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217171 ARSAY Y ZellE AEAQ gw g gt A2 HYrds oF
stal Qlth. 53], WlFF2] ARl gheks 28 w2 a9 Ve 719 st
Ak ohsh WA I Azt oS JAdcte Aldde] HYE skl
T3k, AEA (Accountability) o] thsh 43, AFef tist o]s e} wiHE wlg o= 3t
v del tish &5, #edt w5738 w5 de wolr] AF AR A Foe uS
H3] ATxstE Adats sHoRr #gsta vt

WS AT g A= A4 58 (Social Competence)©] o] w &
FAA AFET FdE 7 deTtel] #sE BHOR ojoljlt A3 A ol
Aol wE Adeta vpgA gk s kA Egshe, Aol digk olsigl wiH,
3k AAE EFetal gt o= Syt TP, Aol AP ofel 7]
58 53 = 7PE T2 247 HUE7|E ) (Benard, 1991)

ARl A TS At TAATE HAES YA, Asd T Al

h [e]
o] 2, mpgkA gk 1A JH(Character Education) 8] g7 % W& %0]3}3’_ pRa=
S e S @l ek e SFuS3 dRtuS
= 7R A s "l F9] shuolth
st 2k 44 3% TA A€ (School—Wide Positive Behavior Intervention
Support, SW=PBIS) ZE2I 32 WhA7]st A5l & W59 s, w54
g8, SEFuSs A5 atge®, 71E£8 F#E (Zero—Tolerance) %9 1
3 T g8 A FUt tiF v e R Ayl Qlu (o]
&

oX, rR*
4 ox r—‘“

.
FAHE, 2010). ole® WAL AR1H st SAg, MEFe AR me
W0 SW-PBISE & wdA s W53} EHHS S| F5FOEA
£ SAE AN

(
=

A WS Azke] ek e i FASH At 22 WA Y= 7h=E
3 IS G849, 1997). ol WF52] AWl AL
T AR w59 P 2 SAE o 4
= s AW dEs RRIT=H St Sas
QI wHI ARl W VAT YES] SW-PBISE 3 AR
= g4s HER o g ANl 3
T SW-PBIS Z2I3e 71Ee E5uSg gy SAs
‘% l bﬂﬁ} 7}/‘42 Stk AA, SW-PBISE =
= STaFeT e kg z“!i
o]l o

S Al At} (Sailor, Stowe, Trunbull,
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& KleinhammerTramill, 2007).

& A=, SW-PBIS?| 443 dd5 u#stal, SW-PBISe SFu a9
A=Y A1) BAE glstaa el ol flal SW-PBISS] o =4,
Ay FAES B, ofd AT AAdA FPalAel w A= SW-PBIS
o FAavsE glsta, oA SW-PBIS &8 A&S s dA=S =9

THuse] ggg 3, STus Y= B
& 5= A HATHADEIA, 2004). ©]& 13, 5FuS
$ =&k qksttl(Idol, 2006). 18y T3
FAFY] FTABES dntus st FAdEH A 05
Az XA t}(Lassen, 2006; Sinclair, Christenseon, & Thurlow, 2005;
Sutherland & Wehby, 2001).

LA S g A&l - W Hs FHeRE 3 AU FAE FE olF
Ak G4l A FA dxks SPAFHSE BAVE e Aer BuEglon
ArbA Sl A T4 A ades W AAY FE Aol (Luiselli, Putnam,
Handler, & Feinberg, 2005; Reynolds, Conoley, Garcia_Vazquez, Graham,
Sheras, Skiba, & Palomares, 2006). 28 H¥H =4 ZAQUHES Ex|siE
SAEE FE drteE =9 delE Hastele 7P ASE o E AAMA AL
EHoA Utk oY FAE FAAE FAAE EFE ANk AE0 A4
AT W= aapHolx Fok Aoz B uEIt(Sanders, 2009).
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olelg AW FA FAlol U WAL FHH VF 5% WAL wnd
bt MO AR Shm ANA AAS REE Gelsit, ol e 2ol o
gerow, SuE 7247he 547 Aee] wi wEY FAYE, stu Ad I
3 [e)

R %XH A (SW-PBIS) ol thgt &7fs} #-8o] o]Fojx]a1 glt}. PBIS+ Skinner

T ol 7Wtew 3, F44 dFF A (Positive Behavior
Support) (PBS)& stweiel SA43tsk Zlojnt. EAdEel g s8As+4 A=t
W Y ES stws o] wko] AntsbAax, FH% FE F=A4 A Positive Behaivoral
Interventions & Supports) (PBIS) 2] F2Ado] &ls 1 QITHIDEA, 1997, 3004).
ETuSe 344 g5 A AL PBIS) Y FE /MEQ SW-PBISE, 2+ g
AEol 344 Fss F5ta ARtstg oz AL E T o] FoXith= AT

AFJEE vg o= 31 vt (Mayer, Rebok, & Hawkins, 1998; Mclntosh, Chard,

U:J
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Boland, & Horner, 2006; Nelson, Colvin, & Smith, 1996; Wentzel, 1993, as
cited in Sugai & Horner, 2008). 1504 PBISE t33 2 EAS 71X
a Sk AA, fﬂ]f‘“EJ A JHE-S oAWetes 98-S it B4, 544

S o] xﬂzm dels dgomy, stEo] olE golstAl ol

5
By
i
N R

SAZoA Egol e wigA e dtu S AL
Ast7] sk ga AA Aol ot AAAR Adoew do] E 5 Stk
ol Lol I FAES R 1 Ao uwel XHH x| Yo] 7Med g
o A AES FEEE ZS E8H3th(Sugai & Horner, 2006). E+1S-3 PBISY]
gk e olalE Zra YA Ko wANEH EAIEE FAe tid Ego] Fast
WARENAl, SW-PBISE &3 stae] AAZ e stu 879 g4 Wt

2. SW-PBISe| ¥&u 14

SW-PBIS ZzI13He theket Abs], AAl, 34 w3dS 7B 5ol dist
olalE =9¢mn =7 7|9t A=A (evidence—based practice)2] AF AL 75
stal ok 20089 @A, v A9 56007 gwEo] SW-PBIS Z=I19HS
e Aoz delA Qv olF Fusd AE T B4 AHS Eal
8A A Tte| 7]1%3F AA (scientific research—based decision making) E°] ¥
3E F =S =3 9 (Sugai & Horner, 2008). o]8|st AAH =2 7|E
Al T4 S vE, AEsE @ AulAE Jhs Al skl 213 (students
at risk for academic failure/ or dropout) & #F ¥ sty S 3k AB] A2 A
29 P HEA A9t 7R A Aol whet O]—‘T‘“’Vq"’ Ut

SW-PBISY] 7} & 532 PBISY 5H &Y ¢ ] st Au) A dd AAe T
3 Aol st oA HEs Adxsta vk O]‘:]r ol gt oA H

o
A& opolFn], v %H?l Yool A A3

]

r
Er&:ﬁl

¢

< Al el TS A Ak

A e w5, 2 g9 ARl Zlesta gl Ao R B9t (Sugai, 2007).
SW-PBIS®] € 7424 Stud A4, iﬂ ‘} o] Bg A el

et A g, wAb F, Sl et w, wAdEel tE S A=

A A, EAE B oy &4, Zea F7HAA AEe 2FEska v

(Sugai & Horner, 2006).
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stAl Aok oF 15%9 =0l + WAl AlClA T Au|AE o Qo o2 g
29 W52 Check In Check Out¥} #2 44 A% F7txg 83 1% 55
R

Al A QA= A AAe oA A S An] e ;er% Kol
e FAEYN FAREY ddE @7 23E A A Bot A% Qla JiE
ste FAE AlwskA ¥k (Martella, Nelson, & Marchand, 2003). 1-5%¢] 84}
Sol Al WA AL AuAE Wi glon, o5 J|sA dF S ARE Y
ox MEd FE FA AH|AE WA FH(IDEA, 1997). A3 E LAy BEd
71524 ¥% Z4 A= (Functional Behavior Assessement): 7WH3le %5 FA)
g Aldshed Fo8 SAZ AFSETH

4. SW-PBIS2} stHdF =2t A

SW-PBISt At 4] 89 553 S XAz FA stHo] A4S =3k
2 31 Yo (Sprague & Walker, 2005). SW—PBISE %3 &S o A=
g 4 9l Azro]l F7Ea, olE g Wl sl g A A TS ux 1
= Zo Eiﬂiﬁ‘:}(l\/{uscott Mann, & LeBrun, 2008). ol= &A% A%}
#AdE w5 Fdo] e stHAIA e Ao R JEFS v Al Ylas B T
Zolt}, o]yt A= SW-PBISo| wE ZAH T dist A Rdo], ZA|dF
HAS AAA7IH, olgf st A7 wARS] wFAIE ST, maulge] AE e
71093t Qe Aow ArEoe] 2 £ tH(Sailor et al.,, 2007; Lassen, Steele,

& Sailor, 2006). A A Sadler®} Sugai® AA7-(2009) = FAPFS HIW3] Hol:=
A 7] AT #BAE FATorA, FAF-go] FAd HJFT
AlZbe Wefietar shpoll A dFEFS vAL eS BAFUT A oE A
BEol A A4 FA=, wAk =9 sedel dist JFeE Folu =
< A Blolth. E tE A= 47)] S (37
S8t 59 SW-PBIS A3d3% A8 $ 1dztke] 344
5 Elekglth(Sailor, Zuna, Choi, Thomas, McCart,
Roger, 2006). &1} oleldt BAA Fo4e A2 R(R'=.005) o=
7o) Adnksle] Algtdo] glom, FHEMACRE AMGH 5 AFE 8hd7tA] o]
shA7ke] oS3 —7 5 (paired sample f—test) S F3 A A= SAAG
Zk2] ¢k FAol7]el 1 A Al FE Q7ekal Sl
New Hampshire®] SW-PBISE A8st1 Sl 287] &we thst A+
SW-PBIS®} SET (School-wide Evaluation Tool) & %38 3% 3 A3
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ua

FAA AAAAV USS HIFFHTFMuscott et al., 2008). I} New

O 71 - o Lt
Hampshired A7+ &l o7 AA)Z ZF3AALY A47) ofd ZF3AA
_4 7]1;(4/\1:—' %J,}is_]— ‘_1'—1\3 Z':% /\].% oi/yq A]x]x%o 51—@/\%_41:3:; 51%0]—7] :ﬂ.%]:
o)

Sk ASEE 7EA AL Utk g 2WREe] dHlolHE FACE g EAo]7]e A HE
@del v A= SW-PBISE @4 a5 7hashr] o8 Adstolth

olgdt T HTy FHE A FLAE Maryland® 3771 =5stuE
SHNo® 8 A5 (Bradshaw, Mitchell, & Leaf, 2009)E %Fal A&
Maryland® 4+ 217H9] SW—-PBIS léfﬂr 167H [ 0]—?01741 B w1579

skl sksidk. 1Evh Maryland AFANA AFEH r—74—1——% =31 A= 38hdw
58hd el ey ol7] Al yErd ddE JAErt 7 15 1bell Aolrt Sles Bl
sttt

olg} e o)A AFE A=, SW-PBISSH &7 Ao e A+
7F A4H3] APPAS BoFE Aolth 7[££ AFE] 7 AT #H o A Y
¥ Aol Anizle] th3t A= SW-PBISe| thek 2L A4+H2

L offt
oo
o o

718t ok 53], Maryland 95 A9 & Ag-50] HlW L
A

oA S

a4 rlo o Lo o
ox
o
2

=

G AFSEHA] ktthE 31 SW-PBISSF Skl gAle] ot
Artstel stAE 7HA I U5S Kol 5 Zo|th Esh SW-PBIS gwE2 34
ARl W37t 5SS EY REstE A HE HAARY] Ao oju st 3
= v A=A e gk A5 A= g Zo] gl

B oAFE AF7HA] Q@ o]e SW-PBISSF s aldzke] #Alo] thak A5
AFA A, Z3FAS (Propensity Score Matching Method) (PSMM) ¢F ¢+
HAdE &3l o]de] A=l 7 AdHA =S F&staa sl ol &3, »ul
2B 59 SW-PBISZF viMl4et %53 SR AAME S8 srgagel o
Sk G A=A Gzt itk A AR ATt EAle oe 3 2o

SW—PBIS &2 8&Ai%d(Academic Achievement Growth) ¥ SW—PBISY]
Fofsta] ke stw o] s 7o o]t =T
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. S5 2y

M 2

Hr

o= 2008, 2009, 20109 % m= wdl4Er F 53} shE7A] Minnesota
Comprehensive Assessment II(MCA II) A9} vyl AEel = SW-PBIS #d &
HE AR mu|&E F SW-PBIS €9¢ #Fojd THAWG 155 &, HZ

¢

3dzte] 258w SFuFeT S 4AES g e FRAY 38 F
Ao st o529 MCA II ¢17], £842e SW-PBIS?] &2 HolFE £
EHER aHEY FRAY 3 252 MCA 1T & &2 2008d %] 38hd 8t
A= 4As 2010d 53hd7bA], 159 ¥l (growth) TF& ZAFSFITH
E534 3 252 2007-2008 dwdke] ASo® SW-PBISE #A&3 stus
S 7F 7t} vdl&Ere] SW-PBISE 2005-2006 Stawd =4 A zEglon 7t
71—3] Fé‘

& :
sl x| S wob 2 Ay ZAelA ARSE SW-PBIS 15°
3 ot

<E 1> SW-PBIS &0 =&5&u ¢+
SW-PBIS %] 8t & A o4 SW-PBIS g

FHA 1(2005 ~ 2006) 4
FHA 2(2006 ~ 2007) 10
FRAT 3(2007 ~ 2008) 17 16%
FFA 4(2008 ~ 2009) 11
FHA 5(2009 ~ 2010) 29

Total 71 16

* SW-PBIS gtiis < 171 8t MCA 11 Al S & S5 108 94 2of 55
wESAY 1F0 A2 BaEA S

St S SW-PBISe] gt ddaFom Z7%3e

s 3 sta o ol =327 St E A
WIE AL, ol 2 A wge nudds AYYE o
A

oI5 A YR 57] WEelth(E 2 X)) AFIEY vluaE BT v
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a2ERe] FHEwel™ wid MCA IIE o] &3t ghe F7te] Fofsiglnt. ol gwE9
AAE SFuSe T, Wl 5]l opxelel, slAasly, <QlYl, LEP(Limited
English Proficiency), FRL (Free/Reduced Lunch) ZI1HCZE YFold ZF 159
A5l HuE )

2. WS

1) m|vZE} SW-PBIS

u | 2EFS] SW-PBISE W o 24, 2005WFE AlZEo] 2010d &A)
sy, 22970 B (AAe 12%)7F Folsta gtk

AANE THH 2 F - 159

SW-PBIS o] S5 SW-PBISel tjst Ealw 71459l A4S Sugai WHAke
29 ATAEL Fal 29 B wA Bk ol gL 7 e 558 Ao
<N

Z
W= w2 2L M5 st 9om, SW—PBIS 299 al—é‘ =2 % (Implemen
tation Fidelity) & ##12 4 A 51 givh A 43 ddd A Auaes
Coaching Support, §§ 7]4F A X A A (School-Wide Information System, SWIS)
o 5, 7 WA A AR YA A|ARe] =, 18|31 School Evaluation Tool
(SET) &9 < 233t St
U 28] SW-PBIS st s 45 A s 7o ® o 7hA HxE A

q
doto] FHA L UTHMDE, 2011). AA, sHHZE] Ak 4 - o5 dAEd #d
53 B4, wAME 29 dtu FYES A9 § Qe AlaE 29y Bdd
3 A, S B ARSlY TEE UWEE ¢ EE FE uS 7S¢l #ud
EX; 9A, guo A A 7t AEH A5 FHY o #AD =
Eoolgt B2 HuE T od WA AR APH Amet HHE HEE SW-
PBIS? A ZZQl 90 714 o3t 947 mesHo]A 1 9t olelst Ao, 4
IRk AR AA} AHA A5 £ A A% 52 As A T digk A
TEE A i olslE w1 9o, dA AYHT e wHUEY FA &
A B FA Ao %, a8y TR AR gAY HHe BUE §
T RS Fa vt

2) md|&el 253} 3 ZAHMCA II)

TEHHJACRE AMSE MCA Il wlulaE F 2 T EO
= Ba3tE Sy gAtolth. MCA 119 917] Alge 38hd g
st Eo] wf shd X ejof B, nE e weA= 108 A HH H A Hu} g9
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A9-= 3shd R e ’3hd7kA] d] dhd MCA [IE BA Hv, n5stwoas= 118hd
of skl ®EA Hrh MCA II A49 Axes 158w 95 A5t EAAEY
2] o] o

= o, I A= olEy AR (NCLB, 2001) 2] 7o ulg} a4
5 (o, E4 29, 91, Limited English Proficiency, Free/reduced Lunch),

, WETHEHE oA FouSF AIEE F siska itk
S B Ee s T UFEY AR dxEEAel gES MCA 1T
= 2EE 38 s, 42 (MCA—-Modified)

Minnesota Test of

o] H= BAPH S (Scaled Scores) ZA, 508S Tt C 2 04 oA

5 TFAE v dREAQl 138 e Y A
A F = <+ (Proficiency) = WEE=H AREEHIL Stk <&
0], 3T 507 ol 7 dhde V= A% =9 (Meet the Standard)”
= AAst= HA Agold, 408 olste Ve AFHE "2 (Do not Meet the
Standards)” & 7}zl 18]3 40804 5078 Aol Uy VIE AHAE =Y
(Partially Meets the Standards)” & 7}&]7]2 Ut}

B dAFelEs MCA 119 7F AHAE &Y 22 vy ddyd S5 Hal
E7} oid AA AR FE ARSI ol F3, SW-PBIS 153 vli1F9]
3edRE 58hdAZtA 9 AL AF(growth) o FE& BATOZHN SW-
PBIS7} st Aol v]A= &= stz skl

3) Al AHgE He

A2Ee A8E S8 A
U= A A (selection
teto g Abguo] A 9},
B¢} o] ARG BHE olFES A

ofo
i)
32,
ul
N,
o
o
-
Ir
M
i
o
i
)
1o
)
ot
jai
_O,
.
m 1
A o

A - & 7|8t 5 21314 7| (experimental
research design) 8} 2 A4S d& o1 B 159t (Rosenbaum & Rubin,
1983). A¥Fd+E A7) Sl e v & 2AAYH AR S VNS
= g}
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e(x) | _ 5 s
10g(—1_e()_c.)]—0!+ﬁ S (X)

7)ol A e(®)=Pr(z=1|X =%), z& SW-PBIS #d WFERYH de #32

® ¥ (observed covariate) S 7Felth x = WEE 9o WME (random

rlo
r <

vector)©]il X+ WEESo|A #FE WE (observed vector of predictors)©|th
(FARE, FAE, 2010). AFA4E A8k PHES A exact, subclassification,
nearest neighbor, optimal, full, generic, coarsened exact matching®. & 9]

258 4 lh(Ho, Imai, King, & Stuart, 2011). ¥ 5= ©]E %= optimal matching

HE A3 2™, optimal matching “a global distance measure” & 53|
B 2R 2 vuase A 71993t 1t (Gu & Rosenbaum, 1993).

BFRATE A8 AHEE WFEES <E 2>, <E 3>, <% 4> W53 (Column)
o] 71&xo] lom, olgd WMgE St R (school size), Q1% (ethnicity), A
(gender), EF 027889 <=(special education), @oj7} E=oj7} obd &HAY
9] 4 (Limited English Proficiency), A4&E5% st 2 4 (Free/Reduced Lunch),
Asto] b2 &Aoo 4= (Migrant Service), 2007d% MCA 119 Z8-3 ¢]7]¢
Uehd st E (Level, 1, 2, 3, 4)& X333t}

BEFRATE Tl AT T 4 sPded desks 449 vludss A
Gtk <3E 2>= Z+7Fo]l matching 23 A3 Fo SW-— PBIS gy 353 vl
el EAA ztolE Ho|FI gtk o E oA, “a global distance” & =
“distanc g Al AdAG(ERAEI) O vseths vl F4A7F 50.08%

= HAFUH. o] oAy FAX It Fhaste], SW-PBIS
o| 7“34 "31 =% SAFCE A vlxd 4AS 7k dusEss FHohldes
olu] gttt

1Y 2> AIFESFE B3 ExE9 vlwoltl. Matched Treatment Units
712131 Matched Control Units®] F74 %] (points) = AEFHF By oz Aozl
dolE & 718 7]= Aotk Ao X el thEA matched samplel #¥7}

o ¥ ox
oSt

ABIFY REG S FAEE FAT 5 Ak
R R CE

o] SW-PBIS gu&9
?‘slxg _—,_éo] }\—]Eﬂ H o] ]_)\].%].

%]
e Matchlt j7]4& Salf o] Fof At
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<E 2> SHEOH 30| ofist 2 © - = Z3
SW-PBIS 2% Wl 1F 7+ Batat % 7 A FHE(%)
i
A *
Distance 0.219 0.109 50.082
2007 MCA 1I 38
3shd -7.162 -1.353 81.107
4shd -9.202 -1.628 82.306
58hd -9.035 -0.381 95.78
2007 MCA 11 ¢}7]
3hd -10.282 -2.106 79.515
43hd -8.194 -1.497 81.733
58hd -7.527 -0.994 86.798
Sk
Qi 4.662 2.854 38.783
opAI3k -1.878 1.005 46.478
Gl -0.951 0.62 34.866
Sl 30.674 4.917 83.969
el -32.541 -9.378 71.18
e 5 1.242 0.172 86.146
EFugoy s 2.957 -0.388 86.877
gl 9 v Y -1.618 ~0.445 72.464
AREZ A9+ 24.433 4.44 81.829
o|A}7} Zre Al 4= -0.108 0 100
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Distribution of Propensity Scores

Unmatched Treatment Linits

Matched Treatment Units

] 2 o

%}}30 a oo
Matched Control Units
[+] o=
st @%%GD

Unmatched Cantrol Units

fl-]
=3yl
I I I I I T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Propensity Score
g 2> FFHLE 0188 MFIEW HIIES 2EE

3. o7t HA

Tk 97l st SW-PBIS® a#tE xARe7] fsted, WA 255 Ed
(fractional polynomial model) (Royston & Altman, 1994)& ©]&3}o] Ho|HE
Age & Qe Ras 3t B5dernde gids vd B g&4oy 1
Ast Zlow dHA Yot RS o] g5t RdS AAYst= BFS o3
F= o)lg3 w9} TAFA, 1 29l (fixed effects), ¥ L<¢l(random effects)
so2 AAsAT(Ryoo, 2011). FFFFELE AFES o+ thA A2 time
points (3 dlolE]) Aol =3t Hrzke W37t vl (nonlinearity) = UEF
Y 9l7] wjFolr) o] RE A4S R T2 Imed HI|AE 3] o] Fo]F}

BaXo kA, Ao R dS HeEd gtk s FalA A ()Y
o] AAstglnt. ta@dstarete] 7h & Aol A, o)Ak, AAF 52 AlRE Wi go)
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Vi = B +ﬂ1f1(tg-) +ﬂ2swpbisij + ﬂ3f1(tij)'Sprng/ +b +bi1f1(tg/) e, (1)

(m,) :
z " lfTnh = mp—1

fhfl(x)'log(ﬂf)ifmh:mhil (2)

where finlx)= {

for mlSmZS---Smp'

21(2) 9] AFE2 Box—Tidwell(1962) 2] W3S AR 3k Zloj, th33}
Zo] T}

TEHUT] U E SR AdFozA Wk o] Ao Huh 1Y BE A
F7F FE7t 2 dvteE e Uy A 8 oofyel, sfiAstel QoA E
R S Aee o Wizt 5 lojA, AAl dAFtelx s A A
T= o8 ME Ass7| = o (Royston & Altman, 1994). o]} Zro] E=3H=
2do 9 7HET o2 Hy¥Ey 9o (Long & Ryoo, 2010), I

2! 5 8 AR
g e e vedt 2ol xdE ¢ ok

M={-2, -1, —0.5, 0, 0.5, 1, 2, 3}

E2d A4 delta methodE ZE3 o|Fo5 o, delta 3t 317 Y3t 212
RO A7) wet o 7 7HA F g 7HAE AdgE = Qi
T REES {5 2,
(BIC) = BIC, - min(BIC,)
2 Ao 22 FAe 1Es fsk 4,

A(4ICC) = AICC, - min(4ICC))

Delta method¥ Burnham3¥ Anderson® <7(2004)°l4 #|tdE 7|=S Ab

3 o 2H, Delta_ AICC #ho] 2Kt} 2AY oy e wdo] glojgof nj$
A3ret wdlS YeRdth Delta_AICC #kol 49} 7 Afe]ld ¢+, AHE2 7hsat
ARE Belo] HetelA = Atk A& ZFE A1 Delta AICC #to] 10 o]/del™ AR
w/be et RS X gk
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. A2 2
1. 7l A
MCA 1I st ¢]7] Algel ik shdd T2lar SW-PBIS 25 B+ 9 3+
A < 3ol A Ho) gk WA W Wshe e dAHoR sy
AARE Gl7l = 2dAtel AT 3dAtelA] 2w SUbst Ao ® yEhyal
Ity SW—PBIS &3 vuwaEFe Hir H3o Aol <I¥H 3>F E3 g
ok,
2. MCA II &8 27| 8X3} 2l MY EHAE
A4 248 AN, AR ErFERAL o8 mY HFE AW,
<GE 4>9] Al o] A (Power) 0.58) 1& 7HA& E58rRdo] 83} ¢]7]
tlojg ol gtk Fdlglo] glE it} 3 ‘j‘*’oﬂ thate], Aol Wk =, A5
0.5, 1, 2, 3¢ ®&l, ¢J7] Edle| thaix= -2, -1, —0.5, 0, 0.5, 1°] o A st
B ¥ SE Qow o/AE F RdEe $4‘H A% 1€ 7 2Re Aeusen,
A4 1& 7F 2 Ay rdo] ol s gte] golatr] wito|tt. olE F3
HAE wae A1) ol eel A 5 ek,
Yij = Bo + Biyear;; + by, + €5 (1)

A ¢ A WA 7 F2 1Y 29SO e &2 49 a9l v Pol

Q& &(error term)©]t}.
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<E 3 3, 4, b=td £t o7 Al BEHEHXt
38hd 48hd 58hd
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
48 1 EmAwA=S 50.613(7.795) 44.770(8.990) 39.136(9.160)
SW-PBIS 42.120(9.869) 40.160(9.524) 34.913(11.747)
A 47.346(9.295) 43.233(9.107) 37.358(10.240)
9171 ClEmAsA=S 48.560(10.911) 40.375(11.706) 40.617(8.115)
SW-PBIS 36.950(12.331) 36.260(13.476) 40.267(9.281)
A 44.206(12.483) 39.165(11.972) 40.467(8.409)
H .
60~
+ | |
3 -
b 5
= swpbis © swpbis
© —0 2 —0
= _
oo | 1 PLANEE S 1
< (&)
&) . =
=
30~ ‘ 07y
. 7 & $ I
| 2- .
M *
| ! ! i 2 3
Year Year
<d% 3> SW-PBIS Q&2 HwIAE7te £tu}t 217 dF = #H3t



<H 4> ZeEsRE g9 A
et ]

Power
AlCc Delta_AICc AICcWt AlCc Delta_AICc AICcWt
-2 320.39 11.53 0 370.98 1.85° 0.07
-1 316.55 7.69 0.01 369.79 0.66° 0.13
-0.5 314.29 5.43 0.02 369.35 0.23" 0.16
0 312.06 3.20 0.06 369.13 0.00° 0.18
0.5 310.20 1.34" 0.16 369.26 0.13° 0.17
1 308.99 0.13" 0.30 369.71 0.58° 0.14
2 308.86 0 0.32 371.15 2.02 0.07
310.63 1.77 0.13 372.70 3.57 0.03

x*=ZAF 07 Fon 3t 2el; AICc(Corrected Akaike Information Criterion)

SW-PBIS®| &35 FAbsH7] flsiA tha # E%‘% HFEE R vaskgivh 4
(2) ek A= oA A=d ), ¢l7]el J&f& Eelolr, of7]o] SW-PBIS# Hi=
SW-PBISS} A7+ 524 Jo] 21 (3) 7 2 (4), 18, 2 (6) %
2(7)e] frt. SW-PBIS&o] &A% T 49, SW-PBISE 2 oézk 8l
o} aEA gL stwo HdFHE x}om Z:/\}% 3d &<t UERES BolFe Ao

tg @ol SAACR fFAME YFHE zo]irto] ofye}, A3 T&
T Q&S HoFE= Aot}

o, 45
e )

e SW-PBIS 38t a3 292 ofzfe}

Mathg; = By + Boryear;; + bog; + € (2)
Mathg; = By + Boryear;; + Bogswpbis; + byg; + €y (3)
Math;; = Byg + Byyear;; + Byaswpbis; + Bygyear;; X swpbis,; + byg; + €5 (4)

v E SW-PBIS ¢7] &7 29 ofgs} Zt}.

Reading;; = By + Bryear;; + by, + €y (5)
Reading;; = By + Bryear;; + Braswpbis; + byg; + €, (6)
Reading,;; = 1, + B11year;; + B1gswpbis; + Bi3year;; X swpbis; + byg; + €, (7)

HlwE Bdor 8,9 B8 p #kol F8telA= 0.05 o] o], e7]dA&=
0.05 otz Yepdo=A, SW-PBIS®| g5l tist a3 A5 daf= <& 5,
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<E 6>l et et ol thEhd 5 gtk

e s
HE o B

i)

<3 5>

Math;; = 50.157 — 4.396 X year;; + by, + €,
boo; ~ N(0,2.614%) S+ €, ~ N(0,6.811%)
HF Q7] REE 6>

Reading;; = 44.548 — 2.371 X year;; — 8.899 X swpbis,; + 3.123
X year,; X swpbis; + byg; + €15, by, ~ N(0,3.894%) Sk €, ~ N(0,8.875%)

flo

sto] A9 SW-PBIS7F H7FE A 942 wdo] ¢17]9] A9+ SW-PBIS7}
15

% 0

g wdo] MAHYAY. ol SW-PBISH S5 a4 5 Fotni 41l
2
3

30 ¢
do
o r

1—4 -
ZHAAL A oA, Q7o EAIF R FoAnS JFE vAL

LA
o vl gk,
CE 5 Qo 29l B 24 HBp: 43
Parameter Estimate Std. Err Z—score
intercept 50.157 1.2853 39.023
year’ —4.3958 0.53930 —8.1509
sigma 2.6135 0.36895 7.0837
scale 6.8107 0.45704 14.902

Note : sigmai= byl EEZHA scale €;; ¢ EEAA

<H 6> 1ol 20 23 &4 A 7|

Parameter Estimate Std. Err Z—score
intercept 44.548 2.7875 15.981

year -2.3712 1.0217 —2.3208

swpbis” —8.8989 4.2065 —2.1155

year * swpbis’ 3.1232 1.5933 1.9602
sigma 3.8944 0.50769 7.6708

scale 8.8751 0.85412 10.391

Note : sigmai= by, & EF=H2E scale €,;° EFAA}



SW-PBISe} ##d A A5 A el did A 9 (Office
Discipline Referrals) 2] 7+ Z
WHE F7F A -shs AREe St w5
Al Zbo] gt FAAQ WHIES WYt (Horner & Sugai, 2002; Martella,
Nelson, & Marchand—Martella, 2003; Sugai & Horner, 2001; Glover, 2005;
Lassen, 2006; Landers, 2006; Lassen, Steele, & Sailor, 2006; Rentz, 2007,
as cited in Lafrance, 2010).

2 AT 78 HAl= vuLE 5 SW-PBIS®} &
ALY #AE wela, aest A3E vfgeR, 58 FY
—PBIS &&3 A& 91t dAl== A sk A9 A3, SW-PBIS
o EFmSHAE 7] YHE Aol FANOE fovE Bt A 1
g ot AAEe] dadt BAH fo4e Ui sioith oleld Avk, F
= A S50 sl dd SW-PBIS 19 ¥12 wal o4 A5 Aol
S glolth 53], B%el WE SFuse AR g £ Aol
SW—PBISQ A G A ¢ A8t ot A WA ek eqm

1l
‘_}g] JU]7]— 6k/¢3ﬂr g} ‘Mg 4 61—2&

-
El
fo
ko
1
%
o,
i
1o

9{_5
e

s

0
o
4

& Q¢
3
TJJ-‘%‘B-:ILQ'}@%Q SAGFAE Y HEE HAEL Fguw e W
kA, skl &4 F7), A7] FEA sk (self-regulated learning), A2

A} (teacher efficacy), 92 &&A (teaching efficacy), W32 F44, sHAY
o g5y #Hd" Fguwe AY, FRO Ad T T ol WlsH
SW-PBIS¢}9] 435280l 5EFuFat =2 gddF el ojwst a35 v x
A digt =% A7 astet. stwdkg e Az SHelA, SW-PBISS &
Aads sk A2, SW-PBISS A3 T4 % (Implementation Fidelity) 4
S 93 o8 7HA =¥ E3 8, SW-PBIS &dtol] tidk 437 ZAES AA g

=

=
F e T gsks & Aotk

olg} A, =4 SW-PBIS ## A9l AAFS Y3t g5, SW-—
PBIS7} 8h5 apo] obd, stw k9] sty AlFx3t =99 3 Feds A4x
H 27} 9lth. NCLB(2001) ©]F, u]=re] D}Oka WG AT} =HELS Sl o
st AEd o] gl AxE AR olgt FE AR U Fxe ALAS
Z3 AFQE st E sy Al A thEk stw o BANS FEI FH A SHo] g
o, TAY BE u& AT} w850l 72 g AP xFEstd AHow
H7tE oA A & AEFAFS 7HAA stk o] st Abske] digh WAl IO
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The Effects of SW-PBIS on the Academic
Achievement of Students with Intellectual and
Developmental Disabilities
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<Abstract>

This study examined the effects of SW—-PBIS on special education
student achievement by using propensity score matching. Propensity score
matching methods allowed to identify a matched sample whose control
group has similar characteristics as its experimental group. SW-—PBIS
schools and their matched samples were compared within model selection
procedures using model fit index. The result indicated that special education
student achievement growth in math was not associated with SW-—-PBIS
while their growth in reading was associated with SW—-PBIS. For Korean
education, SW—PBIS could be introduced to support Korean character eduction
and democratic civil education. Implication for Korean—version SW-—PBIS

application was also discussed.
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