide an overview
or map of the existing evidence (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005)
for the purpose of investigating the breadth or extent of the
literature, mapping and summarizing the evidence, and
informing future research (Tricco et al., 2016).

Eligibility Criteria

We included the studies in the review based on the following
criteria: (1) articles that focused on Tier 1 SW-PBIS imple-
mentation, including (a) qualitative studies, (b) quantitative
studies, and (¢) mixed method studies; (2) studies that were
conducted in European countries; and (3) studies that were
written in English and published in peer-reviewed journals.
We did not limit our review to a specific publication year. We
excluded studies from the review if they were not conducted
in European countries, policy documents, reviews, expert
opinions, commentaries, conference abstracts, theses or stud-
ies that only focused on Tier 2 or Tier 3.

Search Strategy

We searched for articles in three electronic databases:
ERIC, Scopus, and Web of Science-all editions. The first
author, an academic in special education, and the second
author, a researcher with a PhD in special education, com-
prehensively searched each database. Both researchers con-
structed search strings and conducted the search separately
adapting the search strings for each database. Boolean oper-
ators AND and OR are connected to the search string. For
the ERIC database, we used the following search strings:
“School-wide positive behavio#r* support” OR (“Positive
behavio#r intervention* and support*”) OR (“School-wide
positive behavio#r* intervention* and support*”) OR
“Positive behavio#r support*” OR PBIS OR SW-PBS OR
SW-PBIS. In the Web of Science database, we used the fol-
lowing search terms: “School-wide positive behavio$r*
support” (All Fields) OR “School-wide positive behavio$r*
intervention* and support*” (All Fields) OR SW-PBS (All
Fields) OR SW-PBIS (All Fields) OR “Positive behavio$r
intervention* and support*” (All Fields) OR “Positive
behavio$r support*” (All Fields) OR PBIS (All Fields). For
the Scopus database, we used the following search terms:
“School-wide positive behavio*r* support” OR “Positive
behavio*r intervention* and support*” OR “School-wide
positive behavio*r* intervention* and support*” OR
“Positive behavio*r support*” OR PBIS OR SW-PBS OR
SW-PBIS. We examined the search terms in the articles’
abstracts, titles, and keywords. We completed the search
process on December 27, 2023.

Study Selection

Figure 1 shows a flow diagram of the PRISMA review pro-
cess (Page et al., 2021). Once we completed the initial

database searches, we used automation tools such as region,
country, peer-reviewed, and journal articles to exclude irrel-
evant results. Consequently, automation tools removed
17,508 items retrieved from the initial search, leaving 4,015
items for the screening process. The first and second author
independently reviewed the titles and abstracts of the iden-
tified records (n = 4,015). Following this initial screening,
we conducted a full-text review of the studies (n = 715).
We selected articles that met the eligibility criteria. We cal-
culated the inter-rater reliability of the screening process to
ensure consistency and reliability. We calculated inter-rater
reliability for study inclusion using the formula: (number of
agreed articles/total articles) X 100, resulting in 93.3%
agreement ([28/30] X 100). We discussed and reached a
consensus on the inclusion of studies with discrepancies. In
total, 30 articles met the inclusion criteria and were included
in this review.

Data Extraction

We identified key variables to map and summarize SW-PBIS
adaptation in Europe. Using a pre-prepared and piloted table,
we extracted the following data: (a) the country and number
of research studies on SW-PBIS Tier 1; (b) implementation
details of SW-PBIS, including information on the initial
implementation date, which tiers were targeted, which school
types and/or grade levels of the PBIS was adapted, and the
native language name of SW-PBIS; (c) an overview of the
essential elements of PBIS, including which aligned with the
essential elements presented by the PBIS Implementation
Blueprint (Center on PBIS, 2023) and which elements were
culturally adapted; (d) characteristics of the studies, includ-
ing their designs, dependent variables, sample sizes and
implementation fidelities; and (e) outcomes.

The first author independently extracted relevant data from
all studies. Following training, the second author completed
the data extraction template for all studies. We calculated an
inter-rater reliability (IRR) score for the full sample by divid-
ing the number of agreed items by the agreement and disagree-
ment numbers of items and multiplying by 100. Consequently,
the calculated IRR was 94.6% (86/91). The researchers then
discussed any disagreements and reached consensus.

Results

Country and Number of Research Studies on
SW-PBIS Tier |

Table 1 summarizes the country and number of research
studies that implemented SW-PBIS Tier 1. We identified
30 research articles that reported implementing SW-PBIS
Tier 1 across 12 countries. Four of the 12 countries were
Nordic: Norway, Sweden, Denmark, and Finland. Three
countries represented the Mediterranean region: Spain,
Greece, and Cyprus. Western European countries
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]

Identification of Studies

Identification

25552 records identified through
database searching

Databases searched:
ERIC (n=2315)
WoS (n=3650)
SCOPUS (n = 19557)

Records removed before the
screening:
Records marked as
ineligible by
automation tools (n =
17508)

4015 records screened

Records excluded
(n=3300)

Screening

715 Full-text articles
assessed for eligibility

Reports excluded:
Not relevant (n = 648)

Duplicate (n = 37)

[

]

Included

[

Studies included in the review
(n=30)

Figure |. PRISMA Flow Diagram (Page et al., 2021) of Study Inclusion.

Table I. Number of Research Studies Implementing SW-PBIS Tier | in European Countries.

Number of

Country research studies Citation

Belgium 2 Deltour et al., 2021, 2022

Cyprus 2 (Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023; Michael, Nikiforou, et al., 2023)

Cyprus & Greece | (Michael, Goutas, et al., 2023)

Denmark | (Jensen, 2021)

Finland | (Heiskanen et al., 2023)

France | (Kubiszewski et al., 2023)

Greece | (Goutas et al., 2021)

Netherlands 5 (Nelen, Blonk, et al., 2020; Nelen et al.,, 2021; Nelen, Willemse, et al., 2020; Wienen
et al,, 2019; Willemse et al., 2023)

Norway 8 (Borgen, Frgnes, & Raaum, 2021; Borgen, Raaum, et al., 2021; Haugen, 2018; Ogden
et al,, 2007; Serlie & Ogden, 2007, 2015; Serlie et al., 2016, 2018)

Romania | (Dumitru et al., 2022)

Spain | (Simoé-Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021)

Sweden 5 (Bodin et al., 2016; Fohlin et al., 2023; Ingemarson et al., 2014, 2016; Nylén et al., 2021)

Tirkiye | (Melekoglu & Diken, 2022)

included Belgium, France, and the Netherlands. There
were two countries in Eastern Europe: Romania and

Tiirkiye.

Researchers conducted eight studies in Norway
(Borgen, Frones, & Raaum, 2021; Borgen, Raaum, et al.,
2021; Haugen, 2018; Ogden et al., 2007; Serlie & Ogden,
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Table 2. Implementation Details by Country, School Type, Initial Date of Implementation, and Targeted Tiers of SW-PBIS.

Initial Targeted School type and/or Native language
Country (Citation) implementation date tiers levels name of SW-PBIS
Norway (Borgen, Frenes, & Raaum, 2002 1,2,3 Primary (Grades 1-7) PALS (Positive
2021; Borgen, Raaum, et al., 2021; behavioral and
Ogden et al,, 2007; Serlie et al., 2016, supportive learning
2018; Serlie & Ogden, 2007, 2015) environment)
Sweden (Bodin et al., 2016; Ingemarson 2005 | Primary (Grades 4-9) PS (Prevention in
et al, 2016, 2014) School)
Sweden (Fohlin et al.,, 2023; Nylén 2018 1,2,3 Kindergarten to IBIS (Inclusive
etal., 2021) secondary Behavioral Support
in Schools)
Denmark (Jensen, 2021) 2008 1,2,3 Primary & lower PALS
secondary (Years 0-9)
Netherlands (Nelen, Blonk, et al., 2020; 2009 1,2,3 Primary, secondary, & Not reported
Nelen et al., 2021; Nelen, Willemse, special education
et al,, 2020; Wienen et al,, 2019;
Willemse et al., 2023)
France (Kubiszewski et al., 2023) 2016 | Secondary Not reported
Belgium (Deltour et al.,, 2021, 2022) 2017 1,2,3 High-need primary & SCP (SW-PBIS)
secondary
Tirkiye (Melekoglu & Diken, 2022) 2017 l,2 Preschools Not reported
Finland (Heiskanen et al., 2023) 2018 | Early childhood ProVaka
education and care
centers
Spain (Simé-Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021) 2018 | Special education Not reported
Greece (Goutas et al., 2021; Michael, 2019 | Primary Not reported
Goutas, et al., 2023)
Cyprus (Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023; 2019 | Primary Not reported
Michael, Nikiforou, et al., 2023)
Romania (Dumitru et al., 2022) 2019 | Secondary Not reported

2007, 2015; Serlie et al., 2016, 2018). Five studies took
place in the Netherlands (Nelen, Blonk, et al., 2020;
Nelen et al., 2021; Nelen, Willemse, et al., 2020; Wienen
et al., 2019; Willemse et al., 2023) and five studies took
place in Sweden (Bodin et al., 2016; Fohlin et al., 2023;
Ingemarson et al., 2016, 2014; Nylén et al., 2021).
Researchers completed two studies in Cyprus (Kourea &
Phtiaka, 2023; Michael, Nikiforou, et al., 2023) and two
studies in Belgium (Deltour et al., 2021, 2022).
Researchers conducted one study each in (Denmark
Jensen, 2021), Greece (Goutas et al., 2021), Spain (Simo-
Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021), Tiirkiye (Melekoglu &
Diken, 2022), Finland (Heiskanen et al., 2023), Romania
(Dumitru et al., 2022), and France (Kubiszewski et al.,
2023). One study occurred in Cyprus and Greece
(Michael, Goutas, et al., 2023). According to the publica-
tion dates, the first studies were conducted in Norway
(Ogden et al., 2007; Serlie & Ogden, 2007) and Sweden
(Ingemarson et al., 2014). These publications were fol-
lowed by publications resulting from research in the
Netherlands (Wienen et al., 2019) and (Denmark Jensen,
2021). Publication dates ranged from 2021 to 2023

among the remaining studies. Nearly 70% of these stud-
ies were published after 2020.

Implementation Details

Table 2 presents the implementation details of SW-PBIS,
including the initial implementation date, the targeted tiers,
school type and/or grade levels, and the native language
name of SW-PBIS. Rather than alphabetical organization
by study or country, we arranged the findings in this table
chronologically by author-reported initial implementation
date. Notably, the initial implementations occurred in
Nordic countries, with Norway in 2002 (Borgen, Raaum,
et al., 2021), Sweden in 2005 (Ingemarson et al., 2016) and
2018 (Nylén et al., 2021), and Denmark in 2008 (Jensen,
2021). Following the Nordic countries, researchers in the
Netherlands implemented SW-PBIS in 2009 (Nelen, Blonk,
et al., 2020). Researchers in eight countries implemented
SW-PBIS between 2016 and 2019.

Among the 12 countries, researchers in (Ingemarson
et al., 2014, 2016) Sweden (Bodin et al., 2016), France
(Kubiszewski et al., 2023), Finland (Heiskanen et al., 2023),
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Spain (Simo-Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021), Greece (Goutas
et al., 2021; Michael, Goutas, et al., 2023), Cyprus (Kourea
& Phtiaka, 2023; Michael, Nikiforou, et al., 2023) and
Romania (Dumitru et al., 2022) targeted only Tier 1.
However, researchers in Norway (Borgen, Frenes, &
Raaum, 2021; Borgen, Raaum, et al., 2021; Ogden et al.,
2007; Serlie et al., 2016, 2018; Serlie & Ogden, 2007,
2015), (Denmark Jensen, 2021), Netherlands (Nelen,
Blonk, et al., 2020; Nelen et al., 2021; Nelen, Willemse,
etal., 2020; Wienen et al., 2019; Willemse et al., 2023), and
Belgium (Deltour et al., 2021, 2022) targeted all three tiers.
Researchers in Tirkiye implemented Tier 1 and Tier 2
(Melekoglu & Diken, 2022). It is also important to note that
the recent Sweden implementation, IBIS, targeted all tiers
(Fohlin et al., 2023; Nylén et al., 2021).

While researchers mainly implemented SW-PBIS in pri-
mary and secondary schools, they also extended implemen-
tations to special education settings in the Netherlands
(Willemse et al., 2023), and Spain (Simod-Pinatella &
Carvalho, 2021). In Belgium, SW-PBIS has also been
implemented for students with diverse linguistic and cul-
tural backgrounds in high-need secondary and primary
schools (Deltour et al., 2022). Initially, researchers in
Sweden implemented SW-PBIS only for primary schools
(Ingemarson et al., 2016) but later expanded its implemen-
tation from kindergarten to secondary school under the IBIS
program (Fohlinetal.,2023; Nylénetal.,2021). Researchers
in Finland (Heiskanen et al., 2023), Sweden (Fohlin et al.,
2023; Nylén et al., 2021), and Tiirkiye (Melekoglu & Diken,
2022) also included early childhood education settings in
their implementation research.

Researchers in only five countries provided information
regarding the SW-PBIS name in their native language.
Specifically, SW-PBIS is called PALS in Norway (Borgen,
Raaum, et al., 2021) and (Denmark Jensen, 2021), SCP in
Belgium (Deltour et al., 2021, 2022) and ProVaka in Finland
(Heiskanen et al.,, 2023). Initially, Sweden used PS
(Ingemarson et al., 2016) but more recently has used IBIS
(Fohlin et al., 2023; Nylén et al., 2021).

Overview of Essential Elements and Cultural
Adaptations

Table 3 presents an overview of essential elements and cultural
adaptations. We focused on how researchers adapted SW-PBIS
according to the essential elements of the PBIS Implementation
Blueprint (Center on PBIS, 2023) and which cultural adapta-
tion features researchers reported. As a result, we provided a
summary of the essential elements incorporated by researchers
in each country, including cultural adaptations and regional
influences in this section. We also presented specific funding
sources across the reviewed studies.

As a part of the system element, researchers indicated
that they established leadership teams and coaches to assist
in SW-PBIS implementations. The key strategies included

monitoring, evaluating, disseminating, and selecting, train-
ing and coaching staff based on data (Deltour et al., 2021,
2022; Heiskanen et al., 2023; Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023;
Michael, Goutas, et al., 2023; Nelen, Blonk, et al., 2020;
Nylén et al., 2021; Simé-Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021; Serlie
& Ogden, 2007, 2015; Willemse et al., 2023). For practices,
researchers targeted Tier 1 interventions (Bodin et al., 2016;
Dumitru et al., 2022; Goutas et al., 2021; Heiskanen et al.,
2023; Ingemarson et al., 2014, 2016; Kourea & Phtiaka,
2023; Kubiszewski et al., 2023; Michael, Goutas, et al.,
2023; Simd-Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021). Practices included
collaboratively developed positive behavior expectations,
strategies to reinforce expected behaviors and discourage
undesired ones, and efforts to strengthen school-family
partnerships, supported by team-based approaches and
external coaching (Borgen, Frenes, & Raaum, 2021;
Deltour et al., 2022; Dumitru et al., 2022; Heiskanen et al.,
2023; Ingemarson et al., 2016; Jensen, 2021; Kubiszewski
et al., 2023; Michael, Goutas, et al., 2023; Nylén et al.,
2021; Simo-Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021).

Data analysis included an assessment of SW-PBIS’s
effectiveness and evaluations of implementation fidelity in
several studies. Data collection and monitoring supported
the decision-making process within schools (Deltour et al.,
2021, 2022; Heiskanen et al., 2023; Kourea & Phtiaka,
2023; Melekoglu & Diken, 2022; Michael, Goutas, et al.,
2023; Nelen, Blonk, et al., 2020; Nylén et al., 2021; Simo6-
Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021; Serlie & Ogden, 2007, 2015;
Willemse et al., 2023). Researchers in the Netherlands
(Nelen et al., 2021) and Norway (Borgen, Raaum, et al.,
2021; Ogden et al., 2007) also adapted the U.S. originated
School-Wide Information System (SWIS) to support data-
based decision-making by modifying it to align with their
specific data needs. Outcomes included improvements in
school and classroom climate, reductions in problem behav-
iors, increased social competence, academic achievement,
and enhanced teacher collective efficacy (Deltour et al.,
2021, 2022; Bodin et al., 2016; Borgen, Raaum, et al., 2021;
Jensen, 2021; Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023; Michael, Goutas,
et al., 2023; Nelen et al., 2021; Ogden et al., 2007; Serlie &
Ogden, 2007, 2015; Simdé-Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021;
Wienen et al., 2019). Importantly, the initial Swedish imple-
mentation, PS, was not equipped with a data system for
continuously documenting and evaluating program output
(Bodin et al., 2016).

The results showed various cultural adaptations of
SW-PBIS across European countries, shaped to align with
each country’s educational structure and cultural norms. In
Norway, the PALS system maintained most aspects of the
U.S. SW-PBIS framework, with minor adjustments to train-
ing materials, including culturally relevant pictures and
response cards, and introduced a nationally standardized
quality assurance system (Borgen, Frones, & Raaum, 2021;
Borgen, Raaum, et al., 2021; Ogden et al., 2007; Serlic et al.,
2016, 2018; Serlie & Ogden, 2007, 2015). Sweden’s PS
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Table 3. Overview of Essential Elements and Cultural Adaptation of SW-PBIS by European Country.

Country (Citation) Overview of essential elements and cultural adaptation

Belgium (Deltour et al., 2022) Based on the successful implementation of SW-PBIS in the Netherlands, the adaptation was made. Funding for the implementation
was provided by the Administration générale de la Fédération Wallonie-Bruxelles, a public administrative body responsible for
education and cultural affairs in the Wallonia-Brussels region. To develop the system, schools formed SW-PBIS teams. Tier I, 2, and
3 interventions were the focus of the practices. Data collection was integrated into the decision-making process, and schools were
trained to use it for behavior management. Implementation fidelity was assessed using both internal (Tiered Fidelity Inventory, TFI)
and external measures (School-wide Evaluation Tool, SET), with schools achieving sufficient Tier | fidelity by year 3. For outcomes,
school climate and the success of cultural adaptation of SW-PBIS for the Belgian high-need schools’ context were measured.

Cyprus (Kourea & Phtiaka, As part of the Erasmus+ Key Action 3 project funded by the European Commission, the SW-PBIS was adapted. In adapting SW-PBIS,
2023; Michael, Nikiforou, et the core features of systems, practices, data, and outcomes were addressed. The system was adapted to fit Cyprus’s centralized
al., 2023) education structure, with involvement from school inspectors and leadership teams supported by an external coach. The practices

focused on Tier | by using culturally responsive behavioral lesson plans in combination with audio and visual aids depicting Cypriot
students and teachers displaying predetermined student behavior expectations. Data collection was aligned with the Ministry’s
School Improvement Plan policy. Although there was no formal accountability structure, the research team provided guidance for
schools in data collection and monitoring. Implementation fidelity was evaluated using an adapted SET. Outcomes were assessed
based on student social and academic behaviors and alignment with national policies and the Ministry’s improvement goals.
Denmark (Jensen, 2021) The SW-PBIS was adapted from the PALS framework, developed in Norway. To develop the system, municipalities and schools
in Denmark collaborated. The framework was implemented in municipalities that already used Parent Management Training
Oregon in collaboration with the school. Tiers I, 2, and 3 were the focus of the practices. Data collection was integrated into
the behavior management system to identify students with additional needs and allocate them to the second and third tiers of
the program. However, detailed data on implementation fidelity was lacking. Outcomes aimed to reduce problem behaviors and
improve students’ social outcomes. The Danish adaptation faced challenges aligning with the educational culture, where teachers
have significant freedom in choosing methods. The SW-PBIS brought significant changes by ensuring school staff had a consistent
understanding of acceptable and unacceptable behavior. Teachers were trained to explicitly teach expected behaviors and focus on
positive interactions with students. This created a more structured approach to behavior management than the traditional Danish

system
Finland (Heiskanen et al., SW-PBIS has been adapted through ProVaka to meet the needs of Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC) centers, emphasizing
2023) strong local capacity to ensure sustainability. To develop system, leadership teams were established in ECEC centers to guide

the process, develop action plans, and ensure high-fidelity implementation with external coaching support. Funding for the
implementation in Finland was provided by the Finnish Agency for Education, a national organization overseeing educational
development and support. The practices focused on Tier |, promoting inclusive education and social-emotional skills among
children. Data collection details were unclear in the reviewed research. It was unclear what type of data was collected, who was
responsible for collecting it, or how the data were monitored. While specific outcome data were not provided, the pilot project’s
success in achieving sufficient fidelity suggests that the ProVaka framework can improve social-emotional learning and behavior.
A key feature of the Finnish ECEC system is the high level of autonomy given to municipalities and teachers in selecting teaching
methods. As part of the cultural adaptation, each ECEC center created behavior expectations based on their own values, following
their own schedules and teaching methods to meet the specific needs of the children.
France (Kubiszewski et al,, The adaptation of SW-PBIS in France is not discussed in extensive detail, as researchers cite another study for a more thorough

2023) examination, which was not included due to the study’s inclusion criteria. It is noted that the implementation was led by the
regional education authority and regular education staff, rather than researchers, due to the highly centralized nature of the
education system and policies.

Greece (Goutas et al., 2021; The SW-PBIS was adapted through funding from the European Commission (Erasmus+ Key Action 3 project). The system was
Michael, Goutas, et al., adapted to fit the centralized Greek educational structure. External coaches played a key role in providing training and ongoing
2023) support to school leadership teams and staff. The practices focused on Tier | interventions. Data collection was integrated into

decision-making, and implementation fidelity was assessed using the TFl and the SET, both translated into Greek. Outcomes were
measured through improvements in collective teacher efficacy.

Netherlands (Nelen, Blonk, To develop the SW-PBIS system, a consortium of universities of applied sciences and youth care organizations collaborated.
et al,, 2020; Nelen et al., Adaptation emphasized five key features: a school-wide approach based on shared values, a multi-tiered prevention approach,
2021; Nelen, Willemse, teaching expectations with positive reinforcement, data-driven decision-making, and partnerships with parents. The system was
et al., 2020; Wienen et al., adapted to fit the Dutch educational context, aligned with local legislation and teachers’ autonomy. Leadership teams were
2019; Willemse et al., 2023) established to oversee implementation, supported by trained external coaches. The adaptation was funded by school resources.

The practices focused on Tiers |, 2, and 3, with an emphasis on Tier |, using culturally adaptive methods such as group rewards
and simple gestures to reinforce behavior, as token economies and behavior-specific praise faced initial resistance. Furthermore,
given the autonomy of schools, it is possible to distinguish between two tendencies in implementation strategies: the use of
manualized SW-PBIS procedures and techniques or the use of more flexible strategies and techniques. Various coaching methods
developed in response to schools’ autonomy, with some supported by formally trained professionals and others by individuals
who gained knowledge independently. Additionally, some schools implemented SW-PBIS independently without external guidance.
Collaboration with stakeholders has also been developed based on local laws and organizational structures. As many Dutch primary
schools require parents to supervise their children during lunchtime, SW-PBIS training materials have been developed for these
parents. Data-driven decision-making was a key component, with behavior incident forms replacing Office Discipline Referrals
(ODRs), and a Dutch version of the Schoolwide Information System (SWIS) introduced in 2014. Outcomes focused on improving
school climate and reducing problem behaviors, with implementation fidelity measured using the TFl and the SET.

(continued)
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Table 3. (continued)

Country (Citation)

Overview of essential elements and cultural adaptation

Norway (Borgen, Frenes,
& Raaum, 2021; Borgen,
Raaum, et al., 2021; Ogden
et al., 2007; Serlie et al.,
2016, 2018; Serlie & Ogden,
2007, 2015)

Romania (Dumitru et al.,
2022)

Spain (Simé-Pinatella &
Carvalho, 2021)

Sweden (Bodin et al.,
2016; Fohlin et al., 2023;
Ingemarson et al., 2014,
2016; Nylén et al., 2021)

Tirkiye (Melekoglu & Diken,
2022)

The N-PALS program, the Norwegian adaptation of SW-PBIS, was adapted in collaboration with the University of Oregon. The
N-PALS system was developed with minimal changes to the U.S. SW-PBIS framework, except for some adjustments to the training
materials, such as pictures and response cards. A key difference was the emphasis on a nationally standardized quality assurance
system. The Norwegian Center for Child Behavioral Development (NCCBD) oversees N-PALS implementation, which includes
developing school action plans, team-based training, and using web-based systems to track implementation fidelity and student
behavior. N-PALS practices include Tier I, Tier 2, and Tier 3 interventions. There is a handbook describing the core components,
but they are also adapted to the local context of every school. Data collection is integral to N-PALS, with schools using the
Norwegian version of SWIS to monitor student behavior and ensure data-driven decision-making. Implementation fidelity is also
measured. The program’s outcomes focus on reducing externalizing behaviors, establishing a positive school climate, and achieving
durable behavioral changes in high-risk students.

SW-PBIS was adapted with funding provided by the European Commission as part of its Erasmus+ Key Action 3 initiative. The SW-
PBIS adaptation in Romania is not discussed in detail. The researcher indicated that the PBIS framework was adapted, but specific
details on how it was done are unclear. The pandemic caused interruptions in adaptation, as schools were forced to close or shift
to different modes of instruction. Researcher implicated that the program had to be rethought and adapted for online settings, and
later for hybrid education, which combined online and in-person instruction.

The system was adapted with an SW-PBIS leadership team overseeing the implementation. A coach was also assigned to promote and
motivate the use of various preventive practices. The practices focused on Tier | interventions tailored to fit the special education
school context. Data collection was a key aspect of the intervention, guided by data-based decision-making, which was crucial for
identifying areas of concern, selecting practices, and evaluating the impact of interventions. Implementation fidelity was maintained
through coaching and regular monitoring by the leadership team to ensure staff adhered to the implementation and data collection
procedures. Outcomes were measured through improvements in student behavior, with a focus on creating a safer and more
positive environment for students with intellectual disabilities.

The PS program was the first Swedish initiative to implement SW-PBIS. It was developed inspired by Norway’s PALS program.
However, unlike PALS, PS focuses on primary prevention and does not include targeted interventions for at-risk students. A
steering group is responsible for the program’s implementation, initially supported by external consultants, before taking full
responsibility. In practices, the core components of PS are norm work, positive leadership, and a parental forum. Norm work
involves creating specific, measurable norms that reflect culturally relevant behavior management. This contrasts with the broader
school rules typically used in SW-PBIS. In addition, it includes consequences for violating norms. Positive leadership aims to provide
teachers with tools for developing effective communication with students to promote prosocial and norm-consistent behavior.
Teachers are trained in classroom management techniques such as praise, encouragement, and peer coaching, while the parental
forum emphasizes family involvement. Unlike SW-PBIS, the PS program does not use a formal data system to monitor outcomes.
The IBIS program, a more recent adaptation in Sweden, is based on Norway’s N-PALS program. It was adapted to fit the Swedish
context primarily intended to support inclusive behaviors by simplifying training materials and ensuring program fidelity through
training provided by Norwegian experts from the NCCBD.

The PBIS framework in Tiirkiye, was developed based on SW-PBIS implementation literature. The SW-PBIS-TR consists of four main
steps: “introduction and development of the education model, implementation, evaluation, and monitoring”. Researchers adapted
the system to fit the preschool education context, with teams leading the process. The SW-PBIS implementation was funded by
national project support agencies and university funds. The practices focused on Tier | and Tier 2 interventions. Data collection
was integrated into decision-making, with teachers and researchers using behavior matrices and pre- and post-test data to track
progress and adjust interventions as needed. Implementation fidelity was ensured using reliability forms. Outcomes were measured
through improvements in social behavior and reduction in problem behaviors among preschool students.

model included “norm work™ to establish specific and mea-
surable norms for behavior management that differed from
the broader school rules traditionally used in SW-PBIS (e.g.,
“At this school, we welcome each other” rather than “We
treat one another with respect”; Ingemarson et al., 2016). In
Denmark, the adaptation of SW-PBIS introduced significant
changes by establishing a consistent understanding of
acceptable and unacceptable behavior among all school
staff, creating a more structured approach to behavior man-
agement within the traditionally decentralized Danish edu-
cational system (Jensen, 2021).

Researchers in the Netherlands implemented both manu-
alized and flexible approaches due to high teacher auton-
omy. They also developed various coaching methods. They
used group rewards and simple gestures as culturally adap-
tive methods to reinforce positive behavior. As many Dutch
primary schools require parents to supervise their children

during lunchtime, SW-PBIS training materials have been
developed for these parents (Nelen, Blonk, et al., 2020;
Nelen et al., 2021; Nelen, Willemse, et al., 2020; Wienen
et al., 2019; Willemse et al., 2023).

In Finland, adaptation emphasized autonomy as each
center developed behavior expectations based on its val-
ues. Centers followed flexible schedules and teaching
methods to meet children’s specific needs (Heiskanen
et al., 2023). Researchers in Cyprus developed culturally
responsive lesson plans with audio and visual aids fea-
turing Cypriot students and teachers, aligning SW-PBIS
with the centralized education system and the Ministry’s
School Improvement Plan policy (Kourea & Phtiaka,
2023).

In various countries, regional influences were evident in
the adaptation of SW-PBIS. Sweden’s PS (Ingemarson
et al.,, 2014) and IBIS frameworks (Nylén et al., 2021),
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along with Denmark’s SW-PBIS adaptation (Jensen, 2021),
were based on Norway’s PALS framework, incorporating
similar strategies. Researchers in Belgium followed the
Netherlands’ example, modeling its SW-PBIS adaptation
on the successful Dutch implementation (Deltour et al.,
2022). Additionally, researchers in Greece, Cyprus, and
Romania collaborated on joint projects to implement
SW-PBIS in 2018 (Dumitru et al., 2022; Michael, Goutas,
et al., 2023), reflecting a shared regional approach to adap-
tation and implementation.

Reported funding for implementing SW-PBIS consisted
of governmental funding and intergovernmental funding.
National or regional agencies provided direct governmen-
tal funding as in Norway through the Norwegian Center for
Child Behavioral Development (NCCBD; Borgen, Frones,
& Raaum, 2021; Borgen, Raaum, et al., 2021; Serlic &
Ogden, 2015), The Scientific and Technological Research
Council of Tiirkiye (TUBITAK) and universities in Tiirkiye
(Melekoglu & Diken, 2022), the Administration générale
de la Fédération Wallonie-Bruxelles in Belgium (Deltour
et al.,, 2021, 2022), Finnish Agency for Education in
Finland (Heiskanen et al., 2023), and school-allocated
resources in the Netherlands (Nelen, Blonk, et al., 2020;
Nelen et al., 2021; Nelen, Willemse, et al., 2020; Willemse
et al., 2023). Intergovernmental organizations funded sev-
eral SW-PBIS adaptations, primarily the Erasmus+ Key
Action 3 program of the European Commission in coopera-
tion partnership with Cyprus Michael, Goutas, et al., 2023),
Romania (Dumitru et al., 2022), and Greece (Michael,
Goutas, et al., 2023). However, researchers in (Denmark
Jensen, 2021), Spain (Simd-Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021),
France (Kubiszewski et al.,2023), and Sweden (Ingemarson
etal.,2016; Nylén et al., 2021) did not clearly state whether
they received any funding for research and/or implementa-
tion of SW-PBIS.

Study Characteristics

Table 4 provides an overview of the research designs,
dependent variables, sample sizes, and implementation
fidelity. In the study’s characteristics, we did not include
independent variables as SW-PBIS served as the inclusion
criteria and was used as an independent variable in all stud-
ies. Results indicated a range of research designs used
across the studies.

Six research used quasi-experimental designs (Bodin
et al., 2016; Deltour et al., 2021, 2022; Ogden et al., 2007,
Serlie et al., 2016; Serlic & Ogden, 2007). Serlie et al.
(2018) and Serlie and Ogden (2015) utilized a nonrandom-
ized experimental design. Borgen, Frenes, and Raaum
(2021) and Borgen, Raaum, et al. (2021), as well as Jensen
(2021), used difference-in-difference models. Fohlin et al.
(2023) used a quantitative research design. Two studies

utilized case study designs (Goutas et al., 2021; Haugen,
2018). Researchers used mixed methods in three studies
(Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023; Melekoglu & Diken, 2022;
Michael, Nikiforou, et al., 2023). Michael, Goutas, et al.
(2023) used pre- and posttest designs. Dumitru et al. (2022)
used cross-sectional studies. Kubiszewski et al. (2023) used
experimental effectiveness studies. Five studies utilized
qualitative and exploratory designs (Heiskanen et al., 2023;
Ingemarson et al., 2014, 2016; Nelen, Willemse, et al.,
2020; Nylén et al., 2021). Four studies used longitudinal
designs (Heiskanen et al., 2023; Nelen et al., 2021; Wienen
et al., 2019; Willemse et al., 2023). Simé-Pinatella and
Carvalho (2021) used an AB nonexperimental single case
research design.

Researchers primarily examined the effects of SW-PBIS
on student behavior, school climate, and teacher efficacy.
Student behaviors included externalizing behaviors (e.g.,
Bodin et al., 2016; Serlie et al., 2018) and specific problem
behaviors such as aggression, disruption, and destruction
(Simo-Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021). In two studies,
researchers investigated academic achievement (Borgen,
Raaum, et al., 2021; Jensen, 2021). Furthermore, research-
ers studied the impact of SW-PBIS on attention deficit and
hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) medication use in one study
(Borgen, Frones, & Raaum, 2021). Researchers also inves-
tigated school or classroom climate (e.g., Deltour et al.,
2022; Kubiszewski et al., 2023), teacher collective efficacy
(e.g., Deltour et al., 2021; Michael, Goutas, et al., 2023;
Serlie et al., 2016; Serlie & Ogden, 2007;), implementation,
and adaptation challenges (e.g., Fohlin et al., 2023; Goutas
etal., 2021; Nylén et al., 2021). In terms of the implementa-
tion and adaptation challenges, researchers examined
schools’ organizational capacity (Ingemarson et al., 2014),
barriers and facilitators of implementation (Fohlin et al.,
2023), perceptions of SW-PBIS core features (Nelen,
Willemse, et al., 2020), adaptation experiences (Heiskanen
et al., 2023; Willemse et al., 2023), and cultural and situa-
tional barriers (Michael, Nikiforou, et al., 2023; Nelen,
Willemse, et al., 2020). Haugen (2018) examined the causes
of conflicts between parents and schools.

The study samples ranged from small-scale research
involving one school or a small group of individuals to
large-scale national research involving hundreds of
schools and thousands of individuals. Researchers in the
following countries implemented SW-PBIS and included
the highest number of school samples: Norway 216
schools (Borgen, Frenes, & Raaum, 2021; Borgen,
Raaum, et al., 2021), the Netherlands 117 schools (Nelen,
Blonk, et al., 2020), Belgium 74 schools (Deltour et al.,
2021), Denmark 36 schools (Jensen, 2021), Cyprus 31
schools (Michael, Nikiforou, et al., 2023), Greece 30
schools (Michael, Goutas, et al., 2023), Romania 30
schools (Dumitru et al., 2022), Sweden 13 schools in PS
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Table 4. Characteristics of the SW-PBIS Intervention Studies Included in the Scoping Review.

Study Design Dependent variable Sample Fidelity
Bodin et al. Quasi-randomized trial Student’s externalizing behavior Thirteen schools for PS group School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET)
(2016) and the classroom climate (1,867 students, |19 teachers),

Borgen, Frones, &
Raaum (2021)

Borgen, Raaum,

et al. (2021)

Deltour et al.
(2022)

Deltour et al.
(2021)

Dumitru et al.
(2022)

Fohlin et al.
(2023)

Goutas et al.
(2021)

Haugen (2018)

Heiskanen et al.
(2023)

Ingemarson et al.
(2016)

Ingemarson et al.

(2014)

Jensen (2021)

Kourea and
Phtiaka (2023)

Kubiszewski et al.
(2023)

Melekoglu &
Diken (2022)

Difference-in-difference model
using population-wide
Norwegian register data

Difference-in-difference
model using longitudinal
population-wide Norwegian
register data

Quasi-Experimental

Quasi-experimental

Cross-sectional study

Quantitative research

Case study

Case Study

Longitudinal inductive
qualitative
investigation

Qualitative

Qualitative

A difference-in-differences
design

Mixed methods

Experimental effectiveness
study

Convergent parallel mixed
method

Impact of SW-PBIS on ADHD

pharmacotherapeutic treatment

The effectiveness of SW-PBIS
on academic and behavioral
outcomes, youth crime

To investigate the feasibility
of SW-PBIS implementation,
school climate, and
absenteeism.

Teachers’ collective efficacy

Teachers’ opinion on the type
and intensity of problematic
behaviors

Factors perceived by school
staff as potential barriers or
facilitators of implementing IBIS

The perceptions of the initial
SW-PBIS outcomes, the
challenges associated with its

implementation, and suggestions

for additional support
Parents and school conflict
reasons

To investigate the initial
implementation of ProVaka:
roles, responsibilities and
communication among the
ECEC communities

Teachers’ perceptions of both
their roles in PS and the
program’s characteristics, and

how these perceptions influence

its implementation

Schools’ organizational capacity

Academic achievement, upper
secondary enrollment,
unemployment, and crime

To examine the feasibility
and impact of implementing
universal SW-PBIS prevention
on student problem behaviors
and teacher views

School climate dimensions

Problem behaviors and social
skills.

ten schools for the control
group (1,340 students, 69
teachers)

2,366 primary schools, 216 of
which implement SW-PBIS

Norwegian primary schools
(Grades 1-7) across 2,366
schools, with 216 implementing
SW-PBS

High-need schools (Four
intervention schools and five
control schools)

139 teachers and staff members
(intervention: 74, control: 65)
from nine schools

A total of 973 teachers from 30
schools

128 pedagogical staff, including
classroom teachers, special
educators, and leisure teachers

Seven stakeholders implementing
SW-PBIS

The municipal education
authority’s director (critical of
PALS), the school headmaster
(supportive), one teacher
(supportive), and two
parents—one critical of PALS
and one supportive, who also
worked at the school

ProVaka leadership teams from
implementing ProVaka in 18
ECEC

13 teachers working in seven
primary program schools
(Grades 4-9)

Seven headmasters and 13
teachers from 7 primary
schools (Grades 4-9)
implementing PS

Population-wide Danish
administrative registry data

Two schools

6765 adolescents in 10 control
and | | intervention middle
schools (grades 6-9)

A public kindergarten school

The Effective Behavior Support Self-
Assessment Survey (EBS-SAS).

EBS-SAS

SET, Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFl)

Not reported

Not reported

Not reported

Not reported.

Not reported.

Fidelity tool was not reported but
sample was chosen among the
school have sufficient fidelity.

Not reported

Not reported

Not reported

SET

SET

Implementation reliability forms
were developed.

(continued)
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Table 4. (continued)

Study Design Dependent variable Sample Fidelity
Michael, Mixed methods Fidelity of SWPBS and the 31 schools TFI, SET
Nikiforou, et al. challenges identified as barriers
(2023) to effective implementation
Michael, Goutas, Pre- and post-test design Collective teacher efficacy (CTE) 530 teachers from 30 schools TFI, SET
et al. (2023) in Cyprus and 30 schools in
Greece
Nelen, Blonk, Quantitative design The presence of SW-PBIS Tier | 117 Dutch schools TFI, SET

et al. (2020)

Nelen, Willemse,
et al. (2020)

Nelen et al.
(2021)

Nylén et al.
(2021)

Ogden et al.
(2007)

Simo-Pinatella &
Carvalho (2021)

Serlie et al.
(2018)

Serlie et al.
(2016)

Sorlie & Ogden
(2015)

Sorlie & Ogden
(2007)

Wienen et al.
(2019)
Willemse et al.

(2023)

Exploratory and qualitative

Exploratory longitudinal study

Qualitative

Quasi-experimental

AB design

Nonrandomized experimental
design

Quasi-experimental matched
comparison group design

and open cohort design

Nonrandomized-
experimental design

Quasi-experimental

Longitudinal survey

Exploratory longitudinal study

core features and procedures
in Dutch schools (measured by
TFl and SET scores), and the
psychometric properties of the
adapted TFl and SET

To gain insight into SW-PBIS
cultural adaptation of SW-PBIS
based on core features in the
Dutch context and procedural
adaptations based on
perceptions of Dutch SW-PBIS
experts

To investigate the relationship
between changes in fidelity
and student outcomes: social
safety, behavior incidents, and
additional behavioral support

Factors that either hinder
or facilitate the initial
implementation processes and
cultural adaptation of evidence-
based practices in schools
based on perceptions of school
implementation teams

The effectiveness of the PALS
model on risk reduction in
immigrant students’ social
competence and problem
behavior

To demonstrate SWPBS
implementation in a special
school and assess its impact
on playground problem
behavior: aggressive behaviors,
destructive behaviors, and
disruptive behaviors

To assess longitudinal trajectories
of externalizing problem
behavior

Staff collective efficacy,
self-efficacy, and behavior
management practices

Student problem behavior,
classroom learning climate

Problem behaviors, social
competence, teacher collective
efficacy

Problem behavior perceived by
teachers

Teacher views and experiences on
implementing SW-PBIS

22 SW-PBIS experts, including
coaches and researchers

66 primary schools

59 IBIS team members from nine
different schools piloting the
IBIS program in primary and
secondary schools

Four primary schools and four
comparison schools

61 secondary students with
intellectual disabilities from a
special education school

1867 students from the
intervention and 1189 from the
control group

Staff and students (Grades 4-7)
in 28 intervention primary
schools and 20 comparison
schools

28 Norwegian intervention
primary schools and 20
controls

Four primary schools and four
comparison schools

Teachers from 23 schools that
started SW-PBS
65 teachers

Not reported

TFI, SET

Not reported

Total implementation quality scale

MQ)

Not reported

EBS-SAS

EBS-SAS

EBS-SAS

TIQ

Not reported

Not reported

Note. PS = Prevention in School; SET = School-wide Evaluation Tool; EBS-SAS = Effective Behavior Support Self-Assessment Survey; TFI = Tiered Fidelity Inventory; IBIS =
Inclusive Behavioral Support in Schools; ProVaka = Finnish name of SW-PBIS; ECEC = Early Childhood Education and Care; PALS = Norwegian name of SW-PBIS; TIQ =
Total Implementation Quality scale.
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(Bodin et al., 2016) and nine schools in IBIS (Nylén et al.,
2021), Finland 18 schools (Heiskanen et al., 2023), and
France 11 schools (Kubiszewski et al., 2023). According
to studies conducted in Tirkiye (Melekoglu & Diken,
2022) and Spain (Simo6-Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021), each
study’s sample was from a single school.

Researchers in 16 studies reported data regarding imple-
mentation fidelity. Researchers in three studies (Bodin et
al., 2016; Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023; Kubiszewski et al.,
2023) assessed implementation fidelity using the School-
wide Evaluation Tool (SET; Sugai et al., 2005). Researchers
in five studies (Deltour et al., 2022; Michael, Nikiforou, et
al., 2023; Michael, Goutas, et al., 2023; Nelen et al., 2021;
Nelen, Blonk, et al., 2020) used both the SET and the PBIS
Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI, Algozzine et al., 2014). In
five Norwegian studies, (Borgen, Frones, & Raaum, 2021;
Borgen, Raaum, et al., 2021; Serlic et al., 2016, 2018; Serlie
& Ogden, 2015), researchers utilized the Effective Behavior
Support Self-Assessment Survey (EBS-SAS, Solomon
et al., 2015) to assess fidelity. Researchers used the TIQ,
which is based on the Effective Behaviour Support Survey
(Sugai et al., 2000) and the School-Wide Evaluation Tool
(Horner et al., 2004), to measure the overall quality of
implementation in two studies from Norway (Ogden et al.,
2007; Serlie & Ogden, 2007). In one study conducted in
Tiirkiye, researchers developed the implementation reliabil-
ity forms (Melekoglu & Diken, 2022). The remaining 14
studies did not report on implementation fidelity. This indi-
cates either a lack of assessment or documentation regard-
ing implementation fidelity (Deltour et al., 2021; Dumitru
etal.,2022; Fohlin et al., 2023; Goutas et al., 2021; Haugen,
2018; Heiskanen et al., 2023; Ingemarson et al., 2014, 2016;
Jensen, 2021; Nylén et al., 2021; Nelen, Willemse, et al.,
2020; Simo-Pinatella & Carvalho, 2021; Wienen et al.,
2019; Willemse et al., 2023).

Some studies could not report implementation fidelity
measures due to specific circumstances. For example, in the
Goutas et al. (2021) study, Tier 1 implementation was still
in progress, and researchers had little influence over the
process. Similarly, Nylén et al. (2021) in Sweden conducted
interviews at a preliminary stage, capturing only initial per-
ceptions of the intervention. Consequently, researchers in
these studies could not draw any conclusions about the
fidelity or quality of implementation, as they did not fully
establish the intervention. Heiskanen et al. (2023) did not
report fidelity tools, but they chose the sample from schools
that demonstrated sufficient fidelity.

Some studies have adapted implementation fidelity tools
for local cultural contexts. Bodin et al. (2016) modified the
SET by focusing on specific items. As part of Tier 1, they
asked participants if they knew their school’s rules (Items
B4, BS) and if they had given or received rewards for
expected behaviors in the past 2 months (Items C2, C3). As

a result, most schools received a “not implemented” score.
Kourea and Phtiaka (2023) adapted the SET to fit local prac-
tices in Cyprus by removing items relating to monitoring
and decision-making as Cypriot schools do not use disci-
pline referral forms or record significant problems. Due to
schools’ financial dependence on the Ministry rather than
district funding, district-level support items were also
excluded. The management feature has been adjusted con-
sidering the frequency of team meetings and reporting pro-
cedures. Michael, Nikiforou, et al. (2023) further refined this
in a study carried out in Cyprus. To increase practicality,
researchers excluded items irrelevant to the local context,
such as a question regarding handling armed intruders
(“What is the procedure for dealing with a stranger with a
gun?”).

Outcomes

Table 5 summarizes the outcomes of the reviewed studies.
The outcomes demonstrated various effects, primarily
influenced by fidelity levels and contextual adaptations.
High-fidelity implementation (e.g., Borgen, Frenes, &
Raaum, 2021; Serlie & Ogden, 2007) was associated with
reductions in problem behavior, increased social compe-
tence, and decreases in ADHD medication prescriptions
among the students. Conversely, low-fidelity implementa-
tion yielded minimal or statistically insignificant results, as
in the case of Bodin et al. (2016), where fidelity issues
likely contributed to ineffective outcomes. A unique exam-
ple is France, where SW-PBIS implementation by
Kubiszewski et al. (2023) achieved positive outcomes in
school climate aspects despite a fidelity score below the
desired threshold.

Overall, SW-PBIS was found effective in reducing prob-
lem behaviors and improving social competence in these
European contexts (Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023; Melekoglu &
Diken, 2022; Ogden et al., 2007; Serliec & Ogden, 2007,
2015). Furthermore, SW-PBIS has demonstrated improve-
ment in the school or classroom climate (Kubiszewski et al.,
2023; Serlie & Ogden, 2015; Willemse et al., 2023). For
academic achievement, Jensen (2021) indicated positive
outcomes, while Borgen, Raaum, et al. (2021) indicated no
evidence that SW-PBS improved academic performance.
The SW-PBIS was also evaluated for its impact on teachers’
collective efficacy. Studies showed that SW-PBIS was effec-
tive in improving teachers’ collective efficacy (Deltour et al.,
2021; Michael, Goutas, et al., 2023; Serlie et al., 2016).
Furthermore, Borgen, Frenes, and Raaum (2021) found that
SW-PBIS reduced ADHD medication prescriptions by 12%
in adolescents between 14 and 16 years of age.

Researchers also examined facilitators and barriers to
SW-PBIS adaptation to cultural contexts. They identified
motivation (Fohlin et al., 2023), interpersonal skills, and the
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Table 5. Outcomes of SW-PBIS Intervention Studies as Reported by Study Authors.

Study

Outcomes

Bodin et al. (2016)

Borgen, Frgnes, & Raaum
(2021)

Borgen, Raaum, et al. (2021)

Deltour et al. (2022)

Deltour et al. (2021)

Dumitru et al. (2022)

Fohlin et al. (2023)

Goutas et al. (2021)

Haugen (2018)

Heiskanen et al. (2023)

Ingemarson et al. (2016)

Ingemarson et al. (2014)

Jensen (2021)

Kourea & Phtiaka (2023)
Kubiszewski et al. (2023)

Melekoglu & Diken (2022)

Michael, Nikiforou, et al.
(2023)

Michael, Goutas, et al.
(2023)

Nelen, Blonk, et al. (2020)

Nelen, Willemse, et al.
(2020)

Nelen et al. (2021)

Nylén et al. (2021)

Ogden et al. (2007)

Simo-Pinatella & Carvalho
(2021)

Seorlie et al. (2018)

Serlie et al. (2016)

Sorlie & Ogden (2015)

Sorlie & Ogden (2007)

Wienen et al. (2019)
Willemse et al. (2023)

PS program failed to affect targeted outcomes, highlighting component challenges and implementation fidelity issues.

The SW-PBIS reduces ADHD medication prescriptions by 12% at ages 14-16. The intervention’s effectiveness is primarily observed in
high-fidelity schools, where it significantly reduces ADHD medication use, while schools with low fidelity show minimal and statistically
insignificant impact.

Findings show no evidence that SWPBS reduces criminal charges and improves academic performance in Norway.

The results of the implementation fidelity indicated that SW-PBIS was successfully adapted to French-speaking high-need schools. Positive
effects were observed for all stakeholders across various aspects of school climate, while the impact on absenteeism showed mixed
results.

Implementing the key elements of SCP enhanced the educational team’s perceived collective efficacy.

The study reinforces the idea that schools are unique organizations, and a school-wide prevention model should be tailored to the
specific characteristics and context of each school.

The study found generally positive attitudes toward IBIS implementation, with motivation rated highest, and highlighted the influence of
staff roles and grade levels.

Students’ behavior and relationships improved, but challenges included principal support, teacher buy-in, negative views on tokens, and
the need for further training in behavior management strategies.

The conflict stemmed from both the ideological basis of the program and its unintended negative consequences. The teachers’ ongoing
strong support for the program could be explained by the fact that it provides them with a way to avoid taking personal responsibility
in dealing with difficult teaching situations.

ProVaka’s success depends on expanding the actor network and shared responsibility, with challenges including knowledge gaps,
concretizing ProVaka, balancing theory and cultural adaptation.

The key concerns during PS implementation were professional identity, program understanding, and change experience. Ambiguities in
roles, resistance to theory, and unclear terminology hindered progress, while positive outcomes included aha moments and increased
teacher self-awareness.

The primary barriers identified were a lack of agreement, inadequate collaboration, and poor program management. It is concluded that
particular emphasis should be placed on leadership, coaching, and staff selection when implementing the PS.

Increased academic achievement in the second and third years of implementation at schools with less consistent effects on out-of-school
outcomes.

Behavioral infractions declined, and teachers’ perceptions were positively impacted by the implementation of SW-PBIS with fidelity.

Although fidelity score was below the threshold (0.48), SW-PBIS positively influenced the educational, safety, and teacher-student aspects
of the school climate, but had no impact on the dimensions of belonging, fairness, or student-to-student relationships.

The results showed a notable reduction in children’s problem behaviors and an improvement in their social skills.

Schools achieved satisfactory SWPBS fidelity, but faced challenges such as resistance to change, staff transfers, workload, and data
collection issues, with recommendations for improved contextual fit, technology integration, and sustained staff engagement.

The analysis revealed that Tier | implementation fidelity had a statistically significant positive effect on both dimensions of teacher
collective efficacy The findings indicate that PBIS Tier | training and implementation enhance teachers’ collective confidence in
delivering quality instruction and managing unexpected behaviors collaboratively.

Fidelity results showed that all core features and standard procedures were partially or fully implemented in Dutch schools. Cultural
adaptations for the Dutch context did not impact Tier | implementation fidelity.

The core features of SW-PBIS appeared to remain consistent across cultures, though procedural adaptations were needed.

Increased fidelity led to fewer unsafe areas, improved social well-being, and reduced behavior incidents, emphasizing the importance of
implementing SW-PBIS with fidelity.

Professionals identified barriers and enablers in capability, opportunity, and motivation. Capability emphasized knowledge, experience, and
interpersonal skills. Opportunity highlighted time, manuals, organizational needs, team dynamics, and leadership. Motivation focused on
alignment with beliefs about managing behavior, with consequences and emotional reinforcement influencing implementation.

The school with the highest implementation score showed the greatest improvement in social competence and the largest drop in
problem behavior.

Decrease in problem behaviors and positive valuation by students.

It was found that the most benefit was realized for students who were regarded as being at high risk for conduct disorders, school
failures, and other negative life outcomes in the future.

N-PALS improved staff collective efficacy, self-efficacy, and behavior management practices, but student perceptions of these
improvements were less consistent.

A significant reduction in problem behavior among students was achieved as a result of the intervention. Furthermore, there was a
decrease in the number of segregated students in the intervention group, but a rise in the control group. As long as the N-PALS
model is implemented with high fidelity, the expected reduction in students’ perceptions of the psychosocial learning climate can be
significantly decelerated and even countered.

Higher implementation quality, particularly at the classroom level, significantly improved outcomes and reduced behavior problems in
intervention schools. However, no significant differences were found in social competence between the groups.

There were small effects on perceived prosocial behavior and peer-related problems.

SW-PBIS improved school safety, team building, communication, and fostered a shared language and values.
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knowledge of similar evidence-based programs as facilita-
tors (Nylén et al.,, 2021). They reported several barriers
including inadequate program management, collaboration,
and consensus (Ingemarson et al., 2014), principal support
(Goutas et al., 2021), staff buy-in (Goutas et al., 2021;
Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023), resistance to change, teacher
appointments and transfers, additional workload, team
structure, time constraints (Michael, Nikiforou, et al.,
2023), disagreements over educational approaches, and
concerns about teacher autonomy (Haugen, 2018).

Researchers also evaluated the impact of SW-PBIS on
various school types and/or grade levels. Nelen, Blonk,
et al. (2020) demonstrated that staff implemented core fea-
tures and standard procedures for SW-PBIS Tier 1 in a spe-
cial education setting. The SW-PBIS enhanced teachers’
perception of safety and predictability in special education
settings (Willemse et al., 2023). In addition, Simo-Pinatella
and Carvalho (2021) found that SW-PBIS effectively
reduced problem behaviors among individuals with intel-
lectual disabilities in special education schools. Deltour
et al. (2022) demonstrated that the SW-PBIS was success-
fully adapted to French-speaking Belgian high-need schools
and worked well. The SW-PBIS has also been demonstrated
to be effective in kindergarten settings (Heiskanen et al.,
2023; Melekoglu & Diken, 2022).

Discussion

The primary purpose of this scoping review was to map and
summarize the existing literature on the implementation of
SW-PBIS Tier 1 in European countries. In the following
sections, we provide a detailed discussion of the key find-
ings, and offer recommendations for future research and
practice along with a discussion of the study’s limitations.

Country and Implementation Details

Our review included 30 research studies on SW-PBIS Tier
1 from 12 countries, with half of the studies originating
from Nordic countries (n = 15). The Netherlands had the
most studies (n = 5) outside Nordic countries (see Table 1).
Regarding sample size, studies in Norway included the
largest number of schools, consisting of 216 schools
(Borgen, Frenes, & Raaum, 2021), followed by the studies
in the Netherlands with 117 schools (Nelen, Blonk, et al.,
2020). Researchers in the Nordic countries (except Finland),
along with the Netherlands and Belgium, implemented all
three tiers of SW-PBIS, while researchers in other countries
focused on Tier 1 and/or 2 (see Table 2). Researchers in
Nordic countries and the Netherlands made significant
progress in implementing SW-PBIS.

This review included studies that focused on Tier 1
implementation of SW-PBIS which was an inclusion crite-
rion. In addition to Tier 1, we also investigated whether or

not these studies implemented Tier 2 and/or Tier 3. Results
suggested that a few studies have reported implementation
at Tier 2 and/or Tier 3. As most studies in the review focused
on the initial outcomes on SW-PBIS (e.g., Fohlin et al.,
2023; Goutas et al., 2021; Heiskanen et al., 2023), imple-
mentation can likely extend to other tiers in the future. To
sustain and scale PBIS implementation, stakeholders should
carefully plan the framework’s essential elements (Sugai &
Horner, 2020).

Researchers in the reviewed studies described the
adaptation of SW-PBIS to meet the needs of various
school types and/or grades including for students in kin-
dergarten, primary, and secondary schools, special edu-
cation schools, and high-need secondary and primary
schools (e.g., Deltour et al., 2022; Heiskanen et al., 2023;
Nylén et al., 2021; Ogden et al., 2007). Similarly,
SW-PBIS has been adapted to meet the needs of different
educational settings within the United States. For exam-
ple, PBIS has been adapted in the United States for alter-
native education schools serving students with behavioral
difficulties (Grasley-Boy et al., 2021; Simonsen & Sugai,
2013), rural school settings (L. Kern et al., 2022), secure
juvenile justice settings (Scheuermann et al., 2023), ther-
apeutic group home environments for youth with signifi-
cant emotional/behavioral needs (Scheuermann et al.,
2023), and home environments (Center on PBIS, 2020).
This underlines the adaptability of SW-PBIS to meet the
unique requirements of various educational contexts in
different countries, thus demonstrating its flexibility and
effectiveness in promoting positive behavior across
diverse cultural and linguistic contexts.

Overview of Essential Elements and Cultural
Adaptation

The PBIS Implementation Blueprint (Center on PBIS,
2023) describes the essential elements of the PBIS frame-
work. However, the reviewed studies lack a shared lan-
guage regarding terms when describing essential elements.
Nelen, Willemse et al. (2020) previously noted the diffi-
culty presented by a lack of consistent terminology in PBIS
research. Researchers in some studies referred to essential
elements as core features (e.g., Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023;
Nelen, Blonk, et al., 2020) while others used core compo-
nents (e.g., Borgen, Raaum, et al., 2021; Nylén et al., 2021;
Serlie & Ogden, 2015). The term core element was also
used (Michael, Nikiforou, et al., 2023), while Deltour et al.
(2021) employed key elements. Researchers in some stud-
ies described these elements as basic components (e.g.,
Melekoglu & Diken, 2022; Simé-Pinatella & Carvalho,
2021). The inconsistency in terminology may create diffi-
culties in understanding PBIS essential elements and syn-
thesizing findings. A consistent terminology could enhance
the understanding of PBIS essential elements among
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researchers, practitioners, and policymakers, ensuring
greater clarity and consistency in PBIS implementation and
dissemination. Therefore, a shared language aligned with
the PBIS Implementation Blueprint (Center on PBIS, 2023)
is recommended for future research to ensure consistency in
the conceptualization and reporting of PBIS essential
elements.

We compared the essential elements of SW-PBIS
reported by the included studies to the essential elements
described within the PBIS Implementation Blueprint
(Center on PBIS, 2023). We found that researchers gener-
ally incorporated SW-PBIS essential elements, focusing on
systems, data, practices, and outcomes. However, studies
often omitted report of equity. Equity may have been con-
sidered in the adaptation process (e.g., Fohlin et al., 2023;
Heiskanen et al., 2023; Nylén et al., 2021); however, a more
detailed explanation of how equity was addressed would
have contributed to improved understanding of the essential
elements as implemented in the diverse European contexts
represented in this review and their alignment with the
implementation framework. Future research should provide
details about the equity element.

In terms of cultural adaptations, both centralized and
decentralized educational systems influenced implementa-
tion. The adaptation of SW-PBIS practices in centralized sys-
tems resulted in standard practices and mandatory policies
across all schools to promote uniformity of SW-PBIS imple-
mentation (e.g., Goutas et al., 2021; Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023;
Kubiszewski et al., 2023). On the other hand, a decentralized
system allowed for more locally tailored approaches, reflect-
ing school needs and preferences (Heiskanen et al., 2023;
Nelen, Blonk, et al., 2020). It is also important to note that the
Dutch PBIS adaptation is a clear example of cultural respon-
siveness. Initially, some Dutch schools expressed concern
about behavior-specific praise and token economies, which
conflicted with cultural preferences. Consequently, schools
used reinforcement practices, such as group rewards and ges-
tures, to reinforce appropriate behavior (Nelen et al., 2021).
This adaptation emphasizes the importance of considering
cultural compatibility within SW-PBIS practices. Therefore,
it is recommended that future research and practice consider
stakeholders’ cultural perspectives on practices and engage
them in the problem-solving process. A framework that meets
stakeholder expectations can enhance relevance and effec-
tiveness (Payno-Simmons, 2021). Finally, findings showed
that researchers in some countries adapted the fidelity tool to
their specific cultural contexts (Bodin et al., 2016; Kourea &
Phtiaka, 2023; Michael, Nikiforou, et al., 2023), while others
did not clearly state cultural adaptation. It may be ineffective
to simply translate the tool without considering cultural
aspects (Allden et al., 2009). To ensure their success, assess-
ment tools should be adapted to cultural context (Kaiser
et al., 2019). Consequently, we recommend that future
European research conduct its own validity and reliability

studies to ensure that the tools are accurate and relevant to
their specific cultural contexts.

Regional steps also significantly influenced the SW-PBIS
adaptations. For instance, researchers in Sweden
(Ingemarson et al., 2014; Nylén et al., 2021) and (Denmark
Jensen, 2021) adapted the Norwegian framework, collabo-
rating with Norwegian initiatives. Similarly, researchers in
Belgium adapted the Netherlands framework (Deltour
et al., 2022). Researchers adapted the SW-PBIS in these
countries through their cultural and geographical proximity.
This proximity allowed them to collaborate with experts in
neighboring countries and adapt frameworks aligned with
their cultural values. It is possible that cultural similarities
facilitated the adaptation process. In addition, researchers in
Cyprus (Michael, Nikiforou, et al., 2023), Greece (Goutas
et al., 2021), and Romania (Dumitru et al., 2022) who are
PBS-Europe Network members collaborated on the initial
implementation of SW-PBIS through an Erasmus+ project.
As a result, EU-funded projects and the PBS-Europe
Network played a significant role in this initiative. It is rec-
ommended that similar projects be initiated and that the
PBS-Europe Network be utilized strategically to accelerate
regional progress and enhance cross-border collaboration.

The SW-PBIS requires policy advocacy to secure fund-
ing and establish a technical assistance center to guide
implementation and support its sustainability. For example,
federal and state policies have been foundational to the
widespread implementation of PBIS in the United States.
The U.S. Department of Education has continuously pro-
vided funds to The National Center on PBIS for nearly 25
years (Kincaid et al., 2023). Therefore, we also focused on
how countries adapted SW-PBIS regarding policy and tech-
nical assistance centers. Norway (Serlie & Ogden, 2015)
was the only European country with a national center, the
NCCBD, which supported SW-PBIS implementation fidel-
ity and sustainability. To facilitate the adaptation and suc-
cessful implementation of SW-PBIS (Gage et al., 2024),
researchers, educators, and policy makers in European
countries should consider establishing a technical assis-
tance center. It would be possible for these centers to pro-
vide consistent training, resource distribution, and ongoing
technical support. This can ensure that schools have the
guidance required to adapt and maintain SW-PBIS effec-
tively. It is also recommended that practitioners in countries
lacking such centers collaborate with universities or local
institutions to develop frameworks. School teams can gain
professional development and problem-solving approaches
through partnerships with these organizations that will help
them maintain high-quality implementation practices.

It is also essential to recognize that policy support may be
limited in the initial implementation of SW-PBIS. However,
policy support can grow over time (Gage et al., 2014). In the
first implementation of SW-PBIS in the United States, few
state representatives reported that state policy influenced the
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process (Gage et al., 2014). No federal policy was also
reported as a factor in funding initiation. Despite initial pol-
icy challenges, the success of early outcomes led to the even-
tual support of scale-up efforts through the development of
new or revised state policies. Having outcome data to estab-
lish SW-PBIS-friendly policy structures was essential
because they demonstrated SW-PBIS’s effectiveness and
benefits. The leadership team also significantly advocated
policy changes and developed legislation to facilitate broader
implementation (Gage et al., 2014). Through the initial
implementation of SW-PBIS in Europe, policy support can
be obtained for its long-term sustainability. It is possible to
achieve this support if SW-PBIS is based on outcome data
and its implementation is embraced by leadership. As a result,
to gain policy support, the leadership team should focus on
both short-term and long-term outcomes and disseminate
their findings. The outcomes of SW-PBIS should be dissemi-
nated to policymakers, educators, and the public through
various channels to raise awareness, gain support, and focus
attention on the benefits of SW-PBIS.

Some countries carried out the initial implementation of
SW-PBIS through a variety of projects (e.g., Dumitru et al.,
2022; Goutas et al., 2021; Melekoglu & Diken, 2022;
Michael, Goutas, et al., 2023). However, the sustainability
of these adaptations is a concern once project funding has
ended. To ensure sustainability, it is recommended that
long-term funding strategies be established and SW-PBIS
be integrated into local and national educational policies.
We also found that nongovernmental organizations (NGOs)
funded none of the adaptations. Investigating the reasons
for NGO disengagement in SW-PBIS implementation and
identifying potential opportunities for collaboration may
lead to a new fundable avenue, especially for the initial
implementation of SW-PBIS.

Study Characteristics and Outcomes

Researchers in the reviewed studies utilized a variety of
research designs, focusing primarily on SW-PBIS effects on
student problem behavior, school climate, and teacher effi-
cacy. The SW-PBIS was generally effective at preventing
problem behavior, school climate, and teacher collective
efficacy (e.g., Kourea & Phtiaka, 2023; Melekoglu &
Diken, 2022; Ogden et al., 2007; Serliec & Ogden, 2007,
2015). These results are consistent with those of other stud-
ies conducted in the United States (e.g., Gage et al., 2019,
2020; Gage, Lee, et al., 2018; Gage, Whitford, et al., 2018;
Grasley-Boy et al., 2019). These results indicate that PBIS
yields effective outcomes in European schools. However,
only two studies evaluated academic outcomes despite a
well-established relationship between academic and behav-
ioral outcomes (Algozzine et al., 2012; Melton et al., 2024).
It is recommended that future research evaluate the effec-
tiveness of SW-PBIS on academic outcomes.

Jensen (2021) observed improved academic achieve-
ment in the second and third years following SW-PBIS
implementation. However, Borgen, Raaum, et al. (2021)
found no evidence that SW-PBIS led to academic improve-
ment. It may be attributed to low levels of fidelity, as only
18% of SW-PBIS schools achieved 80% fidelity. It is also
possible that SW-PBIS effects on academic outcomes may
be limited due to academic and behavioral supports not
being integrated. Academic and behavioral needs frequently
co-occur; thus, a lack of integrated support can lead to
poorer outcomes, especially for students who require inten-
sive and individualized interventions (Duble Moore et al.,
2024). Implementing integrated systems, such as the inte-
grated multi-tiered systems of support framework (I-MTSS),
which incorporates academic and behavioral support, may
benefit schools (Melton et al., 2024). Therefore, researchers
and practitioners should integrate academic and behavioral
interventions to achieve more effective results.

Overall, PBIS contributes to the improvement of a vari-
ety of outcomes. The implementation of PBIS can also pro-
mote behaviors that contribute to ecological sustainability.
For instance, Demirtas et al. (2024) suggested integrating
pro-environmental behaviors into SW-PBIS to enhance
these behaviors in schools to mitigate climate change.
Therefore, it is recommended that practitioners and
researchers incorporate pro-environmental expectations
into SW-PBIS as a means of combating climate change with
all students (Demirtas et al., 2024).

For research studies, it is recommended that implemen-
tation fidelity be reported, as fidelity is essential for draw-
ing accurate conclusions about intervention effects
(Estrapala et al., 2021; Horner et al., 2005). This review
included 30 studies; 16 of them reported implementation
fidelity, and 14 did not report it. The limited number of
fidelity reports can be attributed to the fact that many imple-
mentations are still in the early stages, which makes fidelity
evaluation difficult. Following initial training, Tier 1 imple-
mentation of PBIS generally requires 2 to 3 years to achieve
adequate fidelity (Center on PBIS, 2023). This review also
indicates that it generally takes two to three years for
SW-PBIS implementation to achieve an adequate fidelity
score in Europe (e.g., Borgen, Frones, & Raaum, 2021;
Borgen, Raaum, et al., 2021; Deltour et al., 2022; Kourea &
Phtiaka, 2023; Nelen, Blonk, et al., 2020; Serlie et al.,
2016). Therefore, to achieve adequate fidelity, European
adaptations of SW-PBIS require sustained commitment for
a number of years.

The results showed that high implementation fidelity
leads to positive outcomes (Nelen et al., 2021; Ogden et al.,
2007; Serlie & Ogden, 2007), while low fidelity often
yields limited effects (Bodin et al., 2016; Borgen, Raaum,
etal.,2021). However, it is essential to note that Kubiszewski
et al. (2023) found SW-PBIS to be effective even though it
did not meet the sufficient implementation fidelity
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threshold. In their study, Kubiszewski et al. (2023) stated
that low-fidelity implementations could yield positive
results, if there was considerable scope for improvement
and practices align with contextual needs. The ceiling effect
may however occur in schools where behavioral issues are
minimal or already well managed. It is therefore difficult to
achieve significant improvements when baseline outcomes
are near optimal (Nelen et al., 2021). As a result, PBIS is
most likely to produce the largest positive outcomes when it
is tailored to the local context and implemented in schools
that have demonstrated a need for such a framework.

Limitation

A critical aspect of interpreting this study’s findings is
acknowledging its limitations. We conducted the review
based on specific inclusion criteria. Although the number of
research studies per country provides a general overview of
SW-PBIS Tier 1 research in Europe, it may not fully capture
its breadth or depth. This review focuses on the number of
schools included in the sample of research rather than the
total number of schools implementing PBIS throughout
Europe. The search was also completed on December 27,
2023. After that, some studies were published (e.g., Berg
et al., 2024; Heiskanen et al., 2024; Karlberg et al., 2024,
Kubiszewski & Carrizales, 2024; Willemse et al., 2024).
Studies written in native languages and published in other
databases may also have been excluded from the review.
Additionally, we excluded studies that included only Tier 2
or Tier 3 interventions. As a result, the review may not fully
reflect the actual scope of SW-PBIS Tier 1 implementation
in Europe. Thus, readers should cautiously interpret the
findings, as our review may not encompass the full range of
SW-PBIS implementation across European countries.

Future research should include broader sources such as
native-language documents, books, government reports,
and policy papers, to obtain a more accurate and compre-
hensive picture of SW-PBIS implementation across
European countries. Furthermore, we presented the out-
comes of our scoping review in a narrative synthesis. Future
research could evaluate the outcomes of SW-PBIS through
a meta-analysis. In this scoping review, we also did not con-
duct specific quality assessments of the methods of included
studies due to the broad scope of our review. Therefore, we
recommend that future research consider including quality
assessments to provide deeper insights into the method-
ological rigor of SW-PBIS studies in Europe.

Conclusion

This scoping review provides significant insights into the
implementation of SW-PBIS in European countries.
According to the reviewed studies, the Nordic countries and
the Netherlands have made significant progress in the
implementation of SW-PBIS. Other European countries are

also making great efforts to adapt and spread PBIS in their
local contexts. A promising finding is the cross-country col-
laborations and mutual influence among European coun-
tries. SW-PBIS is expected to rapidly expand across Europe
through collaborations and the PBS-Europe Network,
driven by shared learning and collective efforts.

Studies have shown that essential elements of the PBIS
framework are generally incorporated into adaptations.
However, there was a gap in equity, policy, and technical
assistance in most of these adaptations. Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Supports has also been adapted to various
school types and grade levels in Europe, similar to its imple-
mentations in the United States. In addition, the results
showed that researchers within the represented European
countries could achieve an adequate implementation fidel-
ity score within 2 to 3 years. These findings align with the
PBIS implementation blueprint. The reviewed studies indi-
cated that PBIS adaptations led to positive outcomes. In
conclusion, researchers within a variety of European coun-
tries have successfully adapted PBIS and achieved positive
outcomes.
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