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Abstract

School climate (SC) reflects the culture and norms of the school community, being a potential factor linked to students’ disruptive
behavior (DB). This study intended to characterize the Portuguese school professionals’ perception on SC, analyzing the
connections to the students’ DB. Another objective was to explore the differences on SC based on the functions of school
professionals and school geographic location. An exploratory study with 333 school professionals was carried out. Concerning
SC, the participants were asked about environmental-structural and relationships, while absenteeism, behavior problems, and
incivilities were included in the students’ DB. Overall, the participants generally reported positive perceptions about SC.
Differences were observed on DB, based on SC ratings. The participants rating poorer environmental-structural and relationships
tended to report more DB. SC differed according to the school geographic location and to functions of school professionals.
Additional research about the implications of SC on students’ DB is needed to develop preventive strategies.

Keywords School climate (SC) - Perception of school professionals -
Environmental-structural - Relationships
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Introduction

Notwithstanding the lacking consensus on literature about the
concept of school climate (SC) (e.g., Aldridge & McChesney,
2018), perceived as related to the quality and nature of school
life with regard to conveyed standards and values, interper-
sonal relationships and social partnerships, organizational,
structural processes and cultural aspects (Wang & Degol,
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2016). Indeed, SC has been considered a multidimensional
construct (Lewno-Dumdie et al., 2019), integrating the most
diverse characteristics observable in schools, the organization-
al behavior of the different school professionals, as well as the
values shared between students and educational agents
(Kuperminc et al., 1997). Accordingly, SC is a crucial factor
in school life, able to regulate socially acceptable behaviors at
school, which, in turn, can influence and shape the
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interactions between all members of the school community,
i.e., students, teachers and parents, as well as their develop-
ment at different levels (Orozco-Solis et al., 2016). Different
factors could affect SC, such as the place where the school is
implanted, the size of the school, the number of students, or
specialization of the school, e.g., languages, sport, etc.
(Kvintova et al., 2018).

Some models of SC have been proposed (e.g., Cohen et al.,
2009; National School Climate Center [NSCC], 2012; Thapa
et al., 2013). Four main dimensions have been identified and
associated with SC: i) safety, referring to physical and emo-
tional security, rules and norms existing in the school (Thapa
etal., 2013); ii) teaching and learning, involving both the type
of support inherent in the learning process and the quality
processes underlying educational, social, emotional and ethi-
cal learning (e.g., Cohen et al., 2009); iii) relationships, in-
volving the type of (positive) relationships between students
and the school community, the degree of involvement and
motivation, articulation and collaboration with the school
community (e.g., Cohen et al., 2009); iv) environmental-struc-
tural, including satisfactory preservation of the school space,
adequate space and materials, aesthetic quality and size of the
school, curricular and extracurricular activities (Cohen et al.,
2009), school connectedness/engagement, physical layout and
surroundings (NSCC, 2012; Thapa et al., 2013). A meta-
analytical review developed by Reaves et al. (2018) docu-
mented that consistence exists among the different works de-
veloped in the area of SC dimensions. In the present study,
only two of the above-mentioned dimensions of SC will be
focused: 1) environmental-structural (e.g., access, space and
materials; aesthetic quality and size of school; curricular and
extracurricular offerings and ii) relationships, specifically in-
volving the school community and collaboration (e.g., type of
support and ongoing communication; commitment to school).
In effect, the research has been demonstrating that there is a
relationship between the institutional environment, interper-
sonal relationships and disruptive behavior (DB) in school.
The same does not occur with safety, teaching and learning
dimensions, as they were not equally considered in other stud-
ies (Reaves et al., 2018) on this topic. In fact, the environmen-
tal-structural and relationships dimensions appear to be the
most addressed by studies centered on SC (e.g., Caridade
et al., 2021; Caridade et al., 2020; Cohen et al., 2009; Kohl
et al., 2013) or even a single construct (Johnson, 2009). The
assessment of the SC and its inherent multidimensionality is
of crucial importance as it provides indicators of changes to be
implemented in the school (Lewno-Dumdie et al., 2019).

School Climate and Students’ Disruptive Behavior
Considering that the school may have an impact on the indi-

vidual and social functioning of children, it should seek to
identify and manage significant DB (Nunes et al., 2017b). In

this study, the DB expression has a generic meaning, includ-
ing disturbing, antisocial, delinquent or externalizing behavior
(Caridade et al., 2021; Caridade et al., 2020; Reaves et al.,
2018), as well as the degree of absenteeism and incivilities
occurring in the school. School-centered research has docu-
mented multiple behavioral problems, such as violence and
indiscipline, aggression (Nunes et al., 2015), drug use (Nunes
et al., 2017a; Radliff et al., 2012), delinquent and antisocial
behaviors and incivilities (Nunes et al., 2017b), or even ab-
senteeism (Caridade et al., 2015; Nunes et al., 2015).

In addition, the literature has been demonstrating an asso-
ciation between SC and DB (Caridade et al., 2021; Caridade
et al., 2020; Reaves et al., 2018). Longitudinal studies show
that the decline in ratings of SC was related with more fre-
quent DB at school (Dorio et al., 2019), such as the use of lies
and violation of established norms (Way et al., 2007) and
other deviant behaviors (Kuperminc et al., 2001). It has been
suggested that a deterioration of physical space conditions
(e.g., insufficient lighting, graffiti, poor supervision of corri-
dors and inadequate school maintenance) can lead to oppor-
tunities for conflict and violence, as well as also contributing
to promote some tolerance for aggressive behavior (Vagi
et al., 2018).

School-centered research has also consistently demonstrat-
ed the benefits of the SC on the prevention of school violence.
In this sense, it is shown that positive SC is associated with
healthy relationships, school connectedness/engagement,
dropout prevention (Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC), 2009), lower levels of absenteeism (e.g.,
Van Eck et al., 2017) and reduced rates of violence and ag-
gression (Gregory et al., 2010). The literature review by
Johnson (2009) and the meta-analysis by Steffgen et al.
(2013) aiming to analyze the connection between SC and
school violence found some association between the two phe-
nomena. The nature and strength of the connection between
SC and school violence appears to be difficult to assess due to
the multiple measures used by the included studies to assess
the SC and school violence (Johnson, 2009). The great diver-
sity in terms relating the theoretical and methodological issues
of SC and school violence in the studies (Steffgen et al., 2013)
can also contribute to this difficulty.

Therefore, the need to redesign schools to make them
safer and more secure, as well as welcoming and comfort-
able, has been documented. Crime Prevention through
Environmental Design (CPTED) is a promising approach
at this respect, requiring changes in the architectural con-
figuration of spaces, aiming to prevent crime or deviant
behavior through SC, focusing in the natural surveillance,
access control and territorial reinforcement, as originally
presented by Jeffery (1977). According to the CPTED
approach, intervention in the environment requires meet-
ing four mechanisms: the structural aspects of space; the
use of space, circulation patterns; territorial
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characteristics; and the degree of deterioration of the
space. Thus, the enhancement of the design conditions
of the space and the patterns of its use and circulation
will have impact in the rates of violence within the school
area, reducing interactions and the shield of anonymity in
violence (National Crime Prevention Council (NCPC),
2003). Recent research (e.g., Lamoreaux & Sulkowski,
2019; Vagi et al., 2018) demonstrated the potential of
CPTED in reducing the incidence of behavioral
problems and violence in schools. A study developed by
Vagi et al. (2018) reported that the adequate physical at-
tributes of schools were associated with a lower probabil-
ity of students missing school due to safety issues.

Current Study

Despite considerable existing international research on SC,
the majority of studies has focused on students (e.g., Koiv,
2014; Vagi et al., 2018; Way et al., 2007) and only a few
studies focus on parents and even less in teachers (e.g.,
Soliman, 2017) or school professionals (e.g., Caridade et al.,
2021; Caridade et al., 2020). Similarly, most measures used to
assess SC variables focus on student and/or teacher percep-
tions (Kohl et al., 2013). This study aims to focus on school
professionals to analyze the perception about the SC and stu-
dents’ DB, filling a gap in the Portuguese literature. The spe-
cific objectives are: 1) to characterize the school professionals’
perception about SC and its dimensions, i.e., environmental-
structural and relationships; ii) to analyze the relationship
between SC, its dimensions and DB (including absenteeism,
behavior problems, and incivilities); and iii) to analyze the
variability in the school professionals’ perception, studied ac-
cording to the role played, and the geographic location of
schools, in Lisbon and Porto, Portugal. Specifically, these
aims addressed three research questions: i) how do school
professionals perceive the existing environmental-structural
and relationships variables in school to promote a positive
and effective SC? ii) what is the relationship between school
professionals’ perception about SC and student’s DB? iii) how
does school professionals’ perception vary according to the
role played and the school geographic location?

Based on past research (Caridade et al., 2020; Caridade
et al., 2021), it is hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 1: School professionals perception rated pos-
itive SC and its dimensions;

Hypothesis 2: School professionals rating more positive
SC and its dimensions also report fewer school behavior
problems, absenteeism and incivilities;

Hypothesis 3: The connection between SC and students’
behavior would vary according to the school profes-
sionals’ functions and the school geographic location
and so location-specific associations were tested.

@ Springer

Methods

333 school professionals, with a mean age of 50.84 years
(SD =17.54, range = 29-66), were analyzed. The majority of
the participants are female (78.7%, n=262). Nearly three
quarters had higher education (72.7%, n=242), 18.0% (n=
60) secondary education, and less than 10% (9.3%, n=31)
basic education. Nearly 71% of the school professionals were
teachers and the modal category was having more than
20 years of professional experience (42.9%). Most questions
were mandatory and, thus, there were few missing answers (N
ranged between 331 and 333, Tables 1 and 2).

Data were collected from three main locations in Portugal:
Lisbon (22.5%, n="75), Porto (39%, n = 130) and Porto adja-
cent municipalities (38.4%, n=128). This comparison was
related to multiple factors: first, the fact that this study follows
a current research project conducted in the city of Porto';
second, since this project is based on the Porto city, and it is
interesting to compare the findings with those of adjacent
municipalities; and third, according to Internal Security
System (2019), Lisbon and Porto, the two main Portuguese
cities, are the Portuguese cities with the highest crime rates.
Globally, the assessed schools were heterogeneous, compris-
ing public schools from urban and suburban areas.

Procedures and Measure

Data was collected using an internet-administered survey to a
convenience sample, in the school years of 2017/2018 and
2018/2019. At a first stage, and in order to recruit participants,
each School Principal, from public schools only (N =55), was
contacted by e-mail or phone, requesting approval and help to
disseminate the survey among the school community. Before
answering the questions, participants were fully informed
about the aims of the study and conditions of participation
(e.g., voluntary nature, anonymity, not mandatory). The re-
sponsible University Institutional Review Board and the
Portuguese Ministry of Education approved the study
protocol.

The questionnaire applied consisted in the “Diagnosis of
School Context” (Nunes, Caridade, & Sani 2015), developed
and validated specifically for the purpose of assessing the
school environment. The final version resulting from an ex-
ploratory study mainly encompassed open-ended questions,
further coded into closed-ended questions, organized in four
sections: 1) sociodemographic information; ii) school environ-
ment and surroundings; iii) school functioning and dynamics;
and iv) school behavior. Concerning the internal reliability of
the questionnaire, the Cronbach alpha was 0.80.

! “LookCrim - Looking at crime: Communities and Physical Spaces” Projetc,
which is financed by National Funds through FCT — Fundagio para a Ciéncia e
Tecnologia under the project PTDC / DIR-DCP / 28,120/2017.
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Table 1 Frequencies about school climate, by dimensions

Environmental-structural variables School surroundings (N=332)
Poor: 7.2% (n=24)
Inserted in poor/degraded environment: 70.8% (n=17)
Little/badly guarded: 25.0% (n=6)
Poor access: 16.7% (n=4)
Poorly served transport: 12.5% (n=3)
Peripheral/isolated area: 8.3% (n=2)
Fair: 33.4% (n=111)
Good: 59.3% (n=197)
Good access: 77.8% (n=151)
Well served transport: 66.0% (n=128)
Fundamental services for operation: 65.5% (n=127)
Well inserted in the community: 61.9% (n=120)
Well-guarded: 30.9% (n=60)
Organization/quality of school spaces (N=332)
Poor: 3.6% (n=12)
Personnel deficit: 66.7% (n=8)
No maintenance: 66.7% (n=8)
Equipment and organization deficit: 58.3% (n=7)
Lacking services: 33.3% (n=4)
Fair: 33.1% (n=110)
Good: 63.3% (n=210)
Well-equipped/organized spaces: 80.3% (n=167)
Fundamental services: 75.0% (n=156)
Well maintained: 42.8% (n=89)
Sufficient school personnel: 7.7% (n=16)
Infrastructural conditions considering the number of students (N=331)
Poor: 5.1% (n=17)
Fair: 37.5% (n=124)
Good: 57.4% (n=190)

Relationships variables Dynamics of extracurricular activities developed at school (N=333)

Poor: 3.6% (n=12)
Problems in participation/motivation: 100% (n=12)
Dissemination issues: 16.7% (n=2)
Too much offer: 0% (n=0)
Fair: 43.2% (n=144)
Good: 53.2% (n=177)
Community adherence and participation: 61.9% (n=109)
Plan tailored to student and school personnel needs: 51.7% (n=91)
Rich and dynamic plan: 39.2% (n=69)
Dynamics of extracurricular activities involving the school and other institutions (N=333)
Poor: 6.3% (n=21)
Lack of time/coordination of school personnel: 71.4% (n=15)
Poorly motivated: 57.1% (n=12)
Lack of financial resources: 42.9% (n=21)
Lack of knowledge of school reality: 23.8% (n=5)
Fair: 48.0% (n=160)
Good: 45.6% (n=152)
Several partnerships: 69.7% (n=106)
Knowledge about environment and community needs: 67.8% (n=103)
Initiative: 65.1% (n=99)
Proactive: 51.3% (n=78)
School engagement with the community (N=333)
Poor: 10.8% (n=36)
Sporadic involvement: 72.2% (n=26)
Lack of community support/interest:52.8% (n=19)
Non-adherence/engagement: 30.6% (n=11)
Fair: 64.9% (n=216)
Good: 24.3% (n=81)
Supported by local authority: 88.9% (n=72)
Participation in community projects: 67.9% (n=55)
Supported by educational institutions: 61.7% (n=50)
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Variables
School Climate

Three variables were studied: i) school surrounding physical
environment, ii) organization/quality of school spaces, and iii)
school infrastructural conditions considering the number of
students, to assess the environmental-structural dimension.
Similarly, three other variables, i.e., i) dynamics of extracur-
ricular activities developed at school, ii) dynamics of extra-
curricular activities involving the school and other institutions,
and iii) school engagement with the community were collect-
ed to assess the relationships dimension. The participants
were asked to rate each individual variable through a five-
point Likert-type scale (ranging from 1 — very poor to 5 — very
good) and then to explain their answer. These ratings were
summed to estimate the environmental-structural (Cronbach
a =.64) and relationships (Cronbach oo = .77) dimensions. To
create three distinct groups, namely poor vs. fair vs. good
scores, the original five-point Likert scales were recoded into
three-point scales joining the lowest (responses 1 and 2) and
the highest (responses 4 and 5) values.

Students’ Disruptive Behavior

Three variables, namely: i) absenteeism, ii) behavior prob-
lems, iii) and incivilities were explored to study the students’
DB. To assess absentecism, participants were asked to rate
their perceptions through a five-point Likert-type scale (rang-
ing from 1 — very low to 5 — very high). This variable was
dichotomized based on occurrence, i.e., yes for ratings 4 and 5
vs. no for all other ratings. To identify behavior problems, a
list of seven items, i.e., widespread disrespect; disrespect for
teachers; disrespect for school professionals; disrespect be-
tween students; manifestation of aggressive behavior;
tobacco/drug abuse; and alcohol consumption, was presented
to the participants, who were requested to select those experi-
enced in their schools (yes vs. no responses). Through the sum
of yes responses, the index of behavior problems (IBP) was
created. A similar approach was used concerning incivilities,
i.e., participants were requested to identify those that were
usual at their schools (i.e., yes vs. no responses) upon a list
of four items, i.e., scatter/throw trash around the school;
destroy/damage equipment; disturbing school functioning;
and use of inappropriate language. The index of incivilities
(II) was then computed, adding the yes responses. Lastly,
through the sum of the positive responses across assessed
variables, i.e., absenteeism, behavior problems and incivil-
ities, a global index of disruptive behavior (GIDB) was com-
puted. The original ratings were added to estimate the reliabil-
ity of students’ behavior dimension (Cronbach o =.70).

Demographic Background Characteristics

Sociodemographic characteristics, such as age, sex, marital
status, education, school professionals’ functions, school geo-
graphic location and years of professional experience, were
collected from all the participants. In the current study, two
variables were highlighted. First, the school professionals’
functions, comparing teachers vs. non-teachers (e.g., adminis-
trative assistants, education assistants and psychologists). The
second background variable was school geographic location
(Porto vs. Lisbon vs. Porto adjacent municipalities). Other
background characteristics were also analyzed for
sociodemographic characterization.

Data Analysis

To characterize SC (objective 1), descriptive univariate anal-
yses were carried out. Bivariate descriptive and inferential
statistics were computed to clarify the relationship between
SC and DB (objective 2). Specifically, and regarding absen-
teeism, a point-biserial correlation was computed aiming to
clarify its association with the environmental-structural and
relationships dimensions. Additionally, Chi-square tests were
run to explore the association between environmental-
structural and relationships dimensions with absenteeism.
Concerning indexes and dimensions, Pearson’s correlation
coefficients were computed. Then, to check for differences
on all indexes based on environmental-structural and
relationships dimensions, one-way analyses of variance
(ANOVA), considering that the dependent variables were
positively correlated, were performed. To test differences on
SC based on the background characteristics (objective 3), in-
dependent sample #-tests (school professionals’ functions) and
ANOVA (school geographic location) regarding the environ-
mental-structural and relationships dimensions were comput-
ed. Differences on ratings of environmental-structural and
relationships dimensions were analyzed through the Mann
Whitney U tests (school professionals’ functions) and
Kruskal-Wallis H tests (school geographic location). To fur-
ther clarify the differences identified by ANOVA and
Kruskal-Wallis H tests, post-hoc tests were performed using
the Bonferroni correction. Therefore, the critical value for sig-
nificance used in other analyses (p <.05) was replaced by
p=.0167. The normality and homogeneity were verified in
all scale variables, i.e., indexes and environmental-structural
and relationships dimensions, and, overall, assumptions were
not met. Nonetheless, the strategy suggested by Fife-Schaw
(2006) was applied, namely to compute both parametric and
equivalent non-parametric tests. Considering that the conclu-
sions drawn from both sets of tests were the same in all cases,
with the exception of GIDB by dynamics of extracurricular
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activities developed at school, it was decided to present the
parametric test results.

Data were analyzed through the software IBM Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (IBM SPSS for Windows, ver-
sion 27.0, IBM Corp, Armonk, NY, USA). Additionally,
G*Power (Faul et al., 2007) and Calculation of Effect Sizes
software (Lenhard & Lenhard, 2016), were used to compute
the size effect.

Results
Characterization of School Climate

Detailed results concerning the environmental-structural di-
mension are presented in Table 1. Almost 60% of the partic-
ipants rated as good the school surrounding physical environ-
ment, organization/quality of school spaces, and infrastructur-
al conditions. The mean for the environmental-structural di-
mension was 11.13 (SD =1.84, range = 6-15).

Descriptive results about the relationships dimension are
shown in Table 1. Nearly 50% of the participants rated the
dynamics of extracurricular activities developed at school, as
good, while the dynamics of extracurricular activities involv-
ing the school and other institutions were primarily rated as
fair. Moreover, nearly 65% of the participants rated the school
connectedness/engagement with the community, as good. The
mean for the relationships dimension was 9.23 (SD=1.74,
range = 5-15).

School Climate and Students’ Disruptive Behavior

Descriptive data about SC and DB are presented in Table 2,
while inferential statistics are shown in Table 3.

Absenteeism

There was a significant negative association between the ab-
senteeism and relationships dimension, suggesting that those
participants perceiving absenteeism as an issue tended to pres-
ent lower scores on the relationships dimension.

Index of Behavior Problems (IBP)

There was a significant negative correlation between the IBP
and the environmental-structural dimension. Participants with
higher scores on the environmental-structural dimension
tended to report a lower number of DB. Moreover, there were
differences on the IBP based on the school surroundings’ rat-
ings. Participants assessing school surroundings as poor re-
ported the highest mean of DB, while those participants rating
school surroundings as good reported the lowest mean of DB.
Post-hoc tests, using the Bonferroni correction, suggested that

there were significant differences on the IBP between those
participants assessing the school surroundings as poor and the
other groups (poor vs. fair: p =.003; poor vs. good: p <.001),
opposite to the other pair (fair vs. good: p = 1.00). There was
also a significant negative correlation between the IBP and the
relationships dimension, suggesting that those with higher
relationships scores tend to report fewer DB. Considering
the relationships dimension, there were significant differences
on the IBP and ratings of extracurricular activities developed
at school, with those participants who rated them as poor
reporting a higher mean of DB. Post-hoc tests, using the
Bonferroni correction, did not reveal significant differences
between the groups (poor vs. fair: p=.025; poor vs. good:
p =.042; fair vs. good: p =1.00).

Index of Incivilities (Il)

The II correlated significantly with the environmental-
structural dimension, suggesting that school professionals
with higher scores on the environmental-structural dimension
tended to report fewer incivilities. Additionally, there were
differences between the II and ratings of school surroundings.
As shown in Table 2, the group rating school surroundings as
poor reported the highest mean number of incivilities, while
the group that rated it as good reported the lowest. Post-hoc
tests, using the Bonferroni correction, did not found signifi-
cant differences between the groups (poor vs. fair: p=.098,;
poor vs. good: p =.022; fair vs. good: p =1.00). There were
also significant differences between the Il and ratings of infra-
structural conditions. Specifically, those participants rating
infrastructural conditions as poor reported a higher mean of
incivilities than the other groups. Post-hoc tests, using the
Bonferroni correction, revealed significant differences on the
II between those that rated infrastructural conditions as poor
vs. good, p =.016, opposite to the other pairs (poor vs. fair:
p =.058; fair vs. good: p = 1.00). There was a significant cor-
relation between the II and the relationships dimension, which
indicates that those with lower scores on the relationships
dimension tended to report higher incivilities. There were sig-
nificant differences between the II and extracurricular activi-
ties developed at school, extracurricular activities involving
the school and other institutions, and connectedness/
engagement with the community. Overall, groups that rated
the variables as poor reported the highest mean of incivilities.
Post-hoc tests, using the Bonferroni correction, only found
significant group differences on engagement with the commu-
nity, when comparing poor vs. good ratings, p =.008. All
other pairwise comparisons were not significant, namely ex-
tracurricular activities developed at school: poor vs. fair:
p=.382, poor vs. good: p =.082, and fair vs. good: p=.221;
extracurricular activities involving the school and other insti-
tutions: poor vs. fair: p=.018, poor vs. good: p=.052, and
fair vs. good: p=1.00; and connectedness/engagement with
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the community: poor vs. fair: p=.060, and fair vs. good:
p=.49%4.

Global Index of Disruptive Behavior (GIDB)

There was a significant negative correlation between the
GIDB and the environmental-structural dimension.
Specifically, those participants that presented lowest scores
on the environmental-structural dimension tended to report
more global DB. There were significant differences between
the GIDB and the school surroundings and infrastructural
conditions, namely participants rating those variables as poor
reported the highest mean of global DB. Post-hoc tests, using
the Bonferroni correction, revealed significant differences be-
tween poor vs. fair, p =.005, and poor vs. good, p <.001, but
not between fair vs. good, p=.921. There was also a signifi-
cant negative correlation between the GIDB and the
relationships dimension, suggesting that those participants
that presented the lowest scores on the relationships dimen-
sion tended to report more global DB. Concerning the
relationships dimension, there were significant differences
between the GIDB and extracurricular activities developed
at school and extracurricular activities involving the school
and other institutions. Again, those rating the variables as poor
reported a high mean of global DB than other groups. Post-
hoc tests regarding the extracurricular activities developed at
school, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that the
group that rated it as poor significantly differ from the group
that rated it as good on the GIDB, p=.012. There were no
significant differences on the other pairwise comparisons
(poor vs. fair: p =.022, fair vs. good: p =.521). Post-hoc tests,
using the Bonferroni correction, concerning extracurricular
activities involving the school and institutions, found similar
results, revealing only significant differences between poor vs.
good: p=.013 (poor vs. fair: p=.039, and fair vs. good: p =
1.00).

School Climate and Demographic Background
Characteristics

As shown in Table 3, there were significant differences be-
tween the school professionals’ functions and the two
relationships variables, namely on the ratings of extracurricu-
lar activities developed at school and connectedness/
engagement with the community. In both relationships vari-
ables, ratings from teachers tended to be greater than from
non-teachers (Table 2).

There were significant differences on the environmental-
structural dimension considering the school geographic loca-
tion (Table 3). The mean values were 11.63 (SD=1.86) for
Porto, 10.71 (SD = 1.53) for Lisbon, and 10.91 (SD = 1.89) for
Porto adjacent municipalities. Post-hoc tests, using the
Bonferroni correction, clarified that there were significant

@ Springer

differences between Porto and Lisbon, p =.001, and between
Porto and Porto adjacent municipalities, p =.005, but not be-
tween Lisbon and Porto adjacent municipalities, p = 1.00.
Concerning the environmental-structural variables, there
were geographic differences on the organization/quality of
school spaces and infrastructural conditions (Table 3). Post-
hoc tests, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that were
significant differences on the ratings of organization/quality of
school between Porto and Lisbon, p=.006, and between
Porto and Porto adjacent municipalities, p <.001, but not be-
tween Lisbon and Porto adjacent municipalities, p =.835.
Additionally, post-hoc tests, using the Bonferroni correction,
clarified that there were significant differences on the ratings
on infrastructural conditions between Porto and Lisbon,
p=.003, but not on the other pairwise comparisons (Porto
vs. Porto adjacent municipalities: p =.031, Lisbon vs. Porto
adjacent municipalities: p =.258).

There were significant differences on the relationships var-
iables attending to school geographic location (Table 3).
Regarding the ratings on extracurricular activities developed
at school, post-hoc tests, using the Bonferroni correction, re-
vealed significant differences between Porto and Lisbon,
p=.001, and between Porto and Porto adjacent municipali-
ties, p <.001, but not between Lisbon and Porto adjacent mu-
nicipalities, p =.975. Similar results were obtained regarding
extracurricular activities involving the school and other insti-
tutions (Porto vs. Lisbon: p =.004; Porto vs. Porto adjacent
municipalities: p <.001; Lisbon vs. Porto adjacent municipal-
ities: p =.318) and connectedness/engagement with the com-
munity (Porto vs. Lisbon: p=.002; Porto vs. Porto adjacent
municipalities: p <.016; Lisbon vs. Porto adjacent municipal-
ities: p =.304). As it can be observed in Table 2, the school
professionals from Porto tended to rate the relationships var-
iables more positively.

Discussion

SC seems to play an important role in how school profes-
sionals perceive DB at school. The results in this study re-
vealed that those individuals presenting a better perception
about SC tended to report less DB, which is in line with a
meta-analysis developed by Reaves et al. (2018), reporting a
relationship between the institutional environment, interper-
sonal relationships and DB. Other empirical studies (e.g.,
Kuperminc et al., 2001; O’Brennan et al., 2014; Way et al.,
2007) have also established the connection between SC and
DB, underlining the importance of SC on school life and its
impact to reduce DB (Caridade et al., 2020; Wang & Degol,
2016). Opposite, other authors (e.g., Cohen et al., 2009; Thapa
et al., 2013) did not observe a significant relationship when
analyzing other SC dimensions, such as safety, teaching and
learning, and DB.



Curr Psychol (2023) 42:10012-10024

10021

Focusing on the environmental-structural variables, the
school professionals perceiving school surroundings as poor
reported the highest mean of the IBP, Il and GIDB. A similar
trend was found for the infrastructural conditions’ perception
and two indexes, i.e., I and GIDB. These results are consis-
tent with a previous study from Vagi et al. (2018), which
found that the poor school characteristics (e.g., poor mainte-
nance, inadequate lighting, hiding places, gang or hate-related
graffiti or inadequate supervision of space), of the school en-
vironment could increase conflict and violence, as well as
tolerance towards aggressive behavior. Regarding the
relationships variables, the school professionals rating extra-
curricular activities developed at school as poor reported a
higher mean on IBP, II and GIDB. Similar results were found
for the school professionals’ perception about the dynamics of
extracurricular activities involving other institutions and the II
and GIDB. The results in this study substantiate previous
findings in other studies (e.g., Driessens, 2015; Ruvalcaba
et al., 2017; Samek et al., 2015), highlighting the positive
impact on DB related to the participation on extracurricular
activities, that seems to act as a protective factor.

Overall, SC perception seems not to differ among teachers
and non-teachers, with the exceptions of dynamics of extra-
curricular activities developed at school and connectedness/
engagement with the community. On both aforementioned
relationships variables, the teachers presented better ratings.
To the best of the authors’ knowledge, no previous Portuguese
study has until now analyzed this problem, and the obtained
results seem to be reasonable and in line with the expectations
of the authors and the searched literature. Public transporta-
tion, classrooms, services, etc., included in the environmental-
structural dimension, are realities equally shared and experi-
enced by teachers and non-teachers, while the development
and implementation of extracurricular activities and the
connectedness/engagement with the community are issues
mainly handled by teachers, which may be better informed.
Another potential explanation may be related to previous ex-
pectations from school professionals regarding the interaction
between the school and the community. Valli et al. (2016)
identified four types of school-community partnerships, i.e.,
family and interagency collaboration, full-services schools,
full-service community schools, and community develop-
ment, differing significantly on scope and purpose, require-
ments, and underlying theory of action. Therefore, and con-
sidering that general questions were enquired in this study, the
teachers may differ from non-teachers on the type of the
school-community partnerships expected at school.

Differences on the environmental-structural and
relationships variables considering the school geographic lo-
cation are also important. Generally, the school professionals
from Porto perceived more positive organization/quality of
school spaces, infrastructural conditions, dynamics of extra-
curricular activities (developed at school and involving other

institutions), and school connectedness/engagement with the
community, than the school professionals from Lisbon and
Porto adjacent municipalities. Some geographic idiosyncra-
sies seem to exist concerning the SC assessments and prac-
tices, at least between Porto and Lisbon. A more detailed
comparative analysis should be additionally carried out,
intending to understand these marked differences, since avail-
able data need further clarification. As example, and accord-
ing to the Lisbon Educational Charter (Lisbon City Hall,
2008), the school requalification was a major local purpose,
while the relationships dimension was qualified only as a
complementary issue. The situation in Porto is somehow dis-
tinct. In the latest Porto Educational Charter, each school was
assessed in detail, specifically relating the environmental-
structural issues, and the intervention plan now includes sev-
eral dimensions of SC, being particularly emphasized the im-
provements at the environmental-structural level and
strengthening of the relationships inside and outside the
school context (Rego et al., 2017a, 2017b). Some useful indi-
cators that could help to explain the differences on SC based
on school geographic location, such as the number of libraries
or education spending, are only available at national level,
through Statistics Portugal (INE), the official Institution re-
sponsible for handling statistical Portuguese data, or the
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD). This is a limiting factor to the supplementary data
analysis on the importance of SC within the school function-
ing context.

Limitations and Future Directions

Several potential limitations should be addressed. This study
focused on two SC dimensions, neglecting others, e.g., safety,
teaching and learning, which may also assume particular rel-
evance within the school context, a limitation that has also
been identified by other authors, such as Reaves et al.
(2018). This is an exploratory study focused on the school
professionals’ perception, mainly teachers or other school pro-
fessionals as mono-raters, without considering parents, stu-
dents and community members’ points of view, which should
be further studied. This study relied on the school profes-
sionals self-report of DB, and it would be informative to in-
clude other sources of information, such as the absenteeism
records or the students’ DB notifications. The
sociodemographic characterization, e.g., school professionals’
functions, can be a potential limitation, considering that
teachers represented nearly 70% of the participants, a signifi-
cant number because this professional group is the most fre-
quently represented in Portuguese schools. The potential se-
lection effects, such as personal involvement in the develop-
ment of extracurricular activities, were not assessed and may
also limit the findings in this study. The sole reliance on ob-
servable DB is also a limitation, particularly considering that
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not all disruptive problems are easily observable, i.e., internal-
izing behavior. Lastly, some bias may be related to the appli-
cation of an online questionnaire, since it introduces the pos-
sibility of responses not made by the target respondents/
participants.

Practical Implications

These results may have several practical implications for all
involved in the school context. The study findings related to
the environmental-structural dimension highlight the need to
improve the physical space according to the CPTED prin-
ciples, a strategy which is implemented to reduce DB rates
and destructive interactions in school (NCPC, 2003).
Attending to the positive impact associated with this type
of intervention (e.g., Lamoreaux & Sulkowski, 2019; Vagi
et al., 2018), additional efforts can be made to assess the
school characteristics, to develop proper intervention plans
and to implement grounded measures at this level.
Concurrently, preventive and educational campaigns about
CPTED and school violence can be promoted, targeted to
school professionals and parents, in particular and aiming
to raise school awareness, to improve knowledge and to
motivate to change in the context of SC.

The results about the relationships dimension are encouraging
to promote interactions and partnerships between the school and
the community. It is known that some reasons may negatively
affect the development of extracurricular activities by the school
professionals, such as the professionals’ demotivation, econom-
ical constraints or even as a punishment strategy for students’
misbehavior or poor learning achievement. However, and as
mentioned by Driessens (2015), evidence about involvement in
extracurricular activities and DB seems to sustain the Erikson’s
psychosocial developmental theory (Erikson, 1950) and the
Bronfenbrenner’s developmental ecological model
(Bronfenbrenner, 2005), supporting a positive child/adolescent
development (for a systematic literature review, see Aldridge &
McChesney, 2018). It seems that through extracurricular activi-
ties, students not only have the opportunity to extend academic
knowledge, but also to explore new topics and to develop impor-
tant life and social skills within the school context. Measures
aimed to improve school engagement with the community,
straightening communication and interaction between all in-
volved, are of significant importance. Specific programs, adviso-
ry boards, or discussion forums, could also be implemented to
address both school and community problems.

Code Availability SPSS syntax is available upon request to the authors.
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