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The problem

PBS in 

contemporary 

disability services

Studies of PBS 

policy

Policy in 
disability services

Research 

questions

Internationally

Australia
Directing services 
(Stowe & Turnbull, 2001)

Policy is a systems-

level process
(Schalock & Verdugo, 2012)

Systems is a core 

feature of PBS
(Dunlap et al., 2009)

Limited in the 

discipline as a 

whole

Australia
(Hayward et al., 2017; 

2019)

1. What beliefs do 

PBS polices 

portray?

2. How are these 

beliefs shared? 

3. What are the 

implications of 

these beliefs? 
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Findings

Beliefs about 

PBS vary

A relatively 

small number 

of beliefs 

about PBS are 

shared 

The values 
and

attitudes 
associated 

with PBS 

are shared 

the most

The nature of 
support in 

PBS was 

shared the 

least

There was a 

preference 

for a  

hierarchical 
approach in 

PBS policy

No single 

organisation 

was 

influential in 

the 

promotion 

of PBS 

beliefs 

A different 

coalition 

exists for 

each policy 

domain. 

Only one 

organisation 

is present in 

all three



Theory

Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF)
[Sabatier, 1988]

• Policy processes take place within policy 

subsystems

• Subsystems are interactions between 

persons from different institutions 

• Subsystems are intergovernmental 

• Policies are sets of values priorities and 

causal assumptions

• Beliefs in the ACF are hierarchical:

1. Deep core beliefs

2. Policy core beliefs

3. Secondary aspects  

Discourse Network Analysis (DNA)
[Wasserman & Faust, 1994]

• A combination of content analysis and 

social network analysis using ideology from 

published materials 

• Discourse coalitions are groups of 

organisations that voice similar beliefs 
(Kukkonen et al., 2017)

• DNA allows the coding of beliefs and 

preferences and mapping the relations in 

the form of networks 

• DNA uses explicit knowledge expressed in 

writing independent from engaging with 

persons

• DNA is used with policy core beliefs in the 

ACF (Leifeld, 2013)

Kukkonen et al. . (2017). Advocacy coalitions, beliefs and climate change policy in the United States. Public Administration, 95, 713-729. 
Leifeld, P. (2013). Reconceptualizing major policy change in the advocacy coalition framework: A discourse network analysis of German pension politics. The Policy Studies Journal, 41(1), 169-198. 
Sabatier, P. A. (1988). An advocacy coalition framework of policy change and the role of policy-oriented learning therein. Policy Sciences, 21(2/3), 129-168.
Wasserman, S. & Faust, K. (1994). Social network analysis: Methods and applications. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



Methods

1. Define policy (Considine, 1994) 

2. Standards for qualitative public 

administration research (Ospina et al., 

2018)

3. Quality standards for interpretative 

research (Schwartz-Shea, 2006)

4. Searching for PBS policies (Hayward, 2018)

5. Only policies from Australian disability 

service providers (NGOs)

6. Policies which solely focused on BSPs 

were excluded 

1. Policy core beliefs (Jenkins-Smith et al. 2014): 

a) Normative: Basic orientation and 

value priorities; whose welfare is of 

utmost concern - using cultural 
theory (Ripberger et al. 2014) and policy 
cultures (Considine, 1994)

b) Empirical: Overall assessment of the 

seriousness of the problem, its basic 

causes, and preferred solutions for 

addressing it - using wicked problems, 
framing, design, implementation and 

capacity (Head, 2019)

Design Define

Considine, M. (1994). Public policy. A critical approach. South Melbourne: MacMillan.
Hayward, B. (2018, March). Using diffusion of innovations theory to improve a PBS policy study. Poster presented at the meeting of the Association for Positive Behaviour Support, San Diego, CA.
Head, B. W. (2019). Forty years of wicked problems literature: Forging closer links to policy studies. Policy and Society, 38(2), 180-197. 
Jenkins-Smith et al. (2014). The advocacy coalition framework: Foundations, evolution, and ongoing Research. In P. A. Sabatier & C. M. Weible (Eds.). Theories of the policy process (pp. 183-223). Boulder, CO: Westview. 
Ospina et al. (2018). Assessing qualitative studies in public administration research. Public Administration Review, 78(4), 593-605. 
Ripberger et al. (2014). Cultural theory and the measurement of deep core beliefs within the Advocacy Coalition Framework. Policy Studies Journal, 42(4), 509-527. 
Schwartz-Shea, P. (2006). Judging quality. Evaluative criteria and epistemic communities. In D. Yanow et al. (Eds.), Interpretation and method: Empirical research methods and the interpretive turn (pp. 89-113).



Methods

1. Policy orientation 

2. Policy framing 

3. Policy preferences 

4. Develop codebook

5. Hand-coding and display sorting (Crabtree & 

Miller, 1999)

6. Multi-pass coding (Leifeld, 2013)

7. Cluing phrases (Saldana, 2012)

8. Iterative review of coded material as per 

Steinfeld (2016) 

1. Summary tables

2. Matrix construction:

• Affiliation and adjacency

• Sliced and dichotomised (Scott, 2000) 

4. Shared belief statements 

5. Graphing software (“Visone”) 

6. Betweenness centrality (Butts, 2008)

7. Louvain values (Koltsova et al., 2016)

8. Semantic analysis (Mestrovic, 2018)

Code Analyse

Analysis

Butts, C. T. (2008). Social network analysis: A methodological introduction. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 11, 13-41. 
Crabtree, B. F. & Miller, W. L. (1999). Using codes and code manuals. In B. F. Crabtree & W. L. Miller (Eds.). Doing qualitative research (2nd Ed). 
Koltsova et al. (2016). Communities of co-commenting in the Russian LiveJournal and their topical coherence. Internet Research, 26(3), 710-732. 
Leifeld, P. (2013). Reconceptualizing major policy change in the advocacy coalition framework: A discourse network analysis of German pension politics. The Policy Studies Journal, 41(1), 169-198. 
Mestrovic, A. (2018). Collaboration networks analysis: Combining structural and keyword-based approaches. In J. Szymanski & Y. Velegrakis (eds). Semantic keyword-based search on structured data sources.
Saldana, J. (2016). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (3rd Ed). London: Sage
Scott, J. (2000). Social network analysis (2nd edition). London: Sage. 
Steinfeld, N. (2016). The F-campaign: A discourse network analysis of party leaders’ campaign statements on Facebook. Israel Affairs, 22(3-4), 743-759. 
Visone (2.6.3) [computer program] https://visone.info/index.html



Results

 Statements coded present 
(percent) 

 Mean number of shared statements 
(normalised) 

 

 Preference Orientation Framing  Preference Orientation Framing 

Org A 41 80 47  0.73 0.73 0.47 

Org B 71 0 59  0.27 0.45 0.59 

Org C 53 80 47  0.45 0.64 0.47 

Org D 41 40 41  0.64 0.55 0.41 

Org E 59 60 41  0.73 0.55 0.44 

Org F 18 100 35  0.73 0.45 0.35 

Org G 35 0 53  0.82 0.27 0.56 

Org H 41 80 53  0.82 0.64 0.56 

Org I 59 100 65  0.55 0.55 0.65 

Org J 18 20 35  0.82 0.18 0.38 

Org K 53 60 59  0.73 0.64 0.59 

 

The average number 

of policy belief 

statements present in 

each organisation's 

policy varied 

between 44 and 56%



Results

Figure 1. Network diagram of organisational policy preferences Figure 2. Network diagram of organisational policy framing

Figure 3. Network diagram of organisational policy orientation



 Louvian value 

 Orientation  Framing  Preferences  

Org A 0 0 0 

Org B 1 1 1 

Org C 0 0 1 

Org D 1 1 0 

Org E 0 0 0 

Org F 0 0 0 

Org G 1 0 0 

Org H 0 1 1 

Org I 0 1 1 

Org J 1 0 0 

Org K 0 0 1 

 

 Betweenness 

 Orientation  Framing  Preferences  

Org A 23.526 15.314 4.007 

Org B 22.179 2.667 0 

Org C 2.885 15.314 0.893 

Org D 8.269 2.857 5.997 

Org E 0 11.957 8.881 

Org F 0 15.314 6.89 

Org G 12.115 9.57 17.768 

Org H 15.513 12.067 22.307 

Org I 0 8.821 11.83 

Org J 0 2.872 11.786 

Org K 15.513 3.257 9.643 

 

Results



The policy 
does not

include the 
practices and 
consequences 

for staff

Safety and 
wellbeing of 
staff is not
included

Quality of 
life is not
included

The rights of 
people with 
disability is 
associated 
with PBS

Behaviours 
of concern 

are 
presented as 

the main 
problem

Safety & 
wellbeing of 
people with 
disability is 

stated

PBS is 

described

Cooperation 

for 

outcomes

Behaviours 

of concern 

are caused 

by poor 

service 

provision 

Negotiation 

& consensus 

are used to 

respond to 

behaviours 

of concern 

“Behaviour 

of concern” 

or similar 

term is used 

Restrictive 

interventions 

are 

permitted

The function 

of behaviour 

or similar 

wording is 

used

Findings



Implications

PBS is 

believed to 

be 

hierarchical 

PBS is more 

correctly a 

service 

system1

There isn’t 

much 

agreement 

about what 

PBS is

There are 

barriers to 

service 

providers 

applying 

evidence6

Copying 

online 

policies is 

easy and 

specific 

beliefs can 

“spread”5

Service 

providers have 

difficulties 

implementing 

evidence-

based 

interventions7

PBS policy 

appears to 

be a 

surrogate2

for human 

rights

How are people 

with intellectual 

disability 

benefiting from 

PBS if restrictive 

practices are 

also permitted?

There is 

better 

alignment of 

the values 

and attitudes 

associated 

with PBS

The nature of 

support in 

PBS is less 

widely shared 

PBS policies 

have become 

documents of 

informal rules4

for using 

restrictive 

interventions

PBS policy risks 

losing its 

integrity and 

becoming 

instructions for 

restrictive 

interventions

There is no 

single policy 

which 

contains all 

dominant 

beliefs

Providers of 

NDIS services 

have 

inconsistent 

beliefs, which 

may lead to 

different 

standards of 

service 

PBS in 

Australia risks 

becoming 

exclusively 

value-driven3

PBS risks 

rejecting 

behavioural 

science and 

intervention as 

core practices

Scan this QR code 

with your smart 

phone’s camera to 

get a copy of this 

presentation
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