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ABSTRACT
APRIL LEIGH MUSTIAN. The comparative effects of function-based versus
nonfunction-based interventions on the social behavior of African American students.
(Under the direction of DR. YA-YU LO)

Disproportionality has been a persistent problem in special education for decades.
Despite mandates outlined in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement
Act (IDEA, 2004), African American students continue to be disproportionately
represented in the Emotional Disturbance (ED) category in special education (e.g., Skiba,
Poloni-Staudinger, Simmons, Feggins-Azziz, & Chung, 2005). Additionally, African
Americans represent the highest percentages of students identified as at risk (Gay, 2000)
and receive a disproportionate number of referrals for disciplinary actions (Cartledge &
Dukes, 2008) among racial groups. Even though many hypothesized reasons for such
disproportionate rates have been researched (e.g., poverty, inherently bad behavior,
cultural bias, ineffective behavioral management), the findings are conflicting.
Disproportionality among this population continues, and successful educational outcomes
are far too infrequent.

One promising intervention that can decrease exclusionary practices imposed on
African American students and address disproportionality in both special education and
disciplinary action is to use functional behavioral assessments and function-based
interventions. The effectiveness of FBAs and function-based interventions for students
with ED and those at risk for developing ED have been well documented (e.g.,
Heckaman, Conroy, Fox, & Chait, 2000; Reid & Nelson, 2002). However, only two
studies have involved African American students as participants in FBA implementation

(i.e., Kamps, Wendland, & Culpepper, 2006; Lo & Cartledge, 2006) and only one



included African Americans as a means to address disproportionality (i.e., Lo &
Cartledge). Additionally, professional development on FBA has largely been limited to
special education personnel only. In order for FBAs to be effective in preventing problem
behavior of African American students before they are referred to special education,
research on FBA and professional development targeted to general education teachers is
critical.

This study examined the comparative effects of function-based versus
nonfunction-based interventions on the off-task and replacement behavior of African
American students at risk for ED and the extent to which general education teachers
could implement FBASs with high fidelity. Findings indicated that function-based
interventions resulted in higher decreases of off-task behavior than nonfunction-based
interventions. Additionally, descriptive results showed that both general education
teachers were able to implement FBAs and function-based interventions with high levels
of fidelity. Finally, social validity data suggested that teachers felt that FBAs and
function-based interventions were of social importance. Teachers’ perceptions also
changed on the extent to which students had continued needs for disciplinary action and
special education services in the ED category. Specifically, teachers felt students were no
long in need of special education services or disciplinary action as a result of the
function-based interventions. Limitations of the study, suggestions for future research,

and implications for practice are also discussed.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

Disproportionality of African Americans in special education. Racial
disproportionality in special education is a problem that continues despite advances made
in the field in recent years, such as the push for more inclusive practices, increased
accountability, and the response to intervention initiative (IDEA, 2004; No Child Left
Behind Act, 2001). Among those from culturally non-dominant racial backgrounds who
are placed into special education, African American students are the most
overrepresented group in special education programs in nearly every state. This is
especially the case in the categories of mental retardation (MR), emotional disturbance
(ED), and multiple disabilities, for which subjectivity in assessments is most likely
(National Research Council [NRC], 2002; Parrish, 2002; Skiba et al., 2008). In addition,
different from patterns for other races, the disproportionality of African American
students has remained steady across decades (Skiba, Poloni-Staudinger, Gallini,
Simmons, & Feggins-Azziz, 2006). African American students with challenging
behaviors continue to be referred to special education programs for ED more than any
other race (National Education Agency [NEA], 2008). Specifically, African American
students comprise 11.3% of the total school population but over 23% of the enrollment in
ED classrooms (Skiba et al., 2006). The NRC (2002) reported that African American

students are 1.92 times more likely than Caucasian students to be labeled with ED.



These students often begin receiving special education services in elementary school, and
most of them remain in special education until they exit high school (NEA, 2008).

In addition to the disparity in special education referrals, African American
students continue to be disproportionately placed into more restrictive education settings
once they receive special education services (Skiba et al., 2006). In their investigation of
disproportionate special education placement of African American students within the
disability categories of ED, mild MR, moderate MR, learning disabilities (LD), and
speech and language impairments, Skiba et al. (2006) found that African American
students were underrepresented in general education classrooms (i.e., removal less than
21% of the school day) and overrepresented in more restrictive placements (i.e., removal
greater than 60% of the school day) when compared to other racial groups. The authors
also found that disproportionality was most evident in those disability categories for
which other racial groups are normally served in general education. In this study, African
American students identified as LD in this study were more than three times as likely as
other students identified as LD to be placed in a separate class setting. Those African
American students identified with a speech and language impairment were seven times
more likely to be served in a separate setting. These alarming statistics draw attention to
the need for finding solutions to the overrepresentation of African American students in
special education.

Although African American students are overrepresented in special education for
students with mild disabilities, they are underrepresented in gifted and talented programs.
This is not a new phenomenon. In fact, African American, Hispanic, and American

Indian students have always been underrepresented in gifted education and always by a



margin greater than 40% (Skiba et al., 2008). According to Zappia (1989), African
American students in the 1980s made up approximately 16% of the United States school
population but only 8% of the gifted population. On the contrary, Caucasian students
represented over 71% of the school population, and 81% of the gifted program
population. In the past 4 years, the disproportionate representation of African Americans
in gifted education has continued to increase (Skiba et al., 2008). The underrepresentation
of African American and other minority students in gifted and talented programs
indicates that the education of culturally and linguistically diverse students must be
addressed on an even larger scale than has already been attempted.

Disproportionality of African Americans in disciplinary referrals. Racial
disproportionality for African American students is also unfortunately evident in
disciplinary referrals. Specifically, African American students have higher rates of office
referrals, suspensions, and expulsion from school and receive more severe punishments
than Caucasian students for the same type of behavior (Cartledge & Dukes, 2008; Shaw
& Braden, 1990) In fact, race continues to remain a significant predictor of suspensions
and expulsions, even when socioeconomic status is controlled statistically (Skiba,
Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002; Skiba, Poloni-Staudinger, Simmons, Feggins-Azziz,
& Chung, 2005). For example, in a study by Gregory and Mosely (2004), analysis of
discipline data revealed that African Americans represented approximately 37% of the
school enrollment, but approximately 80% of those students receiving some form of in-
school suspension. Additionally, African Americans made up more than 68% of total out-

of-school suspensions. These figures represent an overrepresentation of disciplinary



action for African American students when compared to Caucasian and Asian American
students (Gregory & Mosely).

Hypothesized factors linked to disproportionality of African American
students. Although reports on the disproportionality of African American students in
special education and disciplinary referrals remain logically consistent, the reasons for
this persistent phenomenon remain unclear. Researchers and educational professionals
have hypothesized several factors that may be linked to racial overrepresentation,
including poverty and poor cultural values, adoption of disciplinary practices, and poor
instructional quality in general education classrooms (Garcia & Ortiz, 2006; Harris-
Murri, King, & Rostenberg, 2006; Skiba et al., 2005).

One widely suggested explanation of disproportionality among African American
students concerns poverty or cultural values of parents or home environments that are
inconsistent with school operation norms (Coutinho, Oswald, & Best, 2002; Oswald,
Coutinho, & Best, 2002). Such explanations are based on the premise that reading
difficulties or behavioral issues commonly noted in special education referrals are due to
poor parenting practices or home conditions that prevent minorities and students of
poverty from being academically successful. However, these explanations cannot account
for the number of African American students who are products of poverty but also
academically successful. More recent research on this topic has begun to refute the notion
that poverty plays a causal role in the overrepresentation of African American students in
special education. For example, Skiba et al. (2005) explored the relationships among
race, poverty, and special education identification in order to determine the extent to

which poverty contributed to racial disproportionality in special education. Although data



were only analyzed from one midwestern state, the authors found that poverty among
African American students was a weak and inconsistent predictor of disproportionality
across a number of disability categories. Specifically, poverty did not significantly
predict disproportionality for overall special education enrollment, ED, or moderate MR
categories. Results for African American students with speech and language impairments
and LD showed a significant inverse relationship, indicating that as the proportion of
African American students receiving free or reduced lunch increased, disproportionality
in those two disability categories decreased. The only disability category for which
higher rates of poverty predicted increased disproportionality was mild MR. Therefore, it
appears that poverty alone cannot account for disproportionate representation of African
American students in special education.

A second hypothesized contributor to disproportionality among African American
students in special education concerns schools’ disciplinary practices. Although
challenging behavior is often a basis for special education referrals, current data on
disproportionality in disciplinary action provide a possible explanation for why more
African American students are being identified for special education than students of
other races. Research on disproportionality in disciplinary measures provides evidence
that overidentification of African American students in special education may be a
function of teachers’ or administrators’ biased perceptions towards the behavior of
African Americans and limited skills in behavior management. First, African Americans
and Caucasians exhibit similar behaviors when being referred for a disciplinary action,
refuting the notion that African Americans exhibit more severe behaviors than students of

other races (Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2000). Second, African American



students receive harsher punishments than Caucasian students for less severe and more
subjective behaviors, such as disrespect or excessive noise (Skiba et al.). They also
receive corporal punishment at disproportionate rates when compared to Caucasian
students but not as a result of more severe infractions (Shaw & Braden, 1990). Such
findings indicate that the focus must shift from the belief that African American students
exhibit more severe behaviors than students of other races to the idea that cultural bias
and an overall lack of understanding may play a significant role in disciplinary actions.
Perhaps the most widely agreed upon explanation for disproportionality by
experts in the field is that the inadequacy of general education and its inability or
unwillingness to meet the needs of all students is the root of disproportionality in special
education (Harris-Murri et al., 2006; Skiba et al., 2008). The passage of IDEA (2004)
included new mandates on the appropriation of funds for scientifically based research
strategies to address inappropriate behavior of students with disabilities and to prevent
children with behavior problems from eventually requiring special education and related
services under the disability category of ED. Additionally, IDEA allocates professional
development funds to allow school personnel to acquire skills related to effective
instruction and positive behavior interventions to reduce overidentification of students in
special education. This provision is ultimately aimed at training general education
teachers in preventing and intervening in students’ problem behavior through effective
academic instruction and behavioral supports. However, despite federal attention and
increased state standards given to increase accountability of educational systems, some
community leaders and researchers believe that general education is not structured in a

way to comply with these standards and that current services offered to students are



insufficient to provide quality instruction to every child who needs it (Blanchett,
Mumford, & Beachum, 2005). One way to alleviate this issue is to train general educators
on research-based behavioral strategies that are conducive to general education.

Use of functional behavioral assessment to prevent disproportionality.
Mandates of IDEA (Sec. 300.323; 2004) specifically require the use of positive
behavioral supports and interventions for a child with a disability whose behavior
impedes his or her learning or that of others in order to address the behavior.
Additionally, IDEA requires that any child with a disability who has been removed from
his or her current placement due to disciplinary infractions for 10 school days receive an
FBA and behavioral intervention services and modifications to address behavior
violations (Sec. 300.530). FBA is a systematic process of identifying problem behaviors
and the events that reliably predict and maintain their occurrence or nonoccurrence across
time (Sugai et al., 2000). It involves gathering behavioral information through the use of
interviews, observations, rating scales, and experimental analysis to improve the
effectiveness, relevance, and efficiency of behavior support plans (Horner, 1994; Sugai et
al.).

In addition to what is required in the law for students who have already been
identified with disabilities, the FBA process can be used as a proactive approach to
addressing problematic behaviors before students become identified in special education.
FBAs are applicable to all students (Sugai & Horner, 1999-2000) and are used to develop
behavior support plans that address the function of a student’s problem behavior by
creating strategies that make the problem behavior irrelevant, inefficient, and ineffective

(O’Neill et al., 1997). FBA results are used to develop function-based intervention



strategies that target contextual factors and environmental variables (i.e., setting events,
antecedents, maintaining consequences) that trigger or set the occasion for problem
behavior. Function-based interventions are interventions developed based on the function
(e.g., gain peer or adult attention, escape from difficult task) or the “why” of an
individual’s behavior rather than on the form or physical aspects (e.g., out of seat, verbal
outbursts) of behavior. Considering the high rates of suspensions and expulsions African
American students receive due to challenging behavior, researchers in the field have
suggested the need for FBAs and function-based interventions to effectively decrease the
exclusionary practices for these students (Yell & Shriner, 1997). Effective
implementation of FBAs and function-based interventions in general education as a
proactive measure may be a means for preventing disproportionality among African
American students in special education referrals and reducing disproportionality in
disciplinary action.

Empirical effectiveness of function-based interventions. The effectiveness of
function-based behavior interventions have been well documented with multiple student
populations, including those identified as having LD (e.g., Burke, Hagan-Burke, & Sugai,
2003), developmental disabilities (e.g., Blair, Umbreit, Dunlap, & Jung, 2007; Brooks,
Todd, Tofflemoyer, & Horner, 2003), students with or at risk for ED (e.g., Heckaman,
Conroy, Fox, & Chait, 2000; Lane, Umbreit, & Beebe-Frankenberger, 1999; Reid &
Nelson, 2002), and English Language Learners (ELL) (e.g., Preciado, Horner, & Baker,
2009). However, there is limited research addressing the effectiveness of function-based
interventions for African American students at risk for ED (Kamps, Wendland, &

Culpepper, 2006; Stahr, Cushing, Lane, & Fox, 2006). To date, only one study was found



that specifically targeted African American students at risk for ED in addressing the
effectiveness of function-based interventions (Lo & Cartledge, 2006). In this study, Lo
and Cartledge (2006) used a multiple-baseline-across-participants design to examine the
effectiveness of FBA procedures and function-based behavior support plans that focused
on skills training, consequence-based interventions, and self-monitoring to reduce off-
task behavior and increase appropriate behavior of four African American male students
who were in grades two through four. Results indicated that all students reduced their
levels of off-task behavior when function-based behavior intervention plans were used. In
addition, all four students remained in their current placements, without being referred to
special education for the two at-risk students or to more restrictive placements for the two
students already identified with ED.

Function-based versus nonfunction-based interventions. Although there is
research to support the use of function-based interventions as an effective method for
decreasing problem behavior, preventing unnecessary identification, and addressing
disproportionality in special education for students at risk for or with ED (Kamps et al.,
2006; Lo & Cartledge, 2006; Stahr et al., 2006), other research indicates that practitioners
continue to select punitive and exclusionary measures regardless of the function of a
student’s behavior (Scott et al., 2005). This finding may result from the fact that punitive
and exclusionary measures often serve as negative reinforcers on the part of practitioners
who seek to avoid implementing more intensive behavior support plans that require extra
time and effort. It is also negative reinforcement for practitioners because punitive
methods allow immediate escape by stopping the problem behavior temporarily.

Additionally, FBA is a complex process that involves many steps such as data collection,
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direct observation, developing an intervention plan that matches the hypothesized
function of behavior, and implementing the plan. Because of such complexity, FBA
implementation presents barriers to practitioners. The multifaceted nature of the FBA
process is also very systematic and requires technical adequacy and a high degree of skill
in order to be successfully implemented. Most teachers do not possess the skills
necessary to complete an FBA without sufficient training. Despite such barriers,
substantial evidence still suggests that interventions based on FBAs are highly effective
(Blair et al., 2007; Burke et al., 2003; Preciado et al., 2009). What remains unclear is
whether function-based interventions are or can be more efficient than other interventions
that have research support (e.g., token economies that focus on Attention Deficit
Hyperactivity Disorder [ADHD] symptoms; Bender & Mathes, 1995; DuPaul &
Weyandt, 2006) but are not function-based. Understanding how function-based
interventions compare to nonfunctional approaches is a research question that warrants
further investigation. One advantage of such a comparison is that results could help to
explain the need to increase teacher investment and promote use and sustainability of
function-based interventions over traditional, nonfunctional methods of behavior
management.

To date, only six studies (i.e., Carr & Durand, 1985; Ellingson, Miltenberger,
Stricker, Galensky, & Garlinghouse, 2000; Filter & Horner, 2009; Ingram, Lewis-Palmer,
& Sugai, 2005; Newcomer & Lewis, 2004; Payne, Scott, & Conroy, 2007) have
examined the comparative effects of function-based versus nonfunction-based
interventions on problem behavior of students with or at risk for disabilities. All six

studies provide empirical support for the use of function-based interventions over the
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nonfunction-based interventions in decreasing inappropriate student behavior. These
studies included 18 students, none of whom were identified as African American.
Considering the issue of disproportionality for African American students, further
research is warranted to determine the differential effects of function-based and
nonfunction-based interventions for this population. Additionally, only two of four
studies in which teachers served as the interventionists reported procedural fidelity data
on the teachers’ ability to implement the function-based and nonfunction-based
interventions. Fidelity data on the teachers’ ability to implement all phases of the FBA
process were not available in these studies. In order to determine the feasibility of
function-based interventions, future research addressing comparison studies should
address a teacher’s ability to implement FBAs and function-based intervention plans with
the technical adequacy required for effective behavior change. Additionally, fidelity data
should be collected on both function-based and nonfunction-based intervention
implementation for true comparisons to be made between the two intervention types.
Effective training of professionals on FBA. As mentioned previously, lack of
skills in conducting FBASs and developing function-based interventions may prevent
teachers from implementing treatments. Ervin et al. (2001) conducted a review of studies
regarding FBA in school settings and found that FBAs have been typically conducted by
research professionals or other outside behavior specialists, rather than by school
personnel themselves. Training has also been provided to one individual within a school,
such as the school psychologist or special education teacher. Unfortunately, this type of
designation is problematic because it often excludes general education teachers from the

intervention planning process when the student of concern is served in the general
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education classroom (Reid & Nelson, 2002). To be effective, Conroy, Clark, Fox, and
Gable (2000) suggest that FBA training should be provided across several critical areas
(e.g., knowledge and application of Applied Behavior Analysis, functional analysis and
assessment techniques, development of multi-component interventions linked to FBA)
and should include modeling and performance feedback on school personnel’s
implementation.

More recently, Van Acker, Boreson, Gable, and Potterton (2005) conducted 1-
and 2-day inservice trainings on the FBA process and developing function-based
interventions for individuals in more than 200 school districts who often went back and
formed intact Individualized Education Program (IEP) teams in their schools. Participants
who attended the trainings submitted their FBAs and intervention plans for critical review
by authors in the study. Authors found that the majority of FBAs submitted contained
serious flaws and there was a general failure to verify the hypothesized function of
behavior before an intervention was attempted. Additionally, many teams did not
consider the function of behavior identified in the FBA when developing the subsequent
intervention plan. Results did indicate that participants who completed 2 or more days of
inservice training produced better FBA results than those who completed less training.
This finding is consistent with professional development literature in that one-day or half-
day trainings were often insufficient and that a longer period of training (e.g., more than
14 days) with follow-up support after initial training led to better effects on student
performance (Kretlow, Wood, & Cooke, 2009; Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley,
2007). More research is necessary on how best to train teachers on FBA so that they may

become active and effective behavior change agents.
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Limitations of Current Research

Current research on function-based interventions for African American
students. Although the effectiveness of function-based interventions on decreasing
problem behavior has been well documented, its implementation is limited in at least two
ways. First, teachers continue to use punitive and exclusionary measures for addressing
problem behavior, despite their ineffectiveness in eliminating students’ challenging
behavior. Complexity of FBA procedures, lack of skills for effective implementation, and
intensity of time investments further limit teachers’ adoption of FBA and function-based
interventions in schools. Second, only one study (Lo & Cartledge, 2006) purposefully
focused on African American students to address their overrepresentation in special
education through function-based interventions. In order to determine the usefulness of
function-based interventions in reducing overrepresentation of African American
students, more research is warranted.

Current research on comparison studies. Only six studies have sought to
specifically examine the effectiveness of function-based interventions compared to
nonfunctional and more traditional classroom interventions on reducing problem
behavior among at-risk students or students with disabilities. Although results of such
studies support function-based interventions as a more effective and efficient means than
traditional, nonfunction-based interventions, the research base remains very narrow in
scope. In addition, there has been an overall lack of data on teachers’ ability to implement
function-based and nonfunction-based interventions, and no fidelity data were reported
on teachers’ ability to implement all phases of the FBA process (i.e., interviews,

observations, functional analyses, plan implementation). These data are critical in
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providing support for the practicality of FBA implementation by teachers in the
classroom setting. Perhaps most importantly, there are no current comparison studies that
specifically target African American students. Such studies could make a major
contribution to the field as an approach for addressing disproportionality in special
education and disciplinary actions through more effective and preventative behavioral
strategies.
Summary

Multiple factors have been hypothesized by researchers and experts in the
educational field that attempt to explain the disproportionate representation of African
American students in the category of ED in special education and in disciplinary action.
Even though many factors such as assessment bias and poverty have been addressed by
recent research, inadequate academic and behavioral resources in general education
classrooms is a factor that still necessitates research-based solutions. Use of FBA by
general education teachers is one potential research-based approach to preventing
disproportionality, and its empirical effectiveness in reducing students’ problem
behaviors is well-documented. Despite its effectiveness, FBA is still less-often used than
punitive and exclusionary practices in general education. This fact may be due to multiple
factors, including: (a) the complexity of FBA implementation when compared to other
behavior practices such as time-out, office referrals, suspensions, and expulsions; (b) the
immediate negative reinforcement teachers receive from punitive measures; and (c)
general education teachers’ lack of adequate training on FBA. Research is warranted that
addresses not only a teacher’s ability to implement the FBA but how effective FBAs and

function-based behavior support plans are in changing the behavior of African American
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students at risk for ED when compared to traditional nonfunctional behavioral practices.
Such research will also contribute to the field’s knowledge on the potential effectiveness
of FBA-based interventions on reducing or preventing disproportionality of African
American students in special education and disciplinary referrals by more effectively
supporting these students in the general education settings.
Purpose of Study and Research Questions

Given the limitations of previous research on function-based interventions and
their comparisons to nonfunction-based interventions, research is needed to determine if
function-based interventions are more effective than nonfunction-based interventions in
addressing the challenging behavior of African American students at risk for ED and
their potential impacts on reducing unnecessary special education referrals. Additionally,
there is a need for research on FBA to include systematic and well-defined methods that
allow teachers to develop and implement each phase of the FBA process with a high
degree of skill and relative ease.

This study seeks to answer five research questions.

1. What are the comparative effects of function-based versus nonfunction-based
interventions on the classroom problem behavior of African American
elementary students at risk for ED?

2. What are the effects of function-based interventions on the appropriate
replacement behavior of African American elementary students at risk for

ED?
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3. To what extent does a training package that includes coaching and
performance feedback improve general education teachers’ abilities to
conduct FBAs and implement function-based interventions with high fidelity?

4. To what extent do teachers implement nonfunction-based interventions with
high fidelity?

5. To what extent can teachers generalize learned skills during FBA training to
new student behavior?

Additionally, this study will answer two social validity research questions.

6. What are teachers’ opinions regarding the practicality and effectiveness of
conducting FBAs?

7. What are teachers’ opinions regarding the practicality and effectiveness of
function-based versus nonfunction-based interventions on decreasing
students’ problem behavior and on preventing special education referrals?

Significance of the Study

This study has the potential to add to the research base in multiple ways. First,
this study can add to the efficacy of using function-based interventions over more
traditional methods of classroom discipline that do not address the function of an
individual’s behavior. Second, the study may broaden the generalizability of function-
based interventions to a new population of students by targeting African Americans who
are at risk for ED. Specifically, this study can provide support for the use of function-
based interventions as a proactive approach to addressing problem behavior and aiding in
the prevention of continued disproportionality of these students in special education and

disciplinary referrals. Third, because the interventions will be teacher-implemented, this
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study may provide support for the practicality of teachers being the primary change
agents in the FBA process. Furthermore, collecting procedural fidelity data across all
phases of the FBA process can offer additional support for the ability of classroom
teachers to implement FBAs with high fidelity. The training package in this study may
also provide an effective model for training teachers to implement FBAs effectively and
practically.
Limitations/Delimitations

This study will seek to evaluate the comparative effects of function-based
interventions versus nonfunction-based interventions on classroom problem behavior of
African American students at risk for ED. It is critical to define the limits or boundaries
of the current study so that readers may interpret findings from this study accurately.
First, this study will be conducted using single-subject methodology. With these designs
the ability to generalize findings to populations other than those examined in this study is
limited. However, the internal validity of this study will be strengthened through the use
of quality indicators for this type of research outlined by Horner et al. (2005).
Replications of the study with other populations would also allow for broader
generalizations to be made. A second limitation is that this study will only be conducted
with elementary students in general education classrooms, which affects the ability to
generalize results to other students in other settings.
Definitions

The terms defined below are used throughout the description of related literature
and methodology of the proposed study. Knowledge of these terms is critical in fully

understanding the study’s purpose and potential contributions to the research base.
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African American students: any student who self-identifies or is identified by
families as black or African American

Coaching and performance feedback: training that includes live assistance,
correction, or reinforcement provided to a participant while practicing or applying a
newly learned skill

Culturally and linguistically diverse students: students who may differ from the
mainstream in race, ethnicity, primary language spoken at home, and social class (Au &
Raphael, 2000).

Disproportionality: when the proportion of students within a given disability
category that belong to a particular race or ethnicity does not equal the proportion of all
students comprised by that race or ethnicity in the general population; it includes
overrepresentation and underrepresentation (Cullinan & Kauffman, 2005)

Efficiency: the combined result of how much physical effort is required, how
often behavior must be performed before it is reinforced, and how long a person must
wait to receive the reinforcement (O’Neill et al., 1997)

Emotional disturbance (ED): The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) amendments of 2004 defines the disability category of emotional disturbance as

“a condition exhibiting one or more of the following characteristics over a long

period of time and to a marked degree that adversely affects a child’s educational

performance: (a) an inability to learn which cannot be explained by intellectual,
sensory, or health factors, (b) an inability to build or maintain satisfactory
interpersonal relationships with peers and teachers, (c) inappropriate types of

behavior or feelings under normal circumstances, (d) a general pervasive mood of
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unhappiness or depression, (e) a tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears

associated with personal or school problems....includes schizophrenia....does not

apply to children who are socially maladjusted, unless it is determined that they

have an emotional disturbance” (IDEA, 2004, § 300.8 [a][4][i]).

Externalizing problem behaviors: (a) being verbally or physically aggressive, (b)
failing to control temper, (c) arguing with peers or adults, (d) bullying (defined as forcing
others to do something, hurting people physically or emotionally, and not letting others
join an activity), and (e) hyperactivity and inattentiveness (e.g., moving about
excessively, having impulsive reactions, and visibly distracted; Gresham & Elliott, 2008).

Fidelity: the extent to which an intervention is applied exactly as planned and
described and no other unplanned variables are administered inadvertently along with the
planned intervention. Also called procedural fidelity or treatment integrity (Cooper et al.,
2007)

Function: the purpose or the “why” behind an individual’s behavior rather than
the topography or physical form of a behavior (Gresham et al., 2001)

Functional analysis: a set of systematic experimental procedures in which
“antecedents and consequences representing those in the person’s natural environment
are arranged so that their separate effects on problem behavior can be observed and
measured.”’(Cooper et al., 2007, p. 504).

Function-based: based on the results of information gathered and analyzed
through conducting a functional behavioral assessment in which the function or purpose

of behavior has been taken into account (e.g., function-based intervention)



20

Functional behavior assessment (FBA): a systematic and multi-dimension process
for collecting information on environmental events that reliably predict and maintain
problem behaviors across time (Scott, Nelson, & Zabala, 2003; Sugai et al., 2000)

Internalizing problem behaviors: (a) feeling anxious, sad, or lonely, (b) poor self-
esteem (e.g., making negative self-statements, not advocating for oneself), and (c)
socially withdrawn (Gresham & Elliott, 2008).

Nonfunction-based: not based on the results of a functional behavioral
assessment; a behavioral intervention that blocks the function or does not serve or
address the function of behavior

Problem behavior event: all the problem behaviors in an incident that begins with
a problem behavior and ends only after 3 min of no problem behavior (O’Neill et al.,
1997)

Topography: the physical form of behavior; the way it looks or is observed

(Cooper et al., 2007)



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

The disproportionality of African American students identified as ED is a long-
standing problem in special education. In an effort to address the problem of
disproportionality in general, the reauthorization of IDEA (2004) mandated that all states
collect and examine data to determine if disproportionality in regards to race or ethnicity
is occurring with respect to: (a) the identification of children as having disabilities; (b) the
least restrictive educational placement of these children with disabilities; and (c) the
incidence, duration, and type of disciplinary actions, including suspensions and
expulsions. Additionally, IDEA requires that states with disproportionality in special
education and disciplinary actions develop solutions and interventions to address the
problem.

To aid in correcting students unnecessarily identified as having ED, the federal
government mandated the appropriation of funds for scientifically-based research
strategies that address the inappropriate behavior of students with disabilities as well as
strategies to prevent children with behavior problems from eventually requiring special
education services under the disability category of ED (IDEA, 2004). Despite this
mandate, identifying effective interventions to address and prevent disproportionality has
been slow (Hosp & Reschly, 2004). One promising intervention recommended by
researchers as a means to address disproportionality among African American students in
special education and disciplinary action is FBA and the behavior intervention plan upon

which it is based (Yell & Shriner, 1997). This review of the literature will discuss four



22

major themes, including: (a) African-American students at risk for ED and
disproportionality, (b) conceptual foundations, process, and effects of FBA, (c) function-
based interventions, and (d) professional development in FBA.

African-American Students at Risk for Emotional Disturbance and
Disproportionality

Risk Factors for Developing ED

Several descriptors are used to characterize students who do not achieve
academically or socially when compared to their same-age peers. One of the most
common terms used in the field of education is “at risk.” Even though states are given the
opportunity to define for themselves what it means to be at risk, some salient
characteristics are evident across the nation. Lane and Menzies (2003) described students
at risk, as those who “deviate from normative performance” (p. 431) in an academic,
behavior, and/or social domain, which results in problems with learning and behavior.
At-risk students are also described as children living in poverty, English Language
Learners (ELL), migratory students, neglected and delinquent children, homeless
children, immigrant students, teen parents, refugee children, or ethnically identified
students (U.S. Department of Education, 1994).

Researchers have further defined the meaning of “at risk” with specific regard to
behavioral concerns. For example, Severson and colleagues (2007) define behaviorally
at-risk students as those “(a) who are on a trajectory to later destructive outcomes due to
risk factor exposure in the first five years of life and (b) who present moderate to severe
behavioral challenges to their teachers, peers, and sometimes primary caregivers” (p.
194). These behavioral risk factors have been defined as “events that occur at the child,

family, and environmental levels that increase the probability of diagnosis or the severity
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of a serious emotional disturbance (e.g., physical abuse, sexual abuse, family violence,
and drug-alcohol abuse; family history of mental illness, violence, or drug-alcohol
abuse)” (U. S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1998).

Much research has been conducted on such potential risk factors in children for
developing ED. Some of the most salient environmental risk factors associated with the
development of chronic behavior problems identified in the literature include (a) poverty,
(b) subjection to domestic violence, and (c) child maltreatment (Conroy & Brown, 2004).
In an attempt to further examine and define specific early parent/family predictors of
problem behavior, Nelson, Stage, Duppong-Hurley, Synhorst, and Epstein (2007)
conducted two logistic regression analyses to identify variables that would best predict
clinical levels of problem behavior of kindergarten and first grade children. Results from
the initial logistic regression indicated five factors most predictive of problem behavior
including (a) externalizing behaviors, (b) internalizing behaviors, (c) child
maladjustment, (d) family functioning, and (e) maternal depression. When these factors
and the individual variables within them were further analyzed, the best predictors of
problem behavior were found to be difficult child, destruction of own toys, and maternal
depression. The authors recommended that school personnel and developers of early
screening tools for children at risk for ED should consider the inclusion of these essential
parent/family predictors in their screening efforts. Additionally, the authors suggested
that the more comprehensive the screening program, the more successful school
personnel will be in creating effective prevention and early intervention services for these

students.
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Although research such as that conducted by Nelson et al. (2007) has allowed for
the development of early intervention strategies targeted for preventing ED in young
children, there remains a lack of interventions to support pre-adolescent and adolescent
students at risk for ED (Lane, Wehby, & Barton-Arwood, 2005). Without effective early
interventions, these students are likely to experience increased difficulty with social
adjustment and in meeting academic and behavior expectations (Farmer et al., 2008); and
those who eventually become eligible for ED often do not exit special education until
they leave high school or drop out of school (NEA, 2008). For African American students
who make up 17% of the total school population but disproportionately represent 27% of
the students with ED (National Center for Education Statistics, 2003), successful
outcomes are far too sporadic.

Disparate Representation of African American Students

The majority of students identified as at risk are African American (Gay, 2000).
Even though research has provided potential explanations such as poverty or cultural bias
as factors leading to a higher proportion of African American students being identified
with an at-risk status, research findings are conflicting (Gardner & Miranda, 2001).

To investigate possible contributing factors of racial disproportionality, Oswald
and colleagues (1999) conducted logistic regression analyses to examine the extent to
which African American students were disproportionately represented in special
education in the categories of mild MR and ED and to determine which economic,
demographic, and educational variables at the district level may be associated with
disproportionality. The data used in the analyses were taken from an existing national

database using a stratified random sampling methodology that was a representative
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national sample of U.S. school districts. Results of the analyses indicated that African
American students were 1.5 times as likely to be identified with ED when compared to
their non-African American peers. Additionally, the authors investigated whether
environmental factors (i.e., housing, income, poverty, at-risk status, dropout rates, LEP)
increased the likelihood of placement into special education. Results indicated that all
environmental factors were significantly related to the probability of being identified with
ED or mild MR. However, when race was added to the model the predicted rates of being
identified as ED or mild MR increased, indicating that race-related factors more clearly
influenced the identification of African American students into the two special education
categories when compared to non-African American students. The authors indicated an
importance for quasi-experimental and single-subject designs to examine possible
effective interventions at the prereferral, referral, assessment, and identification phases in
an attempt to prevent disproportionality in ED and mild MR for African American
students.

In a more recent study, Skiba and colleagues (2005) conducted ordinary least
squares (OLS) and logistic aggression analyses to estimate the impact of
sociodemographic and poverty-related variables on minority overrepresentation in several
disability categories and to determine the relationship between race and poverty in
predicting special education identification. Results from this study produced several
significant and important findings. First, poverty did not significantly predict overall
levels of disproportionality or overall special education enrollment in ED. Second,
suspension and expulsion rates were significant predictors of racial disproportionality in

the ED category. Third, when considering only race, African American students were
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more than two times more likely than students of any other race to be identified as having
ED. Finally, when both race and poverty were entered simultaneously into the logistic
regression analysis, both had independent effects on the odds of being placed into special
education. In fact, race was more predictive of special education identification than low
income across all disability categories.

In addition to the overrepresentation in special education referral and placement,
African American students receive disproportionate referrals for disciplinary actions
(Cartledge & Dukes, 2008; Skiba et al., 2002, 2005). To examine the potential
disproportionate rates in disciplinary action of African American students, Skiba and
colleagues (2002) conducted descriptive and multivariate analyses on the discipline
referral data of over 11,000 students in a large urban, midwestern public school district.
Initial descriptive comparisons of the data revealed that African American students and
males were overrepresented on all measures of school discipline (i.e., referrals,
suspensions, expulsions) when compared to Caucasian students and female students and
that disproportionality of African Americans and males increased as one moves from
suspension to expulsion. A more detailed analysis reveals that African American males
had the highest frequency of disciplinary referrals. Additionally, the authors used a two-
factor ANCOVA to evaluate the correlation between the disproportionality in discipline
and socioeconomic status (SES) or race. Results indicated that racial differences
remained when SES was controlled for statistically. The authors also explored the
differences between race and gender in administrative action (i.e., mean number of days
suspended after referral). Results indicated there were no significant differences by race

in the measures related to the administration of consequences at the office level. This
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finding indicates that the disproportionality lies at the classroom level with the initial
referral to the office, rather than at the administrative level where reprimands are issued.

Finally, the authors conducted two discriminant analyses to explore differences by
race and gender regarding reasons for the office referrals. Although evidence emerged
that males engaged more frequently in a broad range of disruptive behavior, the analysis
for race provided no evidence that the group with the higher rates of discipline referrals
(i.e., African American students) were referred for a greater variety of offenses or more
serious offenses. Instead, a differential pattern of treatment emerged that indicated
African American students were referred to the office for infractions that were more
subjective in interpretation. Specifically, Caucasian students were significantly more
likely than African American students to be referred to the office for smoking, leaving
without permission, vandalism, and obscene language. African American students were
more likely to be referred for disrespect, excessive noise, threat, and loitering. This study
added to the research base on racial disproportionality in school suspensions in that it
originates primarily at the classroom level support and supports previous findings that the
disproportionate discipline of minority students appears to be associated with an overuse
of negative and punitive disciplinary tactics.

Recently, Krezmien and colleagues (2006) conducted a logistic regression
analysis on the unduplicated suspensions of all Maryland public school students between
1995 and 2003 to examine changing trends in overall rates of suspension with regard to
race and disability. The authors found that the number of overall suspensions increased
from 85,071 in 1995 to 134,998 in 2003, an increase of 58.7% during the 9-year period.

The number of students suspended increased by 24,439 (47.8%) from 1995 to 2003, but
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the total school enrollment increased by only 9.6% during the same period. Logistic
regression analysis revealed that African Americans with no disability were suspended
2.53 times more than Caucasian students without disabilities. Additionally, African
Americans with ED were 4.48 times more likely to be suspended than Caucasian students
with ED. In fact, African American students within any disability category except the
Other Health Impairment were more likely to be suspended than students without
disabilities and students from the same disability category from any other racial group.
Summary

The research on disproportionality in special education and disciplinary actions of
African Americans indicates that potential positive educational outcomes of African
American students are in jeopardy. This disconcerting fact is not because African
Americans inherently exhibit more problem behaviors to be identified as ED or to receive
more discipline referrals but is due to a lack of appropriate assessments and effective
interventions for this population. A promising solution to the problem of
disproportionality among African American students is FBA and function-based
interventions. Functional behavioral assessment can be a proactive approach to managing
problem behaviors before students become identified as ED in special education
programs. The use of FBAs and function-based interventions can decrease the
exclusionary practices imposed on African American students and address
disproportionality in both special education and disciplinary action.
Conceptual Foundations, Process, and Effects of Functional Behavioral Assessment

Functional behavioral assessment (FBA) has been defined as a systematic and

multi-dimensional process for collecting information on environmental events that
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reliably predict and maintain problem behaviors across time (Scott, Nelson, & Zabala,
2003; Sugai et al., 2000). More specifically, FBA is a process of collecting data on the
triggering antecedents (e.g., request to read aloud in front of class), students’ observable
behaviors (e.g., student feigns illness), consequences (e.g., escapes difficult tasks) and
possible setting events (e.g., was late to school and received no breakfast) to determine
the function, or purpose, of an individual’s behavior. When the behavioral function has
been verified, the focus then shifts towards the identification and implementation of a
behavioral intervention that reduces problem behavior and increases appropriate behavior
(Gresham, Watson, & Skinner, 2001; O’Neill et al., 1997).
Conceptual Foundations

The conceptual foundations of FBA are derived from Skinner’s (1953, 1974)
philosophy of radical behaviorism and development of principles of behavior. Skinner
created the theory of radical behaviorism as a means to understand all human behavior,
including private events (e.g., cognitive processes) that cannot be physically or externally
observed. A component of radical behaviorism is the principle of operant behavior. This
principle is based on the concept that the future occurrence or nonoccurrence of a
behavior is a function of its history of consequences. Cooper and colleagues (2007)
describe operant behavior as being “selected, shaped, and maintained by the
consequences that have followed it in the past” (p. 31).

As an extension of Skinner’s (1953) radical behaviorism and operant
conditioning, applied behavior analysis (ABA) involves examining behaviors of social
significance to participants in natural, applied settings such as the school, playground, or

community (Gresham et al., 2001). Applied behavior analysis uses the methods of FBA



30

to target environmental and contextual factors (e.g., antecedents, consequences, setting
events) to aid in creating and implementing function-based behavior interventions that
will change problem behaviors (Gresham et al.). A foundational principle of FBA is to
examine the function of an individual’s problem behavior as a basis for behavior change
(Cooper et al., 2007). The function of behavior refers to the purpose or the “why” behind
an individual’s behavior (Gresham et al.). Based on Skinner’s (1953) operant learning
theory, two broad, overarching functions of behavior exist: positive reinforcement and
negative reinforcement. Positive reinforcement occurs when a behavior is followed
immediately by the presentation of a stimulus, increasing the likelihood of future
occurrences of that same behavior (Cooper et al., 2007). Negative reinforcement occurs
when a behavior is followed immediately by the removal or termination of an aversive
stimulus, increasing the likelihood of future occurrences of that same behavior (Cooper et
al.).

According to Carr (1994), behavioral functions can be further broken down into
five categories: (a) social attention (positive reinforcement), (b) access to tangibles
(positive reinforcement), (c) escape or avoidance of tasks (negative reinforcement), (d)
escape or avoidance of other individuals (negative reinforcement), and (d) gain internal
or sensory stimulation (positive reinforcement). Alberto and Troutman (2006) include
escape from sensory stimulation (negative reinforcement) as a sixth behavioral function
that can also be found in the literature. To illustrate such behavioral functions, a student
may make jokes during science class to gain the social attention of his peers or teacher.
To gain access to tangible items, such as a carton of milk, a student may take it from his

peer without asking. To escape a difficult math task or an individual he perceives as a
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threat, a student may exhibit noncompliance. Finally, a student may rub his back on the
corner of the bookshelf to gain a tickling sensation or he may scratch his arm until it is
raw to escape an uncomfortable internal pain.

When conducting FBAs, it is critical to understand a problem behavior as it
relates to behavioral function rather than topography or the physical form of behavior.
From an operant learning perspective, function of behavior is more important than
topography in understanding and changing behavior. By addressing the topography of
behavior rather than the consequences that may be maintaining the behavior,
interventions may be rendered ineffective. For example, one student may make jokes
aloud to gain the social attention of his peers (positive reinforcement) while his science
teacher is lecturing in front of the class, and another student may make jokes aloud in the
same setting in an attempt to be reprimanded by the teacher and escape from a difficult
task or person (negative reinforcement). The topography of behavior gives relatively little
information about the conditions that account for it. Understanding the context of the
conditions in relation to a problem behavior (i.e., function) will provide insight as to what
conditions must be changed in order to alter the behavior (Cooper et al., 2007).
Therefore, to increase the likelihood that interventions put in place can be effective in
changing behavior, the positive and negative reinforcement contingencies that maintain
problem behavior must be addressed during intervention development.

Process and Effects of FBA

Functional behavioral assessment can comprise multiple methods. There are,

however, four major components or phases of FBA that can be found throughout the

literature base: (a) indirect informant methods that are used to define and narrow down
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the environmental and contextual variables that may affect the behaviors of concern, (b)
direct observations that allow for the development of summary statements or hypotheses
regarding behavioral function, (c) functional analysis manipulations that allow for
verification of generated hypothesis statements, and (d) behavior support plan
development in which interventions are developed based on the results of the first three
FBA phases (Alberto & Troutman, 2006; Cooper et al., 2007; O’Neill et al., 1997).
O’Neill and colleagues (1997) developed a practical handbook that encompasses
the four major components of FBA for professionals to use efficiently in applied settings.
Studies that have been conducted using the FBA procedures outlined by O’Neill et al.
have been effective in changing problem behavior (e.g., Ingram, Lewis-Palmer, & Sugali,
2005; Kamps, Wendland, & Culpepper, 2006; Newcomer & Lewis, 2004; Roberts,
Marshall, Nelson, & Albers, 2001). The procedures of FBA identified by O’Neill et al.
will be used in the current study to extend their practicality and usefulness to general
education teachers. The four major components are reviewed in more detail below.
Informant methods. Informant or indirect assessment methods normally involve
questioning a person or persons who are familiar with the students. Often times, these
individuals are teachers, parents or other family members, paraprofessionals, related
service providers, or the students themselves. Informant methods typically use structured
interviews, rating scales, questionnaires, or checklists to obtain information needed to
identify conditions or events in the natural setting that may set the occasion for a problem
behavior (Cooper et al., 2007). These methods are considered indirect forms of
behavioral assessment because they are limited by the informant’s memory rather than

direct observations of the behavior under question (Alberto & Troutman, 2006). The
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primary purposes of informant methods are to (a) describe the behaviors of concern, (b)
identify general and more immediate physical and environmental factors that predict the
occurrence and nonoccurrence of problem behaviors, (c) identify potential functions of
the behaviors in relation to maintaining consequences, and (d) developing sound
summary statements that describe relationships among situations, behaviors, and their
functions (O’Neill et al., 1997). Summary statements are very formulaic and should
describe three components based on the information gathered from the indirect
assessments: (a) the situation in which problem behaviors most often occur (i.e.,
triggering antecedents, setting events); (b) the problem behavior that is occurring; and (c)
the function the behaviors serve or the reinforcing outcomes they produce (O’Neill et al.).
An example of a summary statement would be, “When Cierra is asked to complete a
writing assignment independently, she is likely to tear up and throw materials to escape
from the task demand. This behavior is more likely to occur when Cierra has missed
breakfast in the morning.”

Direct observation methods. Although informant methods provide a convenient
means of gathering information on the function of an individual’s problem behavior, they
do not replace the data that can be acquired through systematic direct observation of
behavior. Direct observation strategies are more reliable than informant methods (Alberto
& Troutman, 2006). Direct observations allow those conducting FBASs to objectively
validate or revise the summary statements created through the use of informant methods.
Methods of direct observation may include the use of anecdotal notes, frequency counts,
interval recording systems, scatter plot analyses, or A-B-C descriptive analyses (Alberto

& Troutman, 2006; O’Neill et al., 1997). The primary purpose of collecting direct
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observation data is to allow the individual conducting the FBA to confirm, revise, or add
to the initial summary statements that were developed based on the information gathered
from the informant methods. From a practitioner’s standpoint, many of these methods
may be cumbersome and not conducive to the typical classroom environment. However,
direct observations become essential when information gathered from informant methods
may be unclear or contradicting (e.g., between two raters).

Once sufficient data have been collected through informant methods and direct
observations, decisions must be made regarding whether or not clear patterns and
relationships have emerged. Often, if professionals feel confident in their summary
statements at this stage, they may begin intervention plan development and
implementation. However, if patters still remain unclear, the persons involved may
consider systematic functional analysis manipulations in an attempt to pinpoint or
eliminate specific antecedent or consequence variables that may be influencing the
targeted problem behavior (O’Neill et al., 1997). The next section discusses functional
analysis in greater detail.

Functional analysis. A functional analysis is a set of systematic experimental
procedures in which “antecedents and consequences representing those in the person’s
natural environment are arranged so that their separate effects on problem behavior can
be observed and measured” (Cooper et al., 2007, p. 504). The process often involves
comparing two or more conditions (e.g., attention versus escape, hard task versus easy
task) that test the summary statement hypothesis. For example, a summary statement
indicates that when working on independent tasks Moira hits her peers, and the

maintaining function or consequence is believed to be peer attention. The summary
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statement could be tested by using the following conditions: (a) Moira works on tasks
alone and receives peer attention as soon as she engages in the problem behaviors, and
(b) Moira works on the same tasks with a peer buddy. If the results indicate that the
problem behaviors occurred only when she did not receive peer attention, then this
validates the hypothesis defined in the summary statement. Functional analysis is the
only method that allows verification of a true functional relationship between the targeted
behavior and variables manipulated; therefore, it provides the greatest precision and
confidence on the function of behavior (O’Neill et al., 1997) and is most often tested
through single-subject reversal (ABAB) or alternating treatments designs. The use of
functional analyses to verify behavioral function has been well supported in the literature
for decades (e.g., Broussard & Northup, 1997; Iwata, Dorsey, Slifer, Bauman, &
Richman, 1982, 1994). For example, Broussard and Northup (1997) conducted functional
analyses with 4 elementary male students who were referred for disruptive classroom
behavior that included excessive activity, inappropriate verbalizations, and throwing or
tearing up materials. The authors conducted the functional analyses using alternating
treatments designs that examined teacher attention, peer attention, and time-out/escape
conditions for each participant. Results of the functional analyses conducted
demonstrated that the peer attention condition yielded the highest percentage of intervals
of disruptive behaviors for all 4 participants when compared to the teacher attention and
time-out/escape conditions. As a result of the functional analyses, interventions were
created for each student based on peer attention for appropriate behavior and extinction
of peer attention for disruptive behavior. The interventions were effective in decreasing

disruptive behaviors to zero for all 4 participants.
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Behavior support plan development. After summary statements or hypotheses
have been generated and confirmed through both indirect an direct assessment methods,
and functional analysis manipulations, behavior support plans based on all data gathered
should be designed and implemented. According to O’Neill et al. (1997), four
considerations are important in the design of behavior support plans. First, the plan
should indicate how staff, family, support personnel will change and not just focus on the
change of the student of concern. Second, the plan should be directly based on the FBA
results, addressing the behavioral function. Third, the plan should be technically sound,
indicating that it is consistent with the principles of ABA. Finally, the plan should be a
good fit with the values, resources, and skills of the persons responsible for its
implementation. Importantly, behavior plans should also focus on making problem
behaviors irrelevant, inefficient, and ineffective (O’Neill et al., 1997). In order to make
problem behaviors irrelevant, it requires manipulating the triggering antecedents or
setting events that set the occasion for the behavior. Making problem behavior irrelevant
usually involves structural changes such as altering the physical environment, revising
activities or curricula, or increasing predictability and choice options available to the
person (O’Neill et al.). For example, if FBA data reveal that long math tasks are aversive
for Brian and trigger his non-compliant behavior, then breaking up such tasks into
smaller, less frustrating assignments can make his noncompliant behavior irrelevant.
Research on the effectiveness of antecedent-based strategies used in behavioral
interventions are well documented in the literature (e.g., Cihak, Alberto, & Fredrick,
2007; Moore, Anderson, & Kumar; 2005; Roberts et al., 2001). For example, Cihak et al.

(2007) conducted a study using an alternating treatments design to compare an
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antecedent-based self-auditory prompt intervention and a consequence-based intervention
that used differential reinforcement of alternative behavior (DRA) on the problem
behavior of 4 high school students with moderate to severe disabilities. The interventions
were chosen based on a brief functional analysis for each student in which the problem
behaviors of all 4 students were maintained by escape from task demands. The
comparisons revealed that the antecedent-based intervention worked as effectively as or
more effectively than the consequence-based DRA intervention. These findings indicate
that both interventions match the function of students’ behavior based on functional
analyses and both interventions were effective decreasing escape-maintained problem
behavior and increasing task engagement for all 4 participants.

A technically sound behavior support plan will also make problem behavior
inefficient (O’ Neill et al., 1997). Behavioral efficiency is a combination of (a) required
physical effort, (b) number of times a person must perform the behavior before the
behavior is reinforced, and (c) the time between the behavior and the reinforcement (O’
Neill et al.). An example of an efficient behavior may be one in which a student blurts out
the answer in class to gain assistance/attention from his teacher and immediately receives
that attention. The blurting out behavior takes little physical effort, the student only had
to perform the behavior once before being reinforced, and the teacher immediately
responded to the behavior with attention. An effective intervention plan should define an
alternative, socially appropriate, and at least as or more efficient way for the person to
achieve the same behavioral function (O’Neill et al.). Such a behavior for the above
example could be to explicitly teach (i.e., modeling, coaching, roleplay, practice) the

student to recruit attention or assistance by raising his or her hand or to use a special card
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to indicate that the student needs assistance from the teacher and that attention/assistance
is provided immediately upon appropriate demonstration of the new behavior. If the
student more consistently and immediately receives assistance or attention by raising his
or her hand and does not receive such a response from the teacher when the blurting out
behavior occurs, the problem behavior is likely to decrease over time.

Finally, an effective behavior support plan should render the problem behavior
ineffective (O’Neill et al., 2007). This usually involves manipulation of consequence
strategies such as extinction or differential reinforcement. Extinction involves
systematically withholding or preventing access to a reinforcer that has a history of being
effective in the past (O’Neill et al.). For example, if Jennifer throws a tantrum to escape
from a difficult reading task and her behavior has been reinforced by getting to leave the
reading group in the past then this is an effective behavior. Extinction of such a behavior
would require the teacher to block access to the function (e.g., escape from difficult task)
of Jennifer’s behavior. In this case, the teacher would not allow Jennifer to leave the
reading group. Sometimes extinction alone is difficult, especially when dealing with
severe or self-injurious behaviors. In situations such as these, it is not always optimal to
“ignore” behavior. Often times, extinction when paired with differential reinforcement
strategies can be more effective in decreasing problem behavior. An example is
differential reinforcement of alternative behavior (DRA) which involves reinforcing only
the newly taught, socially acceptable behavior (Alberto & Troutman, 2006). For example,
if Jennifer is taught to use her “peer buddy” card during reading group as a means to
escape from large group reading tasks then a DRA strategy would entail the teacher

reinforcing her appropriate use of the “peer buddy” card and allowing her a form of
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escape by reading with a peer buddy rather than a whole group. Additionally, the teacher
may set up a reward contingency, such as a token economy, to further reinforce her
alternative behavior. Differential reinforcement strategies often aid in increasing
appropriate behavioral responses and decreasing problem behavior. An example of this is
the study by Broussard and Northup (1997) previously described. After validating their
hypothesis that peer attention was the maintaining function of the 4 participants’
disruptive behavior, peer attention intervention procedures using differential
reinforcements of other behavior (DRO), extinction, and fading were introduced.
Specifically, peer attention for appropriate behavior was provided by allowing the
participants to earn time with a peer of their choice contingent upon the nonoccurrence of
disruptive behaviors. Peer reinforcement was implemented by providing token coupons
to the participants that were equivalent to 1 min of time with a peer. Coupons were
placed on a corner of the student’s desk by the teacher with no comment or interaction.
Students received an opportunity to engage in the peer activity immediately following the
observation sessions. Extinction of peer attention was implemented by explicitly
instructing the peers not to interact with the participant when he or she exhibited
disruptive behavior. These instructions were given to the peers individually in the
absence of each participant. Successful fading of the peer attention DRO procedure from
a DRO of 1 min to a DRO of 10 min was also demonstrated. The DRO intervention was
successful in decreasing the disruptive behavior to zero for all 4 students.

Although effective function-based intervention plans have been developed in
which only one variable has been manipulated (e.g., antecedent-based intervention,

consequence-based intervention), much of the research base involves the careful
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manipulation of multiple components that relate to the function of a student’s behavior
(e.g., Kamps et al., 2006; Lane et al., 2007; Lo & Cartledge, 2006; Newcomer & Lewis,
2004). It is important to provide a comprehensive behavior support plan when attempting
to change behavior; therefore planning antecedent-based, teaching, and consequence-
based strategies is critical.
Summary

Although researchers have developed multiple methods for conducting FBAS, the
procedures described by O’Neill and colleagues (1997) have provided a practical means
of conducting what have been considered time-consuming and cumbersome processes by
teachers in applied settings. Informant methods, direct observations, and functional
analyses components as discussed by O’Neill et al. are effective in allowing professionals
to create and implement comprehensive behavior support plans that focus on changing
behavior from a functional viewpoint. More research is needed to explore the extent of
practicality and usefulness of these procedures when working within the general
education setting.

FBA-based Interventions

The most important outcome of conducting an FBA is to create an individualized
intervention designed to decrease problem behaviors and increase socially acceptable
alternative behaviors while maintaining the original behavioral function. Intervention
development and implementation is the final stage of the FBA process, and the
effectiveness of such interventions has been evident for decades across student

populations, behaviors, and settings.
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FBA and Function-based Interventions

The effectiveness of FBA and function-based interventions for students with ED
and those at risk for developing ED have been well documented. In fact, three
comprehensive literature reviews or meta-analyses studies are currently available (i.e.,
Heckaman, Conroy, Fox, & Chait, 2000; Lane, Umbreit, & Beebe-Frankenberger, 1999;
Reid & Nelson, 2002) and several empirical research studies have specifically targeted
students at risk for developing ED in their investigation. This section provides a brief
summary of these studies.

Comprehensive literature reviews. Lane and colleagues (1999) conducted a
review of the functional assessment research on students with or at risk for ED and found
19 articles that met the following inclusion criteria: (a) published after 1989, (b) at least
one FBA technique was explicitly used, and (c) participants were students with or at risk
for ED. Of the 19 articles reviewed, nine studies used the FBA results to design and
implement function-based interventions whereas the remaining articles addressed the
implementation of the FBA procedures without attending to the intervention
implementation. Seven of the nine function-based intervention studies focused on
antecedent strategies and five of the studies included a consequence-based adaptation in
the intervention plans. The results from the nine function-based intervention studies
indicated that the interventions developed based on students’ behavioral functions were
successful in decreasing inappropriate behaviors and increasing appropriate behaviors of
students with ED. Treatment integrity data were reported in seven of the nine studies, and
treatment acceptability was assessed in five of the nine studies. The authors indicated that

very few studies (3 out of 9) included maintenance data to examine the effects of the
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interventions across time. A year later, Heckaman and colleagues (2000) reviewed 22
studies between 1991 and 1999 that involved the use of FBA procedures to develop
function-based behavior support plans for students with or at risk for ED. The authors
found that 82% (18 out of 22) of the reviewed studies showed clear decreases in targeted
problem behaviors and/or increases in appropriate behavior as a result of the FBA and
function-based treatments. The review also found that 68% (15 out of 22) of the studies
report descriptive assessment data, and 73% (16 out of 22) of the studies included
interventions that were implemented by staff in the classroom setting rather than by the
experimenter. This review illustrated the effectiveness of using FBA and function-based
interventions for students with ED or those at risk for developing ED by classroom
teachers. However, many of the studies lacked key characteristics suggested by
researchers in the field to be considered high quality empirical studies. Specifically, only
55% (12 out of 22) of the reviewed studies reported the procedural fidelity of FBA and
interventions used, only 50% (11 out of 22) reported social validity data, and only 23% (5
out of 22) included some measure of acceptability of FBA and interventions used in the
school settings. These results indicated that future FBA research should focus on
systematically measuring the relationship between implementation fidelity and student
behavior change. Additionally, more research should be conducted that explores the
social and practical implications of FBA use by classroom teachers.

To determine the utility, acceptability, and practicality of FBA with students with
ED, ADHD, and high-incidence problem behaviors, Reid and Nelson (2002) reviewed 14
studies published between 1993 and 1999 that met their inclusion criteria of having

conducted an FBA with students without severe developmental disorders in a school
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setting. The results indicated that FBA procedures can be effective in accurately
identifying the functions of students’ problem behavior, and the interventions created to
address such functions were also effective for a wide range of students and classroom
settings. Similar to the findings in the review by Heckaman et al. (2000), Reid and
Nelson found that only one study examined maintenance data on the function-based
interventions and none examined generalization effects. Additionally, in all but one of the
studies, the FBA process was performed entirely by the researchers except for limited
teacher involvement in hypothesis development. As a result, the practicality of FBA and
function-based interventions for school personnel remains limited.

Studies on function-based interventions for at-risk students. More recent
studies on function-based interventions have been conducted that purposefully target
elementary-age students identified as at risk as a means to determine if such interventions
can be used as effective methods for improving social behavior and decreasing
disciplinary referrals or special education referrals, especially in the category of ED. For
example, Moore et al. (2005) used an alternating treatments design to examine the
effectiveness of a function-based intervention with a focus on an antecedent-based
strategy of reducing the task duration on the off-task behavior of a first-grade male
student whose behavior was maintained by escape in an urban general education
classroom. Results from the study indicated that the antecedent-based strategy was
effective in decreasing his off-task behavior. The authors suggested that the effects of the
alteration of task difficulty on student learning and performance should be examined in
future research and that systematic replications were needed to create a more robust

research base on antecedent-based strategies. This study, however, was limited in that the
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FBA process and subsequent intervention were developed and implemented primarily by
the experimenter, which hinders the ability for researchers to determine the practicality of
this process being delivered by the classroom teacher.

More recently, Stahr, Cushing, Lane, and Fox (2006) used FBA results to conduct
a multiple-baseline design across subjects with an embedded withdrawal design study to
examine the effectiveness of a multi-component function-based intervention (i.e.,
communication system, self-monitoring, extinction) on the on-task behavior of a 9-year-
old African American student with ADHD who was being served in a self-contained
school for students with emotional and behavioral problems. Results from the study
indicated that the function-based intervention was effective in increasing the student’s
on-task behavior in both language and math classes. Lane et al. (2007) also examined the
effectiveness of a multi-component function-based intervention on the problem behavior
of a first-grade Caucasian female at-risk for ED through the use of a changing criterion
design. Results showed a functional relationship between the function-based intervention
and changes in the student’s nonparticipation behavior, with her participation increasing
to match the reinforcement criterion established at each phase. Although this study was
primarily teacher delivered, the authors suggested that more research must be conducted
to determine the extent to which teachers can implement the entire FBA process and
deliver function-based interventions in school settings.

Function-based interventions with African American students. To date, only
two studies have involved African American students as participants in FBA
implementation. Specifically, Kamps, Wendland, and Culpepper (2006) conducted a

study of FBA effects using a reversal design (i.e., an ABAB design for one student and
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an AB design for the other student) for two 7-year-old African American students at risk
for ED. The authors wanted to determine the extent to which the classroom teacher could
assist in implementing the FBA procedures through structured interview information and
reliably implementing the functional analysis conditions within the natural environment
given other classroom responsibilities. The authors also sought to determine whether
classroom-based functional assessments and functional analyses led to effective
interventions. For this study, functional assessment interviews, direct observations,
collaborative meetings with teachers, and functional analyses were part of the FBA
process. The function-based intervention consisted of: (a) increased teacher praise and
points for appropriate behavior, (b) self-monitoring of behavior, (c) limited reminders of
class rules (attention to inappropriate behavior), (d) modeling to decrease task difficulty,
(e) “help tickets” for academic assistance from peer, and (f) increased social
reinforcement for task completion. Results from the study indicated that the function-
based intervention decreased disruptive behavior and increased on-task behavior
compared to baseline for group and independent work. The FBA procedures used in this
study were successful in determining the function of inappropriate behavior and led to
effective intervention. This study was an important addition to the literature because of
the teacher involvement throughout the entire FBA process. However the major
limitation was that no procedural fidelity data were collected on the FBA and
intervention implementation.

Lo and Cartledge (2006) also targeted African American students in their
investigation of the effects of FBA procedures and function-based support plans on the

off-task behavior of four elementary-aged male students. The authors used a multiple-
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baseline-across-participants design to examine the effectiveness of FBA procedures and
function-based interventions that comprised several components, including (a) skills
training, (b) consequence-based interventions, and (c) self-monitoring strategies. Results
from this study indicated that all students reduced their levels of off-task behavior when
function-based behavior intervention plans were used, and a functional relationship was
established between the function-based interventions and decreases in the participants’
off-task behavior. This study also added to the research base by providing evidence that
behavior levels were maintained after removal of the interventions. Furthermore,
generalization data, collected during instructional periods in which interventions were not
provided, revealed moderate decreases in off-task behavior for all participants. Finally,
this study examined the relationship between function-based interventions and
disproportionality in special education; findings indicated that all four students remained
in their current placements, without referrals to special education for the two at-risk
students or more restrictive placements for the two students already identified with ED.
This study adds to the support of function-based interventions being appropriate for
African American students at risk for ED. One limitation to this study was that it was
primarily experimenter delivered. The authors suggested that future research involve
teachers in the FBA and intervention implementation process to produce maximum
effects.
Function-based Versus Nonfunction-based Interventions

Despite the effectiveness of function-based interventions for students at risk for
developing ED and the promises function-based interventions may hold as a means to

reduce disproportionality for African American students, several factors have limited the
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dissemination and adoption of such approaches in school settings. First, the data on the
high rates of discipline referrals indicate that teachers are often guided by negative
reinforcement; by having students with problem behaviors removed from the classroom
setting, teachers escape the behavior. This, in turn, can also act as negative reinforcement
for students, resulting in higher rates of inappropriate behavior if escape is the behavioral
function. Second, many strategies in the current literature such as token economies, self-
management, and behavioral contracts have shown effectiveness with students with ED.
These strategies, however, are often used to address the topography of the behavior rather
than its function. Thus, it remains unclear whether or not it is always necessary to address
the function of behavior. Comparison studies of function-based interventions versus those
not based on function but have a research base would help the field determine the needs
for function-based interventions. Results from such comparisons may provide stronger
rationale for teachers to invest in FBA.

To date, only six studies have examined the comparative effects of function-based
versus nonfunction-based interventions on problem behaviors of students with or at risk
for disabilities. The seminal study, conducted by Carr and Durand in 1985, used a
reversal design to determine if verbal communication training matched to the perceive
function of a child’s problem behavior resulted in decreased problem behavior compared
to verbal communication training that did not match the perceived function. Specifically,
students for whom adult attention had been the identified function were taught to solicit
attention by asking “Am I doing good work?”” To control for the possibility that a child
may decrease disruptive behavior by being taught any communicative phrase, an

irrelevant response phase was introduced. For the same students whose function was
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adult attention, a second verbal statement, “I don’t understand,” was taught as the
irrelevant response. Results indicated that the function-based verbal communication
training was more effective than nonfunction-based verbal communication training in
reducing the disruptive behavior of four students with developmental disabilities (age
range 7-14) in a day school program. This was the first study of its kind to provide
evidence that intervention strategies are not as effective unless the function of behavior is
addressed.

A decade and a half later, Ellingson, Miltenberger, Stricker, Galensky, and
Garlinghouse (2000) examined the effectiveness of function-based versus nonfunction-
based interventions on the problem behaviors of three adolescent students with
developmental disabilities. The authors used a reversal design to determine if function-
based interventions consisting of noncontingent attention, differential reinforcement of
alternative behavior (DRA), prompting, and extinction were more effective than an
alternative function or nonfunctional interventions that were likely to be used in typical
classrooms in decreasing the pounding, aggressive, and off-task behaviors of the
participants. Results of this study demonstrated that the function-based intervention was
more effective in decreasing the pounding behavior for one student. Although findings
were less conclusive, the study also showed that the function-based interventions were
superior to the nonfunction-based interventions in reducing the targeted problem behavior
of the other two students. By collecting procedural fidelity data, this study provided
support that teachers can be meaningfully involved in the development and
implementation of FBA and interventions in the classroom. This study did not conduct

functional analysis manipulations (FAM) when unclear patterns emerged regarding the
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function of one student’s behavior; therefore, the authors expressed a need to conduct an
FAM when indirect and direct assessment data do not reveal an obvious function. Also,
the brief phases of the reversal design limited the ability for a clear functional
relationship to be established with one of the students. Another limitation was that there
was no information included on any empirical support regarding the nonfunction-based
interventions chosen for this study. Such information would have allowed a true
comparison to be made between the two intervention types.

As a systematic replication of the study by Ellingson et al. (2000), Ingram, Lewis-
Palmer, and Sugai (2005) used a reversal design to compare a function-based versus a
nonfunction-based intervention for two sixth-grade male students with challenging
behaviors but no identified disabilities. For both students, a function-based and
nonfunction-based intervention plan was developed. Function-based intervention plans
consisted of setting event, antecedent, behavior teaching, and consequence manipulations
that were based on the FBA results. Nonfunction-based interventions were empirically
supported and created based on maintaining consequences not indicated or supported by
the hypothesis statements made during the functional assessment interviews and
observations for each student. Experts in the field of ABA, especially in the area of
function-based support, rated each intervention regarding their level of technical
adequacy (i.e., matched or not matched to the hypothesis made) for each student. Results
from this study indicated that the function-based interventions were consistently more
effective in decreasing the participants’ problem behaviors than the nonfunction-based
interventions. Limitations to this study were that functional analyses were not conducted

to validate the hypothesis statements for both students’ perceived function. Additionally,
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social validity data were not available to determine teachers’ preferences in the
interventions. The authors recommended that additional systematic replications are
needed to add to the research base regarding the effectiveness of function-based
interventions with other populations of students.

Newcomer and Lewis (2004) used a multiple-baseline-across-participants design
with an embedded alternating treatments design to investigate the efficiency of function-
based interventions compared to traditional interventions on the aggressive and off-task
behaviors of three elementary students at risk for failure as a result of their behavior. The
function-based interventions included antecedent, instructional, and consequence
strategies whereas the nonfunction-based interventions focused on the topography (i.e.,
how the behavior looks) of behavior and was consistent with existing systems and
prevailing conditions in the classroom. Results from this study showed that function-
based interventions were more effective than the interventions that focused on
topography in decreasing the problem behavior of the three students. One major
limitation to this study was the possible order effects because nonfunction-based
interventions were introduced before function-based interventions for all students.
Furthermore, although this study involved a school team-based approach (including the
classroom teachers) in conducting the FBA procedures, and developing and
implementing the interventions, procedural fidelity data were unavailable to support the
reliability of such efforts.

In 2007, Payne, Scott, and Conroy extended the research base on function-based
versus nonfunction-based interventions by using an alternating treatments design to

compare the effects of both types of interventions on the off-task and noncompliant
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behavior of four elementary students with LD or mild intellectual disabilities. For two
students whose behavioral functions were attention from a specific peer, the function-
based interventions consisted of reinforcement of on-task behavior by providing break
time to spend together with peers, contingent upon attending to teacher during
instructional activities and academic tasks (replacement behavior). The nonfunction-
based intervention for those same students was access to teacher attention via teacher
prompts and reprimands. For a third student whose behavioral function was escape from
difficult tasks, the function-based intervention was to allow escape from task demands
by earning “B Passes” upon completing small (i.e., 10-min) tasks, and the nonfunction-
based intervention was increased teacher attention via verbal prompts and reprimands.
For the fourth student whose function was to gain teacher attention, the function-based
intervention was frequent verbal encouragement from teacher and praise for appropriate
behavior, contingent upon replacement behavior whereas the nonfunction-based
intervention was planned ignoring by teacher. Results from this study indicated that all
four students decreased problem behavior at higher rates during the function-based
interventions than during the nonfunction-based interventions. One limitation to the study
was the lack of treatment fidelity data regarding the implementation of the interventions.
In the most recent study, Filter and Horner (2009) used a reversal design to
examine the effects of function-based versus nonfunction-based academic interventions
on the problem behavior and task engagement of two fourth-grade male students with
histories of problem behavior. The function-based interventions included antecedent
and/or consequence manipulations chosen based on the behavioral function to reduce the

problem behaviors for both students. The nonfunction-based interventions were based on
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empirically supported interventions successfully implemented in school settings but still
allowed both students to continue being exposed to the maintaining consequences of their
problem behaviors according to the functional analysis results. Similar to the study by
Ingram and colleagues (2005), experts rated the interventions on a 5-point Likert-type
scale where a 1 indicated strongly nonfunction based and a 5 indicated strongly function
based. Interventions with ratings 2.5 or lower were used as the nonfunction-based
interventions and those with a 4.0 rating or above were used as the function-based
interventions in this study. Results of this study indicated that both students exhibited
lower rates of problem behaviors and higher levels of task engagement during the
function-based interventions than those during the nonfunction-based interventions. The
authors indicated a continued need for research on function-based versus nonfunction-
based interventions, with a special need to address the fidelity of implementation and
transfer of implementation from the experimenters to general education classroom
teachers.
Summary

To date, research has shown the importance of creating function-based behavior
support plans that are technically sound and derived from FBA results (e.g., interviews,
observations, functional analysis) and abide by the principles of ABA (O’Neill et al.,
1997). Even though several comprehensive reviews (i.e., Heckaman et al., 2000; Lane et
al., 1999; Reid & Nelson, 2002) and additional recent research studies (e.g., Kamps et al.,
2006; Lane et al., 2007; Lo & Cartledge, 2006; Moore et al., 2005; Stahr et al., 2006)
provide empirical support on the effectiveness of function-based interventions with

students with or at risk for ED, only one study (i.e., Lo & Cartledge) has purposefully
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focused on targeting African American elementary age students as a means to address
their overrepresentation in special education and disciplinary referrals. The need for
investigating the effects of function-based interventions for African American students is
great and such investigation will extend our effort in preventing and intervening in
disproportionality of this vulnerable student population. Furthermore, the field is in need
of continued research to demonstrate the essential implementation of function-based
interventions for students with problem behavior in comparison to interventions that are
commonly used for reducing problem behaviors in school settings. Six studies have
sought to specifically examine the effectiveness of function-based interventions as
compared to nonfunctional classroom interventions on the reduction of problem behavior
among students with or at risk for disabilities. Although the results of these studies
support the use of function-based interventions as a more effective means than
nonfunction-based interventions, the research base remains very narrow in scope. Further
research is warranted to address African American population as the target participants,
to include fidelity data collection, and to involve classroom teachers as the implementers.
Professional Development on Functional Behavioral Assessments

Because of requirements enforced by IDEA as a means to address the problem
behaviors of students with disabilities, FBA is primarily implemented within the realm of
special education. This means special education teachers, school psychologists, and other
special education personnel are most often involved in FBA implementation. In order for
FBA to be validated as a proactive approach to addressing problem behavior for students
with and at risk for ED, effective training and professional development on FBA is

critical for all education professionals who work closely with this population.
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Training of Special Education Personnel on FBA

With the mandates issued through IDEA (1997) and IDEA (2004) for states to use
FBA and interventions to address problem behaviors of students with disabilities,
preservice and inservice training on FBA has begun to increase for special education
personnel. Researchers continue to investigate the critical components necessary to train
school personnel most effectively. For example, Conroy et al. (2000) recommended that
FBA training be conducted across multiple global content knowledge areas that have
evolved in the literature, including: (a) knowledge and application of ABA, (b)
knowledge and application of functional assessment and analysis techniques, (c)
knowledge and development of multi-component interventions linked to FBA, (d)
demonstration of collaboration skills, and (e) development of attitudes and beliefs
regarding the efficacy of using FBA to identify functions of student’s problem behavior
rather than using behavioral strategies that do not address the function of behavior.
Additionally, the authors condemn the typical 1-day inservice training stating that it does
not lead to a teacher’s ability to maintain the taught skills or generalize such skills to
other settings or students. Conroy and colleagues recommended that effective training on
FBA should take place in collaboration with college and university faculty who can
provide the most current knowledge from emerging research on FBA, and that it should
incorporate modeling and performance feedback on school personnel’s implementation
of FBA strategies.

To add to the efficacy of training teachers on FBA, VVan Acker, Boreson, Gable,
and Potterton (2005) conducted 1- and 2-day inservice trainings on the FBA process and

the development of function-based interventions to school personnel who were involved
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with or responsible for training IEP team members in FBA implementation. Prior to the
inservice training, participants from more than 200 school districts submitted their FBAS
and intervention plans for a critical review by the authors in the study. The authors found
that the majority of the FBAs submitted had serious flaws and there was a general failure
to verify the hypothesized function of the behavior before an intervention was attempted.
Additionally, many of the teams did not consider the function of the behavior identified
in the FBA when developing the subsequent intervention plan. Using both descriptive
and chi square analyses, the authors demonstrated that participants who completed 2 or
more days of inservice training produced better FBA results than those who had
completed less training. This finding is consistent with professional development
literature in that one-day or half-day trainings were often insufficient and that a longer
period of training (e.g., more than 14 days) with follow-up support after initial training
led to better effects on student performance (Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley,
2007).

More recently, Dukes, Rosenberg, and Brady (2008) conducted a post-test only
group design in a large urban school district in the southeastern U.S. to investigate the
effectiveness of a district-wide training on the FBA process. Of the 125 participating
special education teachers, 73 received the training and 52 received no training. The
training was a short-term inservice program conducted in collaboration with experienced
personnel from a local university. The training structure included three 7-hour days of
workshops, case study practice, and role-play activities. The first two days were
consecutive and the third training day took place 6 weeks later. The content of the

training centered around (a) background of FBA and identification of behavioral
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function(s) and (b) basic meaning and purpose of behavioral interventions. All 125
participants completed an evaluation survey instrument consisting of three sections
including: (a) a question as to whether or not they participated in the training, (b) case
study scenarios in which participants had to identify the function of the problem behavior
and make a recommendation to promote behavior change, and (c) five multiple-choice
questions designed to evaluate participants’ knowledge of function of problem behavior.
The authors used a factorial ANOVA to compare the trained and untrained groups on
their knowledge of behavioral function and ability to make recommendations for
behavior change. Results from the analysis indicated that there was a significant
difference between trained and untrained teachers’ scores on the knowledge of behavior
function. This finding suggests that special education teachers who received the training
were more accurate in the knowledge-based questions about the functions of problem
behavior. However, there was no significant difference between trained and untrained
teachers’ scores on their ability to make recommendations for behavior change. In other
words, the training provided on FBA did not result in qualitatively different
recommendations for promoting behavior change. The authors suggested that training
models explore options such as coaching and performance feedback in addition to
inservice training that allow professionals to become fluent not only in knowledge but in
acquisition of a new skill (e.g., developing interventions based on FBA) before being
required to implement it independently in the natural setting.
Training of General Education Teachers on FBA

Although research on effective training practices of FBA has been conducted

more frequently over the past 5 years, much of it has been oriented towards training
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special education personnel and other specialists to address the mandates in IDEA (2004)
regarding students with disabilities who have documented behavior problems (e.g.,
Dukes et al., 2008; Ervin et al., 2001; Van Acker et al., 2005). Scott and colleagues
(2004) conducted a systematic review of the literature published from 1995 to 2000 in
which FBA was conducted in general educations settings in public schools involving
students with mild disabilities, an ED diagnosis, or with no special education or
psychiatric identification. Results from the review of the 12 studies revealed that the FBA
procedures were primarily researcher-directed with minimum involvement from the
general education teachers. The authors identified two possible factors to be associated
with the lack of general education teachers’ involvement in the FBA process. First, the
large teacher-to-student ratio (e.g., average class size in U.S. elementary schools is 24.1)
in a general education classroom makes it difficult for general education teachers to
conduct the individualized assessments or behavior plan independently, when compared
to special education teachers in a more exclusionary setting (e.g., resource classroom).
Second, FBA has typically been the responsibility of a specialist such as a special
education teacher or school psychologist. Many general education teachers lack even the
foundational skills necessary to begin the FBA process because it is neither embedded
into preservice programs nor is it offered to general education teachers as inservice
training. Because many general education teachers lack confidence in their knowledge of
FBA, they tend to rely on the expertise of trained specialists. That lack of confidence
paired with time constraints make it unlikely that general education teachers will use
FBA as a proactive means for addressing problem behavior; instead, they may fall back

on methods (e.g., interventions based on topography, exclusionary practices) that require
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less time, skill, and effort (Scott et al., 2004). If FBA is to be validated as a proactive
approach for use with at-risk students in the general education classroom, training must
be made available to general education teachers.

In order to make the FBA a more efficient and effective procedure in the general
education classroom, Scott et al. (2004) further provided recommendations to
researchers, including: (a) focusing on the degree of training necessary for school-based
personnel to adequately implement FBA procedures within the context of their everyday
roles in the school setting; (b) research in public schools must focus on the teacher’s
ability to implement FBA procedures by removing the researcher as the leader of the
implementation process; and (c) research should focus on validating alternative and
indirect FBA methodologies that may be necessary when attempting to implement FBA
in the general education setting. Despite these useful recommendations, challenges
regarding efficiency of the FBA process in the general education settings are still evident.
For example, Chitiyo and Wheeler (2009) conducted a study to identify the difficulties
teachers in a Midwestern school district faced after receiving training on FBA and PBS
implementation. Twenty-one participants, including 19 general education teachers,
completed a 24-item questionnaire consisting of items related to PBS components
according to best and effective practices identified in the research (e.g., understanding
basic principles of PBS, conducting FBA, collecting and recording data, formulating
hypotheses using data from FBA) and were asked to rate the items by level of difficulty.
Results from the study indicated that skill areas reported as most problematic were
conducting FBAs (M = 4.19) and using functional assessment data to formulate

hypotheses (M = 4.10). The most difficult FBA techniques were the use of instructional
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antecedents to prevent challenging behavior (M = 4.05) and teaching alternative
replacement behaviors (M = 4.70). Additionally, the participants indicated specific
challenges during their intervention implementation including lack of time, inadequate
training, lack of consistency among staff, and lack of resources, administrative and
parental support. The results of this study indicate the importance of research in
identifying systematic FBA training procedures that can be applied as best practice while
at the same time address the needs of general education teachers.

To explore the issue of school personnel’s professional development needs
surrounding FBA and behavioral interventions, Pindiprolu and colleagues (2007)
conducted a descriptive study of special educators and general educators, administrators,
and support personnel to elicit their own professional development needs in multiple
areas related to special education. The authors sent out 450 surveys to school personnel in
10 Midwestern states in the U.S. and received 156 responses. Among the teachers who
responded, 30.8% (n = 16) were general educators and 65.4% (n = 34) were special
educators. Overall, the three most frequently cited areas of need identified by all
respondents were: (a) interventions for behavior problems, (b) FBA, and (c) inclusion
strategies. Additionally, respondents were specifically asked to rate their skill level with
FBA. General educators indicated that they were least skilled in (a) interviewing
caregivers regarding student problem behavior, (b) hypothesis testing of the function of
problem behavior and recording procedures for measuring problem behavior, and (c)
conducting ongoing assessment of changes in behavior during intervention. This study

showed that school personnel, including general education teachers, perceive a strong
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need for professional development in FBA skills and developing behavioral interventions
based on FBA results.
Summary

Professional development on FBA began as a special education initiative to
address federal legislation handed down by IDEA (2004). Although research on critical
components of FBA training have been conducted (e.g., Conroy et al., 2000), the research
base is still emerging and inconsistent regarding best practice in general education
classrooms. Researchers and professionals in education have now begun to shift the focus
of FBA from being a reactive method for addressing problem behavior for students with
disabilities to a preventive and proactive strategy for reducing problem behavior before
students are referred for special education. This means that general education teachers
need to be actively involved in the intervention planning process. Unfortunately, only a
few studies offer insight as to how best to train general education teachers on FBAs and
interventions (Chitiyo & Wheeler, 2009; Scott et al., 2004). Training that extends beyond
one day inservice workshops, covers basic ABA and PBS fundamental skills, and offers
coaching and performance feedback are a few of the suggestions recommended. Future
research on FBA and professional development that considers the needs of the general
education teachers must take place to increase the likelihood that efficient and effective
FBA practices occur.

Summary of Literature Review

Disproportionality has been a persistent problem in special education for decades.

To address this issue, IDEA (2004) issued mandates that states take data on

disproportionality rates and create effective programs and interventions to decrease
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disproportionality. Despite these mandates, African American students continue to be
disproportionately represented in the ED category in special education (e.g., Oswald et
al., 1999; Skiba et al., 2005). Additionally, African Americans represent the highest
percentages of students identified as at risk (Gay, 2000). They also receive a
disproportionate number of referrals for disciplinary actions (Cartledge & Dukes, 2008;
Skiba et al., 2002). Even though many hypothesized reasons for such disproportionate
rates have been researched (e.g., poverty, inherently bad behavior, cultural bias,
ineffective behavioral management), the findings are conflicting. Disproportionality
among this population continues, and successful educational outcomes are far too
infrequent.

One promising intervention that can decrease exclusionary practices imposed on
African American students and address disproportionality in both special education and
disciplinary action is to use FBAs and function-based interventions. There are four major
components or phases of FBA that can be found in the literature including: (a) indirect
informant methods that are used to define and narrow down the environmental and
contextual variables that may affect the behaviors of concern, (b) direct observations that
allow for developing summary statements or hypotheses regarding behavioral function,
(c) functional analysis manipulations that allow for verification of generated hypothesis
statements, and (d) behavior support plan development in which interventions are
developed based on the results of the first three FBA phases (Alberto & Troutman, 2006;
Cooper et al., 2007; O’Neill et al., 1997).

The effectiveness of FBAs and function-based interventions for students with ED

and those at risk for developing ED have been well documented (e.g., Heckaman et al.,
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2000; Lane et al., 1999; Reid & Nelson, 2002). However, only two studies have involved
African American students as participants in FBA implementation (i.e., Kamps et al.,
2006; Lo & Cartledge, 2006) and only one included African Americans as a means to
address disproportionality (i.e., Lo & Cartledge). Research is still needed to investigate
the effects of function-based interventions for African American as such investigations
may help extend our effort in preventing and intervening in disproportionality of this
vulnerable student population. Additionally, the field is in need of more research to
demonstrate the essential implementation of function-based interventions for students
with problem behavior in comparison to interventions that are commonly used for
reducing problem behaviors in school settings. Only six studies have sought to
specifically examine the effectiveness of function-based interventions as compared to
nonfunctional classroom interventions on the reduction of problem behavior among
students with or at risk for disabilities. Although the results of these studies support the
use of function-based interventions as a more effective means of reducing problem
behavior than nonfunction-based interventions, the research base remains very narrow in
scope. Further research is needed to address African American population as the target
participants, to include fidelity data collection, and to involve general education teachers
as implementers. The professional development on FBA, however, has largely focused on
special education personnel. The research base on best practice in general education
settings is still emerging and inconsistent at best (e.g., Conroy et al., 2000). In order for
FBAs and function-based interventions to be effective in preventing problem behavior of
African American students before they are referred to special education, research on FBA

and professional development targeted to general education teachers must take place.



CHAPTER 3: METHOD
Participants and Participant Selection Criteria

Participants in this study were 4 fifth-grade African American male students at
risk for ED. African American students were specifically targeted for this study because
of the disproportionality of this population in the special education referrals, especially in
the ED category, and disciplinary referrals. Additional criteria for participation included
teachers’ recommendations of students in highest need of more intensive and
individualized behavioral interventions and informal teacher observations of students
who demonstrated high levels of challenging social behavior, regular student attendance,
and signed parental consent and student assent forms. Inclusion of female students was
acceptable for this study, but none were referred by the general education teachers.

Once students were identified using the above criteria, each classroom teacher
completed the Social Skills Improvement System Rating Scales Teacher Form (SSIS;
Gresham & Elliott, 2008) to verify each student’s “at-risk” status. The SSIS is an
individually administered, standardized procedure measuring three subscales: Social
Skills, Problem Behaviors, and Academic Competence. For the purpose of this study, only
ratings on the Social Skills and Problem Behaviors subscales were used. There are 46
items for the Social Skills subscale measuring the following seven domains:
communication, cooperation, assertion, responsibility, empathy, engagement, and self-
control. For each item, a rater indicates the importance of each social skill using a 3-point

scale (i.e., Not Important, Important, Critical) and the perceived occurrence frequency
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using a 4-point scale (i.e., Never, Seldom, Often, Almost Always). There are 30
items for the Problem Behavior subscale addressing behaviors related to four categories:
externalizing, bullying, hyperactivity/inattention, and internalizing. For each item on the
Problem Behavior subscale, the rater indicates a student’s behavioral frequency using the
same 4-point scale described above. According to these authors, results from the SSIS
were compared to normative scores developed by a nationwide standardization sample of
4,700 children aged 3 through 18 years who represent the population of the United States
across gender, race, socioeconomic status, and geographic location. The median scale and
subscale internal consistency reliability coefficients of the SSIS teacher form for students
aged 5 to 12 are .95 and .85, respectively. Median test-retest reliability coefficients for
scale and subscales for the teacher form for students aged 3 to 18 are .83 and .81,
respectively. This measure was used to determine teachers’ perceptions on the
participants’ social behaviors by checking the degree to which a certain social skill or
problem behavior is observed during a certain period of time. Only students receiving
“Below Average” levels or lower on two or more of the Social Skills subscales
(indicating that they exhibit fewer than the average number of social skills for individuals
in their norm group) or “Above Average” level or higher on two or more of the Problem
Behaviors subscales were eligible for participation in this study.

Based on their understanding of the students needed for inclusion in this study,
the first two teachers to volunteer to participate were chosen. Originally, the teachers
nominated six students (i.e., three students each) for this study. However, one student was
excluded because he was already receiving special education services under the category

of Intellectual Disability (ID), and an FBA was soon to be conducted by his special
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education teacher due to his suspensions from school. A second student was excluded
because his school attendance record was poor. The resulting four participants came from
two classrooms with two students from each class. The purpose of having two
participants from each classroom was two-fold. First, having one student from each of
two classrooms allowed for two students to receive the interventions at once and for the
counterbalancing of the nonfunction-based and function-based interventions to control
for sequencing effects. Second, each teacher was to conduct the FBA with one student
when training, coaching, and performance feedback were given and then generalize those
skills by implementing the FBA with a second student independently.

Todd. Todd was an 11-year-old African American student in Mrs. Bart’s fifth-
grade classroom. He was referred by his teacher for his inability to stay focused and on
task during individual work periods and for aggressive behaviors when frustrated, such as
banging his fist on his desk or throwing materials in the floor. Results from the SSIS
completed by Mrs. Bart indicated that Todd fell in the “Below Average” range on the
Communication, Cooperation, Engagement, and Self-Control Social Skill subscales. His
overall standard score of 68 on the Social Skills Scale, indicated a rank of 2 percentile.
This means that 98 percent of students in his age norm exhibit higher social skills than
Todd. He fell within the average range on all problem behavior subscales, and his overall
standard score of 113 on the Problem Behaviors Scale indicated a rank of 81 percentile
when compared to the norm sample of his same-age peers. However, because he
exhibited deficiencies in four social skill domains and ranked at the 2" percentile, the
experimenter and teacher agreed that Todd was still in need of individualized behavior

support that could be addressed through the FBA.
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Alan. Alan was an 11-year-old African American student in Ms. Jones” fifth-
grade classroom. He was referred by Ms. Jones due to his inability to stay on task during
whole group instruction. She described Todd’s behavior as staring out into space,
fidgeting with his hair or other objects in his possession, and constantly putting things in
his mouth. Results from the SSIS indicated that Alan fell in the “Below Average” range
on the Communication, Cooperation, Assertion, Responsibility, and Self-Control Social
Skill subscales. His overall standard score of 52 on the Social Skills Scale, indicated a
rank of 1 percentile. This means that Alan exhibits fewer age-appropriate social skills
than 99 percent of students his age in the norm sample. He also fell in the “Above
Average” range on the Externalizing and Hyperactivity/Inattention Problem Behaviors
subscales. His overall standard score of 124 on the Problem Behaviors Scale ranked him
in the 93" percentile when compared to the norm sample group.

Shaun. Shaun was referred by his teacher for inability to focus and frequent off-
task behavior that consisted of looking around during whole-group and individual
instruction, talking to others about non-task related subjects, and walking around the
room without permission. Results from the SSIS completed by Mrs. Bart indicated that
Shaun fell in the “Below Average” range on the Communication and Cooperation Social
Skill subscales. His overall standard score of 79 on the Social Skills Scale ranked him in
the 8" percentile when compared to the norm sample group. He fell within the average
range on all problem behavior subscales, and his overall standard score of 101 on the
Problem Behaviors Scale indicated a rank 55" percentile when compared to the norm

sample.
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Jaquan. Jaguan was referred by Mrs. Jones for talking out during whole-group
instruction, mumbling under breath, and smacking lips, rolling eyes and arguing back
after being reprimanded or receiving rule reminders. Results from the SSIS completed by
Mrs. Jones indicated that Jaquan fell in the “Below Average” range on the Cooperation,
Responsibility, and Self-Control Social Skill subscales. His overall standard score of 79
on the Social Skills Scale ranked him in the 8" percentile when compared to the norm
sample group. Additionally, he scored in the “Above Average” range on the
Externalizing, Bullying, and Hyperactivity/Inattention Problem Behaviors subscales. His
overall standard score of 117 on the Problem Behaviors Scale indicated a rank of 87"
percentile when compared to the norm sample of his same-age peers.

Based on each teacher’s recommendation of one student in highest need of the
FBA, Todd and Alan were selected as the first two students to begin the study (i.e.,
Student A from each class). Once the teachers had completed the FAI, FAO, FAM, and
completed at least one function-based and one nonfunction-based phase with Todd and
Alan, they both began the FBA process independently with Shaun and Jaquan (i.e.,
Student B from each class). The teachers completed the FAI, FAO, and FAM phases with
Shaun and Jaquan, but based on the FAO and FAM results, both students exhibited
problems behaviors at low frequencies that the teachers elected to discontinue the FBA
process. Therefore, no behavioral interventions were developed for Shaun or Jaquan.
Shaun and Jaquan’s FBA results through the FAM procedures are described in the results

section (i.e., Chapter 4, Part 1: Functional Behavioral Assessment Results).
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Settings

The setting of the study took place in an urban public elementary school located
in a metropolitan district in the Southeastern United States. The school serves
approximately 380 students in grades kindergarten through five. It is considered a priority
school indicating that less than 50% of students are performing at grade level. The school
has a student enrollment of 63.75% African American students, 17.70% Caucasian
students, 11.73% Hispanic students, 6.40% Multi-racial students, and .43% Asian
students. Students with disabilities make up approximately 22% of the school population,
and 86.05% of all students receive free or reduced price lunch. The school is involved in
its third year of a school improvement plan sanctioned by the state. This plan requires
improvement activities such as afterschool tutoring services. The school in this study is
involved in schoolwide behavioral policy based on the Restitution Model (Gossen, 1996).
This model involves redirecting a student in a way that allows him or her to choose how
to fix the problem and then re-enter the group or class as a valued member (Gossen,
1996). Training for the FBA process alternated between Mrs. Bart’s and Mrs. Jones’
room after school hours. The FBA and delivery of function-based and nonfunction-based
interventions occurred in the general education classrooms of both teachers.

Mrs. Bart had 14 students and had desks arranged in three groups of four students.
The two participants (i.e., Todd, Shaun) had desks that were isolated from other students
due to their inappropriate behaviors. During the reading stations block, stations were set
up at different parts of the room to allow student groups to be spread out. The station in
which Mrs. Bart delivered small group instruction took place at a small U-shaped table at

the back of the room. Computers were located at the front of the room, with three
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computers being group together in the left corner and two other computers being located
at the white board along the left wall.

Ms. Jones had 17 students and arranged student desks into three groups of four
desks and one group of five desks. Student computers were located in two areas of the
room. Three computer desks were grouped together along the far right wall, and three
more computer desks were located along the far left wall. Ms. Jones’ laptop, Elmo©
smart-tech projector and desk were located at the front center of the student desk groups
all with the class SMARTDboard®© as the central focal point for whole group instruction.
During the time of day in which the study took place Ms. Jones had 17 students in the
classroom at any one time, because three students would come in from tutoring and three
more students would leave for tutoring.

Experimenter

The experimenter for the study was a full-time student working towards a doctoral
degree in special education and had 5 years of experience teaching students with mild to
moderate disabilities in a public school system. The experimenter received a Bachelor of
Arts degree in Psychology and Exercise and Sport Science and gained licensure in special
education (i.e., General Curriculum, K-12) through a graduate teacher education
program. She also received a Master of Arts in Teaching degree in special education. The
experimenter served as the primary trainer and data collector.

The experimenter had received previous training on FBA and behavioral
interventions while working as a special education teacher. She also participated in
professional development specific to working with students identified as ED or who had

behavioral problems. She taught students with ED and other mild to moderate disabilities
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and conducted FBAs on a continual basis during her 5 years of teaching. As a doctoral
student, she took courses that allowed her to gain expertise in Applied Behavior Analysis
(ABA) and cotaught graduate level coursework on FBA and interventions. She also
independently taught a classroom management course upon which ABA was the
foundation.
Materials

Materials used for the FBA process were taken from the Functional Assessment
and Program Development for Problem Behavior handbook developed by O’Neill and
colleagues (1997). Specifically, copies of the teacher-directed functional assessment
interview (FAI) form, functional assessment observation (FAO) form, and competing
behavior model forms were used. Copies of the SSIS (Gresham & Elliott, 2008) for
teachers were provided. Additionally, each teacher received her own copy of the
handbook. MotivAiders© were also used by both the teachers and experimenter to assist
during data collection and as part of the self-management interventions for Todd and
Alan. MotivAiders© are electronic devices that use a vibrating signal at set intervals as a
reminder or prompt. Often times they are used by teachers or researchers to record
behavior or by students to monitor their own behavior. For the direct observation
sessions, materials included copies of the scoring sheets, a clipboard, and a pencil for
recording data. Procedural fidelity checklists were used for each phase of the FBA
process. Details of these forms will be described in Part Il of the Procedures (i.e.,
Comparison of function-based and nonfunction-based interventions) in this chapter (see

Appendices K through Q).
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Dependent Variables and Measurement

The primary dependent variable in this study was the problem behavior
individualized for each student based on the results from the FAI and FAO. For Todd, the
dependent variable was the percent of intervals of off-task behavior, defined as: (a) eyes
not on teacher or instructional materials for 3 s or more; (b) playing with objects within
reach; (c) humming or singing aloud during small group work; or (d) talking to self or
others about non-task related topics. The dependent variable for Alan was the percent of
intervals of off-task behavior, defined as: (a) eyes not on teacher or instructional materials
for 3 s or more; (b) playing with hair or objects within reach; (c) constant body
movement (e.g., kicking legs against desk, shaking arms); (d) talking to self or others
about non-task related topics; or (e) out of seat (legs on chair, rocking back and forth).
The data recording method used for both students was 1 min momentary time sampling
(MTS). This recording method was used for multiple reasons. First, MTS is very
convenient for teacher use because it does not require undivided attention on the targeted
student. This allows both teachers to continue ongoing instruction, while recording
behavior only at the end of each interval. Choosing a data collection method that was
practical for teacher use was important as teachers were also data collectors in this study;
their abilities to feasibly conduct the FBA was a primary focus of this study,
Additionally, MTS is most appropriate for more continuous behaviors, such as the off-
task behavior targeted in this study (Cooper et al., 2007). Observation sessions lasted for
40 min, (i.e., 10:05-10:45 A.M.) per day during small group reading stations for Todd
and 30 min (i.e., 10:45-11:15 A.M.) per day during whole group guided reading

instruction for Alan. Data collection occurred five times per week. The experimenter
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collected data in the participants’ general education classrooms. Percentages of the
intervals of off-task behavior were calculated by dividing the number of intervals of
occurrences of “off-task” behavior by the total number of intervals of observations (i.e.,
40 for Todd, 30 for Alan) and multiplied by 100.

The secondary dependent variable was the appropriate replacement behavior
chosen as a part of the function-based intervention plans created by each teacher for Todd
and Alan. For both students, the replacement behavior chosen was self-management.
Specifically, each student self-monitored his behavior, self-evaluated to determine if he
had earned a break, and self-reinforced through a 2 min break for ever 10 min of on-task
behavior (See Appendix A for an example self-management chart used by the students).
It was the self-reinforcement aspect of the replacement behavior that served the escape
function validated for each student through the FAMs. Data on the accuracy of self-
management behavior were recorded during the same observational sessions as the
problem behaviors described above for each student across all baseline and intervention
phases. Accuracy of self-management was counted each time a student, self-monitored,
self-evaluated, and self-reinforced his behavior. Self-management accuracy data were
collected using frequency recording, because both students self-monitored at set, discrete
times during the observation sessions. Both students self-monitored their own behavior at
the end of 2 min intervals. Todd had a total of 20 opportunities to self-monitor his own
behavior during each 40-min session. Alan had a total of 15 opportunities to self-monitor
his own behavior during the targeted 30-min observational session. The self-management
accuracy data were converted to percentages just as off-task behaviors were, because

some observation sessions did not last the full length of time for each student. For
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example, Todd would sometimes arrive from his tutoring sessions late, causing
observation sessions to last fewer than 40 min. This would affect the number of
opportunities he would also have to self-manage his behavior. Also, both off-task
behavior and self-monitoring behavior data were placed on the same graph for better
visual comparisons to be made, so it was appropriate for both types of behavior to be
recorded using the same conversion unit of measurement.

Interobserver reliability. In order to establish interobserver reliability on the two
dependent measures, a second observer used the same score sheet used by the primary
data collector to collect data on both behaviors for 41.6% of the observational sessions.
The second observer was a paraprofessional who rotated among all fifth grade classrooms
throughout the school day. This individual was trained by the primary investigator by (a)
providing her with the operationalized definitions of off-task behavior that had been
created for each student, (b) explaining the MTS recording system and how to use the
MotivAider© device to aid in recording, and (c) by having practice observation sessions
with the primary investigator until a minimum of 90% agreement was reached. After the
first practice session, scores from both the primary investigator and second observer were
compared for agreement. Interobserver reliability was 100% for the practice session, so
no more practice sessions were necessary. In addition to the interobserver reliability data
collected on the two dependent variables, reliability data were also collected for 43.8% of
the times treatment fidelity data were collected across all phases for both students. Prior
to the implementation of each phase (i.e., FAI, FAO, FAM, Plan, Baseline, Function-
based, Nonfunction-based), the experimenter went over the procedural fidelity checklist

in detail with the paraprofessional for each specific phase. Interobserver reliability data
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collection was distributed evenly across each participant and across all conditions of the
study. The behavioral data were calculated using an interval-by-interval analysis of
observations, by dividing the number of agreements divided by the number of agreements
plus disagreements, multiplied by 100.
Teacher Satisfaction Questionnaire

Teacher satisfaction data were collected at the conclusion of the study to measure
the outcome of the study from teachers’ perspectives (see Appendix B). Teachers
completed a 16 item questionnaire using a 4-point Likert rating scale (e.g., 1 = Not at all
to 4= Very important) that addressed the following: (a) the importance of training
components and behavioral interventions; (b) degree of improvement in the target
behaviors; (c) appropriateness, effectiveness, and practicality of the interventions used;
and (d) changes in perceptions, likelihood of continued use, and potential changes that
would be made in the development or implementation of one or more of the
interventions. The questionnaire required approximately 10 min for teachers to complete.

Additionally, using the same 4-point Likert rating scale, teachers were asked at
the beginning of the study and again on the satisfaction questionnaire the extent to which
they felt each targeted student needed to be referred for both special education services
under the category of ED and for disciplinary action. This was done to determine what
effect, if any, the study interventions may have had on altering the teachers’ perceptions
of students’ need for special education services or disciplinary action.
Experimental Design

A single-subject, ABABCBC multiple treatment reversal design (Cooper et al.,

2007) was used to compare the effects of function-based and nonfunction-based



75

interventions on the problem behavior and replacement behavior of participants. In a
multiple treatment reversal design, two or more treatments are compared to determine
which one has a greater impact on the dependent variable(s). The multiple treatment
design is similar to the reversal (ABAB) design but a second intervention (C) is added to
the design sequence (Tawney & Gast, 1984). Using this design, condition B represented
the function-based intervention and condition C represented the nonfunction-based
intervention for each student. Because two students (i.e., Todd and Alan) completed the
entire study, phases were counterbalanced across both students to control for possible
sequence effects. Todd received the function-based intervention first after baseline
(ABABCBC), and Alan received the nonfunction-based intervention first after baseline
(ACACBCB).

Additionally, an alternating treatments design was used for the functional analysis
portion of the FBA to verify the hypothesized function of each student’s behavior. The
alternating treatments design is known for its rapid alternation of two or more distinct
treatments, or in this case, conditions while the change in the target behavior is measured
(Barlow & Hayes, 1979; Cooper et al., 2007). In an alternating treatments design the data
paths for each treatment are compared with each other. When minimal or no overlapping
data exist and all paths have stable levels, experimental control is established. To
determine the most effective treatment or condition, the vertical distance between data
paths is examined. The greater the vertical distance, the greater the differential effects of
the two treatments are on the targeted behavior. In this study, potential functions (i.e.,
escape, attention) of problem behavior were examined by manipulating present versus

absent conditions for each student using the alternating treatments design described
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above. The condition in which each student exhibited the highest rates of problem
behavior confirmed the primary function of each student’s problem behavior. A
minimum of three data points were collected during each condition so that stronger
results were able to be obtained.
General Procedures

The study began by training both general education teachers together on the four
major components of FBA as outlined by O’Neill et al. (1997): (a) informant method of
gathering information through the Functional Assessment Interview (FAI); (b) direct
observation of behavior using the Functional Assessment Observation form (FAO); (c)
functional analysis manipulations to verify initial hypotheses (FAM); and (d) behavior
support plan development and implementation. Additionally, the general education
teachers received training on introductory applied behavior analysis components
recommended as best practice in the field (e.g., Conroy et al., 2000). The training was
divided into four modules. After each training module was completed, each teacher was
responsible for completing that portion of the FBA process with the first of two students
(i.e., Student A). For example, after teachers had been trained on how to complete the
FAI, each was responsible for completing the FAI with Student A. The selection of the
first student in each classroom was based on teacher recommendation of highest rates of
problem behavior. Results from the SSIS rating scales for social skills and problem
behavior were also taken into consideration when determining order of entrance into the
intervention. The student in each classroom with the highest level of need based on the
above criteria was the first to begin the FBA process. In this case, Todd was the first to

begin in Mrs. Bart’s classroom and Alan was first to begin in Mrs. Jones’ classroom. In
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addition to the inservice training modules, both teachers received coaching and
performance feedback as needed when they conducted each phase of the FBA with
Student A. Once the four training modules were completed and as the last component of
the FBA, each teacher worked with the experimenter to create a function-based behavior
support plan based on the results of the FAI, FAO, and FAM. Also, the experimenter, in
partnership with the teacher, created a nonfunction-based intervention for the same
student to examine the comparative effects of both interventions on the targeted behavior.
After all four parts of the FBA were completed for Student A, including implementation
of both function-based and nonfunction-based interventions, both teachers were to repeat
the entire FBA process with a second student (i.e., Student B) for the experimenter to
measure teachers’ ability to transfer learned skills to a new student. With Student B, the
teachers did not receive any additional training, coaching, or performance feedback as
they completed the components of the FBA. Data on teacher fidelity were graphed for
visual data analysis. Each phase of the study is described in more detail in the sections
below. Additionally, Appendix C provides a schedule of study implementation across all
phases.
Procedures Part I: Training Modules and FBA Implementation

Training consisted of four distinct modules that are closely aligned with the
phases of FBA. Specifically, the training modules included: (a) ABA basics, Positive
Behavior Support and FBA overview, and the functional assessment interview (FAI); (b)
validating the FAI through direct observation using FAO form; (c) functional analysis
hypotheses and manipulations (FAM); and (d) building and implementing behavior

support plans. See Appendix D for an outline of each training module and its content
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objectives. Each training module lasted approximately 2-3 hrs and was delivered using a
PowerPoint© format with both participating teachers. The experimenter used model-lead-
test procedures, provided multiple exemplars, and gave opportunities to practice learned
content in each session. Training also included opportunities to practice correspondence
between the FAI, FAO, and FAM to ensure that the participants are able to gather the
appropriate information in one phase and use it accurately in each subsequent phase. This
was done through a worksheet created by the experimenter that the teachers completed at
the end of FAO phase to prepare for the FAM (see Appendix E for correspondence
worksheet). Correspondence across all phases of the FBA process is important in
ensuring the hypothesis regarding the behavioral function is accurate. Upon completion
of each module, each teacher implemented the specific FBA phase learned in the module
with Student A (i.e., Todd, Alan) in her respective classroom. Detailed descriptions for
each component of implementation are provided below in separate subheadings. The
experimenter was present when each phase was implemented with both Todd and Alan
and provided coaching and performance feedback to each teacher only as needed (i.e., if
she performed a step incorrectly). During this time, the experimenter provided
reinforcement (e.g., verbal praise) when procedures were implemented as taught. The
experimenter provided guidance and offer improvement strategies in vivo when
procedures were implemented inappropriately. Results from each phase of the FBA will
be presented in chapter 4.

Functional assessment interviews (FAI). Module 1 included training the general
education teachers on: (a) the importance and understanding of human behavior; (b)

assumptions and characteristics of the Behavioral Approach; (c) practice with the three-
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term contingency; (d) definition, characteristics, concepts, and principles of ABA,; (e)
definition, characteristics, assumptions, and desired outcomes of PBS; (f) how ABA,
PBS, and FBA are interrelated; (g) common terminology (e.qg., function-based
interventions, functional assessment); (h) steps to develop effective PBS plans; and (i)
completing the FAI phase. Upon completion of module 1, each of the two participating
classroom teachers completed the Teacher-Directed Functional Assessment Interview
form (FAI; O’Neill et al., 1997) with Todd and Alan in their respective classrooms (see
Appendix F). The interview was semistructured in nature and designed to identify: (a)
description of the behaviors of concern; (b) general and more immediate physical and
environmental factors that predict the occurrence and nonoccurrence of the problem
behaviors; (c) potential functions of the behaviors in relation to the outcomes or
consequences that are maintaining them; and (d) development of summary statements
describing relationships among situations, behaviors, and their functions. Specifically, the
FAI consists of the following 11 sections: (a) description of the behaviors (e.g.,
topography, duration, frequency); (b) definition of potential ecological/setting events
(e.g., medications, medical or physical problems, sleep cycles, daily routines); (c)
definition of immediate antecedents events for occurrences and nonoccurrences of
problem behavior (e.g., physical setting, time of day, people, activity); (d) identification
of consequences or outcomes of the undesirable behaviors that may be maintaining them
(e.g., behavior, specific situations, what student gets or avoids); (e) ratings of overall
efficiency of problem behavior; (f) identification of socially appropriate alternative
behaviors already in the student’s repertoire; (g) identification of primary forms of

expressive communication; (h) approaches that do and do not work well with the student
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during activities or teaching sessions; (i) identification of potential reinforcers; (j) history
of undesirable behaviors, interventions and effects of those interventions that have been
attempted in the past; and (k) development of summary statements for each major
antecedent and/or consequence identified (O’Neill et al., 1997). Gathering data for each
form required approximately 45 min. Each teacher used the FAI as a self-guided tool to
complete the form.

Functional assessment observations (FAO). During training module 2, teachers
were trained on how to validate the information collected from the FAI through taking
systematic direct observations. Specifically, module 2 included: (a) a brief review of
training module 1; (b) the purpose of conducting FAOs, (c) the function of the FAO
form, (d) navigating through and using the FAO form, (e) recommended length of
observations, (f) the content of the FAO, (g) developing hypothesis statements, and (h)
practicing using the FAO form using case scenarios. After training on module 2 was
completed, direct observations of Student A took place at times in which the identified
problem behavior was most likely to occur as indicated from the interview results. Data
were collected using the Functional Assessment Observation Form (FAO; O’Neill et al.,
1997). The FAO form is structured to maximize the amount of comprehensive
information that can be obtained without requiring lengthy write-ups or documentation. It
is organized around problem behavior events and allows predictor events and
consequences associated with problem behavior to be documented. The form allows
space for data to be collected across the following eight sections: (a) identification/dates,
(b) time intervals, (c) behaviors, (d) predictors, (e) perceived functions, (f) actual

consequences, (g) comments, and (h) event and date record (see Appendix G). Each
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observation session lasted 20 min and occurred during the time of day in which the
problem behavior for each student occurred at the highest rates. Each classroom teacher
was trained to collect observation data for 2 to 5 days or until a minimum of 15 to 20
occurrences of the target behaviors were observed. Data from the completed FAO were
analyzed and interpreted by each teacher so that summary statements regarding the
hypothesized functions of problem behavior were revised. Patterns revealed from the
FAO allowed for the appropriate set-up of the functional analysis portion of the FBA.
Functional analysis manipulation (FAM). Training module 3 included: (a) a
brief review of the first two training modules; (b) refining or revising the hypothesis
statements; (c) completing the competing pathways summary statement; (d) guidelines
for conducting FAMs; (e) two basic approaches to FAM (i.e., manipulating predictors,
functions); (f) alternating treatments design; (g) manipulation in present versus absent
conditions; (h) ideas for testing different summary statements; and (i) examples and
practice with setting up their own FAMSs. Upon completion of training module 3,
hypothesized functions derived from the FAI and FAO were validated through the use of
a functional analysis for each student. Functional analyses are used to validate
hypotheses, especially when no clear patterns emerge during the interview or observation
process. As previously mentioned, an alternating treatments design was used to
manipulate possible antecedent and/or consequence conditions that were based on the
results of the interviews and observations. The conditions were randomized using a free

random sequence generator available online through www.random.org. The functional

analysis was individualized based on each student’s information. A minimum of three


http://www.random.org/
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data points were collected for each condition of the functional analysis for all students so
that clear data patterns emerged.

Function-based intervention planning and implementation. Training module
4 included: (a) a brief review of the first three training modules; (b) features of good
behavior support plans that make problem behavior irrelevant, inefficient, and
ineffective; (c) developing a competing behavior model; (d) practice with a case scenario;
(e) examples of setting event/antecedent modifications; (f) examples of teaching
alternative skills; (g) examples of consequence strategies; (h) practicing the competing
behavior model with Todd/Alan; and (i) a review of what was learned in the fourth
training module. After completion of training module 4, each classroom teacher was
guided in the development of function-based interventions for Student A based on the
data collected from the FAI, FAO, and FAM. During the function-based intervention
development phase, the selection of strategies used depended on the best contextual fit.
Because the classroom teachers were highly involved in the intervention development,
strategies were selected based on the ease in which they could be delivered consistently
and feasibly by teachers given other variables occurring within the natural classroom
context. The Competing Behavior Model (O’Neill et al., 1997) was used to list strategies
across the four-term contingency (i.e., setting events, antecedents, behavior,
consequences) and the most salient strategy for each part of the contingency was chosen
that matched the hypothesis statement (i.e., the behavioral function) for each student (see
Appendix H for the Competing Behavior Model). Appendix I includes an example of a

function-based intervention example.
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Nonfunction-based intervention planning. In addition to the function-based
intervention, an intervention was created that did not serve the hypothesized behavioral
function. This intervention was individualized for each student. These strategies did not
remove problem antecedents or neutralize problem events. Additionally, all four parts of
the four-term contingency were addressed so that one strategy per part was created for the
nonfunction-based intervention. The nonfunction-based intervention was created so that
access to the function was blocked (e.g., no access to a break for an escape function,
receiving planned ignoring for an attention function). See Appendix | for an example of a
nonfunction-based intervention.

Expert ratings. Three experts in the field of ABA who were not directly involved
in this research study were asked to rate the technical adequacy and the match between
the FBA-based hypothesis statements and the intervention strategies (function-based or
nonfunction-based) for all interventions using a 5-point Likert scale. The procedures used
in this study were similar to those used by Filter and Horner (2009) and Ingram et al.
(2005). Two of the three experts recruited in this study held higher education faculty
positions and taught coursework in ABA. The third expert was the director of psychology
at a developmental center for individuals with intellectual and other developmental
disabilities. All three experts had years of extensive training in ABA and FBA. The
experts were asked to examine the two proposed intervention packages with no
distinguishing terms to indicate which interventions were function-based or nonfunction-
based. The experts used the Likert scale to rate each intervention package on the degree
to which the intervention package made the targeted problem behavior (a) irrelevant, (b)

inefficient, and (c) ineffective. Ratings of 1 referred to not at all (irrelevant, inefficient,
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ineffective) and a 5 referred to strongly (irrelevant, inefficient, ineffective). The scores on
the three items were averaged together for each intervention package. The means from
the three experts were than averaged a final time, and intervention packages with a mean
rating of 4.0 or above were used as function-based interventions and interventions with
ratings of 2.5 or below were used as nonfunction-based interventions (see Appendix J).

Procedures Part 11: Comparison of Function-based and Nonfunction-based
Interventions

The following procedures were conducted with Todd and Alan in each of the two
classrooms immediately upon completing Part | procedures described above. Once all
four phases of the FBA were completed with Todd and Alan, including implementation
of the function-based and nonfunction-based interventions, each teacher was to repeat the
entire FBA process and intervention implementation with Shaun and Jaquan
independently with no additional training, coaching, or performance feedback from the
experimenter.

Baseline. During baseline, no participants were exposed to any new behavioral
interventions and no replacement skills were directly taught in the school setting.
However, because the school in this study was involved in schoolwide Restitution, it is
assumed that, by definition, the school had an agreed upon and common approach to
discipline, through the use of schoolwide and classroom social contracts, and procedures
in place for teaching these expectations to students. Participants in this study were
included based on their perceived continuing need for behavioral interventions despite
efforts already in place by the schoolwide “Restitution” disciplinary policy to promote

socially appropriate behavior in the school setting. The participating teachers were
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instructed to continue their behavior management strategies as they have done previously
without making any changes.

Additionally, Mrs. Bart and Ms. Jones used a token economy system called “The
Buck System” in their classrooms to encourage class participation and overall appropriate
classroom behavior. The Buck System involved each teacher “catching” individual
students behaving appropriately and rewarding the behavior by providing students with
generalized token reinforcers (i.e., dimes made out of cardstock paper) that would
replaced with a “buck” after each student acquired 10 dimes. Bucks could be exchanged
by students every Friday for tangible prizes (e.g., erasers, pencils, bracelets, edibles) that
had been agreed upon by the class as a whole prior to the token economy’s
implementation. Teachers would reward students for behaviors, such as working quietly,
raising hands, and helping other students.

Function-based intervention phase. The strategies developed by each teacher
during the function-based intervention planning training module were implemented with
Todd and Alan for a minimum of three sessions or until a stable data pattern was
observed. During each session of implementation with Todd and Alan, each teacher
received coaching and performance feedback by the experimenter to ensure that
strategies developed during the planning process were being implemented appropriately.
This was done so that the teacher could improve implementation fidelity. Performance
feedback and coaching were to be unavailable to teachers when they implemented the
function-based interventions with Shaun and Jaquan to determine teachers’ generalization

of their learned skills.
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Nonfunction-based intervention phase. This phase was similar to the function-
based intervention phase in that the nonfunction-based strategies developed by the
teacher and experimenter were implemented. As previously indicated, these strategies
were contraindicative to the perceived function of each student’s problem behavior.
During this phase, coaching and performance feedback was also given as needed during
each session with Todd and Alan to ensure that the nonfunction-based intervention was
being implemented with fidelity. By doing so, accurate comparisons regarding fidelity
and student outcomes could be made across both function-based and nonfunction-based
conditions. Again, data were collected over a minimum of three sessions during this
phase until clear trends in the data emerged. Performance feedback and coaching were to
be unavailable to teachers when they implemented the nonfunction-based interventions
with Shaun and Jaquan to determine teachers’ generalization of their learned skills.
Procedural Fidelity

Task analyses were created for the baseline condition and for each component of
the FBA process for procedural fidelity measure. Specifically, seven checklists (i.e.,
baseline, FAI, FAO, FAM, plan development, function-based intervention
implementation, nonfunction-based intervention implementation) were developed to
assess the fidelity of development and implementation by each teacher. See Appendices
K through Q for all fidelity checklists. These checklists were individualized for each
teacher based on the FBA results for each specific phase. The experimenter collected the
data 100% of the time for each teacher. Fidelity was calculated as the number of steps
followed correctly divided by the total number of required steps, and multiplied by 100.

Interobserver agreement of the fidelity measure was also conducted for a minimum of



87

30% of the completed fidelity measures by the secondary observer (i.e.,
paraprofessional).

Generalization of teacher behavior. Fidelity data were taken on the classroom
teacher’s ability to implement all FBA procedures with a second student (i.e., Shaun and
Jaquan). After all training sessions and all phases of the FBA were implemented for Todd
and Alan, each teacher then replicated the FBA process with Shaun and Jaquan without
the experimenter’s support. Data on the accuracy of implementation were graphed for
analysis.

Data Analysis

Since the primary focus of the study was on improvements in students’ social
behavior, the data from direct observations were graphed across all conditions for each
participant to allow for visual analysis (i.e., changes in level and/or trend) of the
comparative effects of the function-based versus nonfunction-based interventions to
determine which intervention had a greater impact on each student’s targeted social
behavior. Additionally, fidelity data were graphed so that results could be analyzed

descriptively.



CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
This chapter presents findings of the study. Results for interobserver reliability
and fidelity measures are presented first followed by the FBA process (Part 1) results.
Finally, results for each research question are provided.
Interobserver Reliability
Students’ Off-task and Replacement Behavior
The trained second observer collected interobserver reliability data for 41.6% of
the behavior observations for the both dependent variables (i.e., students’ off-task
behavior, student’s self-management replacement behavior) for Todd and Alan. Overall
interobserver reliability ranged from 97.5% to 100.0% with a mean of 99.9%.
Interobserver reliability was 100.0% across all baseline phases. During the function-
based intervention, interobserver reliability ranged from 97.5% to 100.0% with a mean of
99.7%. During the nonfunction-based intervention, interobserver reliability was 100%.

Table 1 below shows mean interobserver reliability results separated by student.

Table 1: Mean Interobserver Reliability Results by Student

Student Baseline Phases Function-based Phases Nonfunction-based Phases

Todd 100.0% 99.5% (range 97.5-100%) 100.0%

Alan 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Teacher Fidelity of Implementation

In addition to interobserver reliability of students’ behavior, the second observer
also collected interobserver reliability data on each teacher’s ability to implement all
phases of the FBA process. The second observer collected the data for 43.8% of the
fidelity checks. Overall interobserver reliability ranged from 93.6% to 100.0% with a
mean of 99.4%. Interobserver reliability during the FAI for all 4 students ranged from
93.8% to 100.0%, with a mean of 98.5%. Interobserver reliability during the FAO for all
4 students was 100.0%. During the FAM, interobserver reliability for all 4 participants
ranged from 93.6% to 100.0%, with a mean of 98.2%. Mean interobserver reliability for
plan development for Todd and Alan was 100%. During baseline phases, function-based
intervention phases, and nonfunction-based intervention phases, mean interobserver
reliability for both Todd and Alan was also 100.0%.

Part I: Functional Behavioral Assessment Results

FAI, FAO, and FAM. The FAI, FAO, and FAM were completed for all four
participants. Results from the FAI were used to determine which behaviors would be the
focus of the FAO for each student and when the observations would take place. Based on
the FAO training they received, both teachers used the FAI results to determine which
targeted behaviors occurred at a low to moderate frequency (fewer than 20 times per
day). These behaviors were then recorded on the FAO form and targeted for observation.
Both teachers chose to observe behavior by instructional blocks during the entire school
day to allow them to confirm or revise times and settings during which the behaviors
were most likely to occur. Prior to implementation of the FAO, each teacher further

refined the topography of each behavior they were to observe. Results from the FAO
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were then used to set up the FAM so that the behavioral function for each student could
be confirmed. Results for the FAI, FAO, and FAM are presented below for each student.

Todd. Results from the FAI (see Appendix R for completed FAI for Todd) for
Todd indicated four problem behaviors that were to be the focus of the FAO. These
behaviors were being off-task, physical tantrums, punching objects, and arguing back
with peers or adults. The FAI also indicated that most of these behaviors occurred in the
morning time before lunch. No specific setting event was identified.

Results from the FAO (see Appendix S for Todd’s completed FAO form), with
observations taking place over a 3-day period, indicated that Todd’s highest rates (i.e., 13
of 15 occurrences) of inappropriate behavior were off task in nature (i.e., not working on
individual task, fidgeting, playing with tangibles within reach, talking to peers about non
task-related topics, eyes not on work for more than 3 s). The predictors appeared to be
alone time or during partner work that occurred during the shared reading block and the
guided reading/stations block. The actual consequences delivered by Mrs. Bart were
verbal redirects or ignoring the behavior. The FAO results revealed that there were two
perceived functions of escape or teacher attention. Because slightly more off-task
behaviors occurred when the function was escape (i.e., 9 of 15 occurrences), the
experimenter and teacher chose to test escape as the hypothesized function during the
FAM.

To validate the behavioral function, the FAM was set up for Todd using an
alternating treatments design with escape and no escape as the two conditions being
manipulated. The FAM took place during 16-min observation sessions using 1-min MTS,

with both the escape and no escape conditions lasting 8 min each. The order of conditions
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for each observation session was randomly chosen to control for sequence effects. During
the no escape condition, Mrs. Bart set her MotivAider to 1-min intervals and would elicit
a quick verbal reprimand (e.g., “Todd, get back to work.”) with no further attention given
for any instance of off-task behavior at the end of each interval. During the escape
condition, Mrs. Bart used the MotivAider again and presented Todd with a break card
that allowed him to rest (i.e., put his head down) for 40 s. Todd was trained prior to the
FAM by the primary investigator on how to use the break card. Results from the FAM for
Todd are shown in Figure 1. During the first FAM session, Todd had three occurrences of
off-task behavior during the No Escape condition and one occurrence during the Escape
condition. The second FAM session yielded three occurrences of off-task behavior in
each of the two conditions, and the third session resulted in one occurrence of off-task
behavior during the No Escape condition and two during the Escape condition. During
the first three FAM sessions, the primary investigator and Mrs. Bart observed that Todd’s
off-task behavior appeared at higher rates when he was transitioning from station to
station during the reading block. Because of this observation, two transitions were
contrived into the subsequent FAM sessions beginning with the fourth session. Sessions
four through six resulted in higher occurrences (i.e., 7, 2, 3) of off-task behavior in the
No Escape condition than in the Escape condition (i.e., 1, 0, 1). The data path for the No
Escape condition showed a highly variable and slightly increasing trend with the data
path for the Escape condition showing some level of stability and a slightly lower
occurrence level. After six sessions the escape function was validated, because there were
no overlapping data points in the final three sessions and higher rates of off-task behavior

occurred when Todd’s access to escape was blocked.



92

8 -
Todd-Ms. Bart

4 4 Mo Escape

FREQUENCY OF INTERVALS OF OFF-TASK

0 ‘\ Escape

1 2 3 a® 5 6

Figure 1. Results of Todd’s FAM o
Note. * indicates that two transitions were contrived into the 16 min observation period
beginning with session 4

Alan. On the FAI (see Appendix T for Alan’s completed FAI form), Ms. Jones
indicated five behaviors that were most problematic for Alan. These behaviors were
talking out, fidgeting, ignoring directions, out of seat, and dishonesty. These behaviors
were most likely to have occurred during reading (whole group or independent work),
math, and science blocks. No specific setting event was identified.

Results from the FAO (see Appendix U for Alan’s completed FAO form)
indicated that Alan’s off-task behavior (i.e., talking to self or others about non-task
related topics, constant body movement, playing with hair or objects within reach, out of
seat, eyes not on teacher or instructional materials for 3 s or more) were the only
behaviors to occur (i.e., 16 out of 16 times). The FAO sessions were conducted over a
span of 2 days. The specific predictor appeared to be whole group instruction (i.e., 10 of
16 occurrences). The FAO results also revealed that the perceived function indicated by

Ms. Jones was most often escape from tasks or activities, while the actual consequences

delivered were either redirections or ignoring the behavior.



93

To validate the behavioral function, the FAM was set up for Alan using the exact
same procedures as Alan’s FAM. The first FAM session resulted in five occurrences of
off-task behavior during the No Escape condition and three occurrences during the
Escape condition. In the second FAM session, Alan exhibited four occurrences of off-
task behavior during the No Escape condition and one occurrence during the Escape
condition. Session three yielded no off-task behavior in either condition, and the final
FAM session resulted in three occurrences of off-task behavior in the No Escape
condition compared to one occurrence in the Escape condition. The data paths for the No
Escape and Escape conditions showed variability, with only one overlapping data point in
the third session. There was clear separation between the data paths for three of the four
sessions, indicating that the escape function was validated as the behavioral function.
Additionally, higher rates of off-task behavior occurred when Alan’s access to escape

was blocked. The results of Alan’s FAM are shown in Figure 2 below.
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Figure 2. Results of Alan’s FAM

Shaun. Shaun’s FAI results (see Appendix V for Shaun’s completed FAI form)

indicated that off-task behavior, such as wandering around the room, talking to others,
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and eyes not being on instructional materials were most problematic and the only
behaviors identified by his teacher. These behaviors were most likely to occur in the
morning before lunch, especially during reading and math stations. Additionally, Mrs.
Bart identified that increases in noise and movement of other students and pairing him
with particular student for partner work tended to be triggers of his off-task behavior.
There were no clear setting events.

Results from Shaun’s FAO (see Appendix W for Shaun’s completed FAO form)
revealed that the problem behaviors for which he was originally referred were occurring
at significantly lower rates than earlier in the school year. Specifically, after four days of
observation, Shaun only exhibited 10 occurrences of off-task behavior. More than half
(i.e., 7 of 12) of all Shaun’s off-task behavior occurred during the reading stations and
guided reading blocks before lunch. The predictor most often chosen by Mrs. Bart was
that a demand or request had been made (i.e., 6 of 12 occurrences). The FAO also yielded
that escape was the potential function of his off-task behavior. Though Shaun’s targeted
behaviors were occurring at such low rates, both the experimenter and Mrs. Bart chose to
follow through with the FAM to determine whether or not the FBA should continue into
the plan development phase.

Shaun’s FAM was set up using the same procedures as Todd and Alan’s FAM;
however, because his behaviors were occurring less frequently, each FAM session was
extended to 32 min. Both the escape and no escape conditions lasted 16 min each, and
order of conditions was randomized from session to session. After three FAM sessions,

Shaun only exhibited one occurrence of off-task behavior. Results of his FAM are shown
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in Figure 3 below. Because of the low occurrences of problem behavior during both FAM

conditions, no clear function could be validated.
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Figure 3. Results of Shaun’s FAM

Jaquan. FAI results (see Appendix X for Jaquan’s completed FAI form)
indicated that Jaquan’s problem behaviors were talking out during instruction, mumbling
under breath, and talking back in an argumentative tone when being redirected by Ms.
Jones. These behaviors were most likely to occur throughout the day during whole-group,
content area instruction. Similar to Shaun’s FAO, results from Jaquan’s FAO revealed
that the problem behaviors for which he was originally referred were occurring at
significantly lower rates than earlier in the school year. Specifically, after 3 days of
observation, Jaquan only exhibited 12 occurrences of talking-out behavior and no
occurrences of other problem behavior. Results from the FAO (see Appendix Y for
Jaquan’s completed FAO form) conducted on Jaquan revealed that his talking-out
behavior occurred at the highest rates during whole group math instruction that occurred

after lunch. Ms. Jones indicated that the perceived function of his talking-out behavior
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was attention. Similarly, there was no clear setting event that might have temporarily
altered the value of antecedent or consequence events.

To test this hypothesized function, Ms. Jones and the experimenter set up the
FAM so that contingent attention and noncontingent attention were the two conditions
being manipulated. Again, because Jaquan’s problem behaviors were occurring at much
lower rates than earlier in the school year, each FAM session was extended to 32 min to
increase the chance of observing the targeted behavior. Jaquan’s FAM was set up using
an event recording method because of the discrete nature of his talking-out behavior. Ms.
Jones used a MotivAider that was set to vibrate at 2-min intervals during the 16-min
noncontingent attention condition. During this condition, Ms. Jones delivered
noncontingent verbal praise (e.g., “You are doing a great job raising your hand, Jaquan.”)
every 2 min. During the contingent attention condition, Ms. Jones delivered a verbal rule
reminder after every occurrence of talking-out behavior during the 16 min period. The
order of conditions was randomized across the three FAM sessions. Results from
Jaquan’s FAM are shown in Figure 4 below. Because of the low occurrences of problem

behavior during both conditions, no clear function could be validated.
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Figure 4. Results of Jaquan’s FAM
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Development of interventions. Because Shaun and Jaquan’s problem behavior
for which they were originally referred had decreased greatly (as evidenced by the FAO
and FAM results), both teachers felt there was no longer a need to develop a behavior
plan based on the FBA results. Both teachers also noted anecdotally that Shaun and
Jaquan had both been seen by physicians and placed on medication that appeared to
decrease the rates of problem behaviors seen in the classroom. The experimenter kept
anecdotal records as well. For example, during one of the FAM sessions for Jaquan, Ms.
Jones delivered noncontingent attention through verbal praise by stating, “Jaquan, I'm
really proud of how well you are doing with raising your hand.” Jaquan responded with
the statement, “Well Ms. Jones, I have been doing a better job at remembering to take my
medicine.” Because of the teachers’ decisions to discontinue the FBA process for Shaun
and Jaquan, only the function-based and nonfunction-based interventions for Todd and
Alan will be discussed.

Hypothesis statements were made for each student as part of the FAI, and then
revised after the FAO. The FAM validated the function hypothesized, and teachers used
the final hypothesis statements for each Todd and Alan to develop the intervention
packages. The final hypothesis statement developed for Todd was: “When given
independent or partner work (reading stations), Todd will engage in off-task behavior to
avoid task completion. This is more likely to occur during transitions between activities.”
Alan’s final hypothesis statement was: “When in whole group instruction, Alan will
engage in off-task behavior to avoid or escape the activity.”

Todd. The function-based intervention plan created for Todd by Mrs. Bart

involved an antecedent strategy of creating a laminated schedule for the reading stations
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block for him to keep at all times during that specified period. As a teaching strategy,
Todd was trained by Mrs. Bart on how to self-manage his on-task behavior through the
use of a laminated self-management chart and a MotivAider electronic device that
vibrates at set time increments. Todd recorded his behavior in 2- min intervals and at the
end of 5 intervals (i.e., 10 min total), reinforced his own behavior by self-initiating a 2-
min break. This occurred for a total of 48 min during reading stations. Specifically, 40
min were used to self-monitor and the remaining 8 min were Todd’s four potential break
times during the reading station block. During the first function-based intervention phase
(i.e., three sessions), Mrs. Bart also monitored Todd’s behavior using a second identical
self-management chart and her own MotivAider that was set in sync with Todd’s. She
performed checks at the end of each 10-min block during those sessions as a reliability
and integrity measure for accuracy of Todd’s self-management behavior. In subsequent
function-based phases, Mrs. Bart decreased her reliability checks to once per phase. As a
consequence strategy, Mrs. Bart practiced extinction of Todd’s off-task behavior by
quickly pointing to Todd’s self-management chart for redirection of on-task behavior. No
verbal prompts or rule reminders were given. Todd’s on-task behavior was self-
reinforced through his own initiation of a 2-min break when earned.

The nonfunction-based intervention chosen for Todd included an antecedent
strategy of verbal encouragement prior to the start of the reading station block. Mrs. Bart
would initiate phrases to Todd, such as “I know you can do well during reading stations
today.” This occurred daily during each nonfunction-based phase. As a teaching strategy,
the teacher re-taught on-task behavior expectation to the entire class (e.g., bottom in seat,

pencil in hand, no talking to others, working on assignment). Variations of this
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expectation were repeated daily prior to the start of reading stations. As a consequence
strategy, opportunities for breaks were blocked. Specifically, Todd was given no break
upon the completion of a task or upon transitions from station to station. He was either
redirected to the current assignment, given the next assignment, required to move to the
next station, or was to read his Accelerated Reader (AR) book upon completion of a task.

A summary of both his function-based and nonfunction-based interventions are shown in

Table 2.

Table 2: Function-based and Nonfunction-based Interventions for Todd

Student
Name:
Todd

Function-
based
Intervention:

Nonfunction-
based
intervention:

Setting Event:  Antecedent:
Transitions Reading
during stations
independent (independent/
reading small group)
stations

laminated schedule during
reading stations

Teacher provides
encouragement prior to start of
reading stations (e.g., “I know
you will do a great job during
stations today.”)

Behavior: Off-task (i.e.
eyes not on teacher or
instructional materials
for 3 sec or more;
playing with objects
within reach)

Self-manage behavior
using a laminated self-
management chart and
Motivaider device;
records behavior in 2-
min intervals; self-
initiates 2-min break
after every 10 min on
task

Teacher re-teaches on-
task behavior
expectation to entire
class: bottom in seat,
pencil in hand, work on
assignment

Typical
Consequence:
Redirection;
ignoring

Teacher uses
extinction of off-
task behavior by
quickly pointing to
Todd’s self-
monitoring chart as
a redirection for on-
task behavior.

Reinforcement of
replacement
behavior through
self-initiation of 2-
min break

No break upon
completion of task
or changing of
reading station;
student given next
assignment/
task/move to next
station
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Alan. The function-based intervention plan created for Alan by Ms. Jones was
very similar to Todd’s. Alan’s intervention involved the antecedent modification of
relocating his desk so that it was in closer proximity to Ms. Jones and away from peers.
As a teaching strategy, Alan was trained by Ms. Jones on how to self-manage his on-task
behavior through the use of a laminated self-management chart and a MotivAider
electronic device that vibrates at set time increments. Alan recorded his behavior in 2-min
intervals and at the end of 5 intervals (i.e., 10 min total), reinforced his own behavior by
self-initiating a 2-min break. This occurred for a total of 30 min during reading stations.
Specifically, 26 min were used to self-monitor and the remaining 4 min were Alan’s two
potential break times during the guided reading block. During the first function-based
intervention phase (i.e., 3 sessions), Ms. Jones also monitored his behavior using a
second replicated self-management chart and her own MotivAider that was set in sync
with Alan’s. She performed checks at the end of each 10 min block during those sessions
as a reliability and integrity measure for accuracy of Alan’s self-management behavior.
In subsequent function-based phases, Ms. Jones decreased her reliability checks to once
per phase. As a consequence strategy, Ms. Jones practiced extinction of Alan’s off-task
behavior by quickly pointing to Alan’s self-management chart for redirection of on-task
behavior. No verbal prompts or rule reminders were given. Alan’s on-task behavior was
self-reinforced through his own initiation of a 2-min break when earned.

The nonfunction-based intervention chosen for Alan was almost identical to
Todd’s. It included an antecedent strategy of verbal encouragement prior to the start of
the guided reading block. Ms. Jones would initiate phrases to Alan, such as “I know you

will do a great job during our reading lesson today.” This occurred daily during each
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nonfunction-based phase. As a teaching strategy, the teacher re-taught on-task behavior

expectation to the entire class (e.g., bottom in seat, pencil in hand, no talking to others,

working on assignment). Variations of this expectation were repeated daily prior to the

start of the guided reading block. As a consequence strategy, access to breaks were

blocked. Specifically, Alan was given no break upon the completion of a task. He was

either redirected to the current assignment, given the next assignment, or was to read his

Accelerated Reader (AR) book upon completion of a task. A summary of both his

function-based and nonfunction-based interventions are shown in Table 3 below.

Table 3: Function-based and Nonfunction-based Interventions for Alan

Student Name:
G‘Alan”

Nonfunction-
based
Intervention

Setting Antecedent:
Event: Guided Reading
None (whole group
noted instruction)

Teacher provides
encouragement prior to start of
guided reading (e.g., “I know
you will do a great job during
our reading lesson today.”)

Behavior: Off-task (i.e.
talking to self or others
about non-task related
topics; constant body
movement; playing
with hair or objects
within reach; out of seat
(legs on chair, rocking
back and forth); eyes
not on teacher or
instructional materials
for 3 sec or more)

Teacher re-teaches on-
task behavior
expectation to entire
class: bottom in seat,
pencil in hand, work on
assignment

Typical
Consequence:
Redirection; ignoring

No break upon
completion of task;
student given next
assignment/ task



Function-based Alan’s desk will be relocated

Intervention so that it is in closer proximity
to the teachers and away from
peers

Self-manage behavior
using a laminated self-
management chart and
Motivaider device;
records behavior in 2-
min intervals; self-
initiates 2-min break
after every 10 min on
task
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Teacher uses
extinction of off-task
behavior by quickly
pointing to Alan’s
self-monitoring chart
as a redirection for
on-task behavior.

Reinforcement of

replacement behavior
through self-initiation
of 2-min break

Expert ratings. As previously described, three experts in the field of ABA who
were not directly involved in this research study examined the proposed interventions
with no distinguishing terms to indicate which interventions were function-based or
nonfunction-based. Each intervention package was scored as a whole on the degree to
which it made the identified problem behavior irrelevant, inefficient, and ineffective. The
scores from the three items were averaged together for each intervention. The means
across all three experts were then averaged together a final time and interventions with a
mean rating above 4.0 were used as function-based interventions and interventions with
ratings below 2.5 were used as non-function-based interventions. Results are shown in
Table 4 below. The experts rated the function-based intervention for Todd with a mean
total of 4.22 and a range from 3.67 to 4.67. Todd’s nonfunction-based intervention was
rated a mean of 1.78, with ranges from 1.67 to 2.00. Alan’s nonfunction-based and
function-based interventions earned the same ratings as Todd’s experts, as both students’

interventions were very similar in nature.
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Table 4: Expert ratings of interventions

Expert  Expert  Expert Mean
1 2 3 Total

Todd
(FB) Intervention 1 3.67 4.33 4.67 4.22
(NFB) Intervention 2 1.67 1.67 2.00 1.78

Alan
(NFB) Intervention 1 1.67 1.67 2.00 1.78
(FB) Intervention 2 3.67 4.33 4.67 4.22

Part Il: Research Questions
Research Question 1: What are the comparative effects of function-based versus
nonfunction-based interventions on decreasing classroom problem behavior
of African American elementary students at risk for ED?

Results for the off-task and replacement self-management behavior for both Todd
and Alan are presented in Figures 5 and 6 below. Each graph shows results across
baseline, function-based intervention phases, and nonfunction-based intervention phases.
Data for both off-task behavior and replacement self-management behavior are shown as
percentages of observation intervals. Results for both students indicated a functional
relationship between the function-based interventions and decreased off-task behavior.
Additionally, results suggested that the function-based interventions were superior to
nonfunction-based interventions in decreasing the off-task behavior of both students.

Todd. Figure 5 shows the graphed data of Todd’s off-task and self-management
behavior. During baseline, Todd’s off-task behavior ranged from 31% to 51.6%, with a
mean of 41.7%. Data during this phase were slightly variable with an increasing trend.

During the first function-based intervention phase, Todd’s off-task behavior dropped

dramatically and remained low and stable, with a range of 0% to 2.5% of intervals of off-
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task behavior and a mean of 0.8%. This is a change of 40.9% from baseline to the first
function-based phase. During the second baseline phase, Todd’s behavior increased to
levels similar to those during the first baseline. Data were stable, ranging from 42.5% to
52.9%, with a mean of 48.1%. In the second function-based phase, Todd’s off-task
behavior decrease again and indicated zero trend and a stable data path. Data during the
second function-based phase ranged from 0% to 2.5% with a mean of 1.7%. This is a
change of 46.4% from the second baseline to the second function-based phase. When
comparing both function-based intervention phases to both baselines, there are changes in
level that indicate a functional relationship between the function-based intervention
created for Todd and his off-task behavior.

When the nonfunction-based phase was implemented, the results show that
Todd’s off-task behavior increased with ranges from 34.3% to 45.0% and a mean of
40.4%. This mean is similar to the means during both baseline phases. During the final
function-based phase, Todd’s off-task behavior decreased to near-zero levels just as in
the two previous function-based phases. The data during this phase ranged from 0% to
2.5% with a mean of 1.3%. During the final nonfunction-based phase, Todd’s off-task
behavior ranged from 36.1% to 39.5% with a mean of 37.7%. The data during this phase
are similar to the levels exhibited during the previous baseline and nonfunction-based
intervention phases.

When examining the comparative effects of the function-based versus
nonfunction-based interventions on Todd’s off-task behavior, the function-based phases
resulted in considerably decreased percentages of off-task behavior when compared to

the nonfunction-based intervention phases. These data indicate a functional relationship
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between Todd’s function-based intervention plan and decreases in off-task behavior and

that the function-based intervention plan was more effective than the nonfunction-based

intervention plan in decreasing his off-task behavior.
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Figure 5. Percent of Todd’s off-task and replacement self-management behavior across
Baseline (A) phases, Function-based (FB), and Nonfunction-based (NFB) phases.

Alan. Figure 6 depicts Alan’s graphed off-task and self-management behavior

data. During the first baseline phase, Alan’s off-task behavior data indicated an

increasing trend with ranges from 43.3% to 56.7% and a mean of 50.0%. Because phases

were counterbalanced across students, the nonfunction-based intervention was

implemented first for Alan. During this phase, Alan’s off-task behavior increased

slightly. The data during the first nonfunction-based phase ranged from 66.7% to 76.7%,

with a mean of 71.1%. Data from the second baseline phase were similar to those from

the first nonfunction-based phase. Alan’s off-task behavior ranged from 66.3% to 70.0%,

with a mean of 66.7%. When the nonfunction-based phase was implemented a second

time, his off-task behavior ranged from 56.7% to 73.3%, with a mean of 64.4%. There
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were no changes in level or trend from the second baseline through the second
nonfunction-based phase. The first implementation of the function-based intervention
resulted in a considerable change in level of Alan’s off-task behavior. During this phase,
Alan’s off-task behavior ranged from 6.7% to 13.3%, with a mean of 9.0%. When
comparing the mean percentages of off-task behavior during the second nonfunction-
based phase (64.4%) to the mean percentage of off-task behavior during the first
function-based implementation (9.0%), there is a decrease of 55.4%. When the
nonfucntion-based intervention was implemented a third time, the data indicate another
change in level. During this phase, Alan’s off-task behavior increased greatly with ranges
from 70.0% to 76.7% and a mean of 73.3%. During the final function-based phase,
Alan’s off-task behavior decreased again, with ranges from 0% to 6.7% and a mean of
4.2%.

When examining the comparative effects of the function-based versus
nonfunction-based interventions on Alan’s off-task behavior, the function-based phases
resulted in considerably decreased percentages of off-task behavior when compared to
both the nonfunction-based intervention phases and baseline phases. These data indicate a
functional relationship between Alan’s function-based intervention plan and decreases in
off-task behavior and that the function-based intervention plan was more effective than

the nonfunction-based intervention plan in decreasing Alan’s off-task behavior.
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Figure 6. Percent of Alan’s off-task and replacement self-management behavior across
Baseline (A) phases, Nonfunction-based (NFB), and Function-based (FB) phases.

Research Question 2: What are the effects of function-based interventions on
increasing appropriate replacement behavior of African American
elementary students at risk for ED?

For both Todd and Alan, self-management of on-task behavior was the
replacement behavior chosen by their teachers. As shown in Figures 5 and 6, Todd and
Alan exhibited self-management off on-task behavior with an accuracy of 100% during
all function-based phases. The data on the percentage of their off-task behaviors do not
indicate levels of 0% for every session. This is because the experimenter took more exact
data (i.e., I min MTS) than the students’ self-management at 2 min intervals. Therefore,
the experimenter was able to capture instances of off-task behavior that may have

occurred within the 2 min intervals. During the baseline and nonfunction-based phases

self-management was not used; therefore, no data were graphed during these phases.

24
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Research Question 3: To what extent does a training package that includes coaching
and performance feedback improve general education teachers’ abilities to
conduct FBAs and implement function-based interventions with high
fidelity?

Procedural fidelity checklists were created for each phase of the FBA process,
including the creation and implementation of function-based and nonfunction-based
interventions for each student. Procedural fidelity checklists were also created for each
teacher during the baseline phase to ensure that classroom management procedures
remained in place. The experimenter was present every day and prepared to deliver
performance feedback at the end of each session and coaching when steps were
performed incorrectly.

Mrs. Bart. As evidenced by the graph in Figure 7, Mrs. Bart exhibited high levels
of fidelity throughout each phase of the FBA process. Mrs. Bart’s procedural fidelity
ranged from 93.8% to 100.0%, with a mean of 99.8%. In fact, Mrs. Bart only had one

instance of fidelity below 100.0%. This occurred during the FAI phase. Mrs. Bart missed

1 of 16 steps of the FAI procedural fidelity checklist by failing to record the respondent’s
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Figure 7. Procedural fidelity data throughout Todd’s FBA and plan implementation for
Mrs. Bart
Note. * indicates coaching was provided
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Mrs. Jones. Similar to Mrs. Bart, Figure 8 shows that Ms. Jones also exhibited
high levels of fidelity throughout each phase of the FBA process. Ms. Jones’ procedural
fidelity ranged from 87.5% to 100.0%, with a mean of 98.3%. Ms. Jones had five
sessions in which fidelity fell below 100.0%. Specifically, during the FAI phase, Ms.
Jones missed 2 of 16 steps of the FAI procedural fidelity checklist by failing to record the
date of the interview and interviewer name and respondent’s names. During the FAM
phase, all missed steps were a result of failing to record occurrences and nonoccurrences
of the targeted behavior accurately. Because the experimenter was present, she was able
to provide in vivo coaching at the moment of the missed step to increase the possibility of
improving accuracy for the remainder of the session and for remaining FAM sessions. As
shown on the graph, Ms. Jones improved her fidelity during the FAM after the first
session. During the intervention implementation phases, Ms. Jones had one instance in
which fidelity fell below 100%. During one nonfunction-based session, Ms. Jones failed
to provide the verbal reminder of on-task behavior expectation to the entire class. During
this session, the experimenter reminded Ms. Jones of this step and she immediately

provided the reminder; however, this resulted in fidelity of 87.5% for that day.
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Figure 8. Procedural fidelity data throughout Alan’s FBA and plan implementation for
Ms. Jones
Note. * indicates coaching was provided

The descriptive data indicate that both Mrs. Bart and Ms. Jones were able to
implement all phases of the FBA process with very high fidelity (i.e., at least 85%). Only

when a step was missed or performed inaccurately was coaching provided.

Research Question 4: To what extent do teachers implement nonfunction-based
interventions with high fidelity?\

The data above in Figures 7 and 8 also indicate that both teachers were able to
implement the nonfunction-based interventions with almost the same levels of fidelity as
the function-based interventions. Specifically, Mrs. Bart implemented the nonfunction-
based intervention with a mean of 100% across all phases. Ms. Jones also had high
fidelity with implementation of the nonfunction-based intervention at a mean of 98.6%
across all phases.

Research Question 5: To what extent can teachers generalize learned skills during
FBA training to new student behavior?

As previously described in the method section, one of the original goals of the

study was to conduct the FBA process with one student (i.e., Student A) when provided



111

with a training package that included coaching and performance feedback and then to
replicate the FBA process independently with a second student (i.e., Student B) from
each of the two participating teachers’ classrooms. However, when both teachers reached
the behavior plan development of the study, both Shaun and Jaquan were no longer in
need of specialized behavior support. Results from the FAI, FAO, and FAM for both
students indicated that the target behaviors for which they were originally referred were
occurring at such a low rate that intensive behavioral intervention plans were no longer
necessary. These facts make it difficult to fully determine whether the teachers were able
to generalize to a new student what they learned from the training package. However,
procedural fidelity data were still taken during the FAI, FAO, and FAM phases and
provide critical insight into this research question.

Mrs. Bart. Figure 9 shows that Mrs. Bart was able to maintain high levels of
fidelity for the second student, Shaun, on implementation of FAI, FAO, and FAM
procedures when training had ceased and no coaching or performance feedback were
given. Specifically, she maintained fidelity at a mean of 100.0% across all of these three
phases. When compared to the first three phases Mrs. Bart implemented with Todd that

resulted in a mean of 97.9%, she improved her fidelity with the second student by 2.1%.
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Figure 9. Procedural fidelity data for Bart during the FAI, FAO, and FAM for Ms. Jones

Ms. Jones. Figure 10 indicates that Ms. Jones was also able to maintain high
levels of fidelity for her second student, Jaquan, without the training, coaching, and
performance feedback that had been provided when working with Alan. She maintained
fidelity at a mean of 98.8% and a range of 93.8% to 100.0% across the FAI, FAO, and
FAM phases. When compared to the first three phases she implemented with Alan that
resulted in a mean of 92.3%, Ms. Jones actually improved her implementation fidelity by

6.5%.
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Figure 10. Procedural fidelity data for Bart during the FAI, FAO, and FAM for Ms. Jones
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Social Validity

Research Question 6: What are teachers’ opinions regarding the practicality and
effectiveness of conducting FBAs?

Research Question 7: What are teachers’ opinions regarding the practicality and
effectiveness of function-based versus nonfunction-based interventions on
decreasing students’ problem behavior and on preventing special education
referrals?

This study sought to determine the social impact of FBA training, function-based
interventions, and nonfunction-based interventions on teachers’ perceptions regarding
their practicality and effectiveness. Results from the first four social validity questions
are shown in Table 5 below. Based on these results, both teachers indicated that the FBA
instruction received in order to implement the FBA process with their students was of
some or great importance. Ms. Jones felt the most important training topic was validating
the FAI through direct observations. Both teachers felt that it was very important to
create effective interventions that lead to sustainable behavior change and that
interventions based on the function of a student’s behavior were also very important.

Mrs. Bart felt that interventions based on the topography of a student’s behavior were

also very important, while Ms. Jones rated this item as important.
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Table 5: Social Validity Questions Related to Importance of FBA Training

Teacher Ratings

Question Bart Jones Mean

1. As part of the training, you received instruction on several FBA
components. How would you rate the level of importance on each
of the following topics in order for you to implement the FBA
process with your students?

1. Applied Behavioral Analysis (ABA) Basics 4 3 35
2. Positive Behavior Support (PBS) and Functional 4 3 35
Behavioral Assessment (FBA) Overview
3. The Functional Behavioral Assessment Interview (FAI) 4 3 35
4. Validating the FAI Through Direct Observation 4 4 4
5. Functional Analysis Hypotheses and Manipulations 4 3 35
6. Building Behavior Support Plans 4 3 35
7. Implementing Behavior Support Plans 4 3 35
2. How important do you believe it is to create interventions that are 4 4 4

effective in creating behavior change?

3. How important do you believe it is to create an intervention based 4 4 4
on the function of a student’s behavior?

4. How important do you believe it is to create an intervention based 4 3 3.5
on the physical form of a student’s behavior?

Table 6 shows the social validity results related to the appropriateness and
successfulness of the function-based and nonfunction-based intervention implementation.
Both teachers indicated that function-based interventions are very appropriate
interventions to implement as general education teachers and that such interventions were
very successful in decreasing the off-task behavior and increasing the appropriate
replacement behavior of both students. Additionally, both teachers indicated that the
nonfunction-based interventions were appropriate to implement as general education

teachers, but the nonfunction-based interventions were not at all or only had a little
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success in decreasing the off-task behavior and increasing the appropriate replacement

behavior of their students.

Table 6: Social Validity Questions Related Appropriateness and Successfulness of
Interventions

Teacher Ratings

Question Bart Jones Mean

5. You implemented two different behavioral interventions during 4 4 4
this study, one of which was based on FBA results (i.e., function-
based). How appropriate do you think this intervention was for
you to implement as the general education teacher?

6. How successful do you feel the above function-based intervention 4 4 4
was in decreasing the problem behavior of your student?

7. How successful do you feel the above function-based intervention 4 4 4
was in increasing the replacement behavior of your student?

8. You implemented two different behavioral interventions during 3 3 3
this study, one of which was not based on FBA results (i.e.,
nonfunction-based). How appropriate do you think this
intervention was for you to implement as the general education
teacher?

9. How successful do you feel the above nonfunction-based 2 1 15
intervention was in decreasing the problem behavior of your
student?

10. How successful do you feel the above nonfunction-based 2 1 15
intervention was in increasing the replacement behavior of your
student?

The teachers were also asked to rate the practicality of the FBA process and the
likelihood that they would use (a) learned skills from FBA training in the future, (b)
function-based interventions, and (c) nonfunction-based interventions. The results in
Table 7 show that both teachers perceived the FBA process as very appropriate to
implement in the general education setting. Additionally, both teachers indicated they
would implement function-based interventions in the future but would not implement

future interventions not based on behavioral function. Both teachers also indicated they
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would use the FBA process with other students in their classrooms as a method for
addressing problem behavior and that they would make no changes to the function-based

interventions they implemented with the students in this study.

Table 7: Social Validity Questions Related to Practicality of FBA

Teacher Ratings

Question Bart Jones Mean

11. Owverall, how practical would you perceive the FBA process (i.e., 4 4 4
finding variables and functions related to the problem behavior) to
be regarding its implementation in general education settings?

12. What is the likelihood that you may continue to implement one or
both sets of interventions with your two students?

Function-based Intervention: 4 3 35
Nonfunction-based Intervention: 1 1 1
13. What is the likelihood that you may use what you learned in the 4 3 35

trainings provided on FBA with other students in your class in
order to address problem behavior?

14. Do you feel your perceptions in terms of treating students’ 4 3 35
problem behaviors have changed as a result of your experience in
this study?

15. Would you make any changes in the development or 1 1 1

implementation of the interventions that were implemented with
your two students?

As a final part of the questionnaire, teachers were asked to complete the risk
assessment they had completed as a pre-assessment at the start of the study. This risk
assessment asked the teachers to rate the degree to which each teacher felt that the
targeted student required disciplinary action or referral to special education under the
category of ED. The same 4-point Likert rating scale was used with a 1 referring to not

needing disciplinary action or special education services and a 4 referring to very much
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needing disciplinary action or special education services. Table 8 shows results of the
pre- and post-risk assessments.

Prior to the onset of the study, Mrs. Bart rated both of her students (i.e., Todd,
Shaun) as needing much disciplinary action but that neither were at all in need of special
education services under the category of ED. When asked to anecdotally record her
reasoning for rating both students so low on the need for special education services,
despite the fact that the SSIS subscale scores for both students indicated below average
social skill ranges and above average problem behaviors, she stated that she felt it was
her responsibility as the general education teacher to exhaust all intervention efforts
before referring a student to special education. After implementing the function-based
and nonfunction-based interventions with Todd, she was asked to complete the risk
assessment again. As shown below when the function-based intervention was
implemented, Mrs. Bart rated Todd as no longer in need of disciplinary action and still no
continued need for special education services. However, when the nonfunction-based
intervention was implemented her ratings remained the same as they had on the pre-risk
assessment. Specifically, she indicated Todd was still in much need of disciplinary action
when the nonfunction-based intervention was in place but not in need of special
education services.

Prior to the onset of the study, Ms. Jones rated both of her students (i.e., Alan,
Jaquan) as needing much disciplinary action and very much in need of needing special
education services under the category of ED. After implementing the function-based and
nonfunction-based interventions with Alan, she was also asked to complete the risk

assessment a second time. As shown below when the function-based intervention was
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implemented, Ms. Jones’ ratings changed when compared to the pre-risk assessment. She
indicated that she felt Alan as no longer in need of disciplinary action and had no
continued need for special education services during the function-based intervention
implementation. However, when the nonfunction-based intervention was implemented
her ratings indicated that Alan was very much in need of disciplinary action and special
education services under the category of ED. She stated that seeing the data allowed her
to realize just how frequently his off-task behaviors were during baseline and the
nonfunction-based intervention phases, which caused her to see a more intense need for
disciplinary action and special education services when the nonfunction-based

intervention was in place.

Table 8: Pre- and Post-Risk Assessment for Disciplinary Action and Special Education

Risk Assessment Mrs. Bart’s Ms. Jones’
Student Ratings Student Ratings

Pre To what extentdo  Disciplinary Action: Todd 3 Alan 3

you feel that each

student requires Special Education: Todd 1 Alan 4

disciplinary action

or referral for Disciplinary Action: Shaun 3 Jaguan 3

special education

under the category Special Education: Shaun 1 Jaquan 4

of ED prior to
implementing any
interventions?

Post To what extent do
you feel that each Disciplinary Action:
student requires Function-based Todd 1 Alan 1
disciplinary action Intervention:

or referral to
special education
services under the
category of ED as a
result of the

Nonfunction-based Todd 3 Alan 4
Intervention:

Special Education:

function-based and Function-based Todd 1 Alan 1
nonfunction-based Intervention:
Nonfunction-based Todd 1 Alan 4

interventions? .
Intervention:




CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to examine the comparative effects of function-
based versus nonfunction-based interventions on the off-task and replacement behavior of
African American students at risk for ED through a multiple treatment reversal
ABABCBC design. Additionally, this study sought to examine the extent to which
general education teachers could implement FBAs with high fidelity. The two
intervention packages were implemented with two 5™ grade African American students at
risk for ED. Results indicated a functional relationship between function-based
interventions and decreases in off-task behavior for both students. Comparisons between
function-based and nonfunction-based interventions indicated that function-based
interventions resulted in higher decreases of off-task behavior than nonfunction-based
interventions for both students. Additionally, descriptive results showed that both general
education teachers were able to implement FBAs and function-based interventions with
high levels of fidelity. Finally, teachers felt the function-based interventions were more
successful in decreasing the off-task behavior of their students and stated they would both
continue to use FBAs and function-based interventions as practical and important means
of addressing and improving students’ inappropriate behavior. Findings and discussion
points are presented in this chapter organized by the seven research questions. Finally,
limitations of the study, suggestions for future research, and implications for practice are

discussed.
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Effects of Interventions on Dependent Variables
Research Question 1: What are the comparative effects of function-based versus
nonfunction-based interventions on decreasing classroom problem behavior
of African American elementary students at risk for ED?

Findings from this study indicated a functional relationship between function-
based interventions and decreases in off-task behavior for both Todd and Alan.
Specifically, data on both students’ off-task behavior showed immediate changes in level
(i.e., decreases) when comparing data from the function-based interventions condition to
baseline. Additionally, comparisons between the function-based interventions and
nonfunction-based interventions indicated that, for both Todd and Alan, function-based
interventions were more effective in decreasing off-task behavior. Again, both students’
off-task behavior show substantial decreases in level when comparing the data from the
function-based phases to those during the nonfunction-based phases. In fact, the
nonfunction-based interventions for both students resulted in little change, and in some
instances, increases in their off-task behaviors. Specifically, Todd’s off-task behavior
averaged 44.9% across all baseline phases and 39.1% across all nonfunction-based
phases, resulting in only a 5.8% decrease. Alan’s off-task behavior averaged 58.4%
across all baseline phases and 69.6% across all nonfunction-based phases, which was an
increase of 11.2%.

This study supports previous research comparing function-based interventions to
nonfunction-based interventions. Specifically, six previous studies (i.e., Carr & Durand,
1985; Ellingson et al., 2000; Filter & Horner, 2009; Ingram et al., 2005; Newcomer &
Lewis, 2004; Payne et al., 2007) provided evidence that function-based interventions

were more effective than nonfunction-based interventions in decreasing problem
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behavior in students with or at risk for disabilities. This study supports the use of

behavioral interventions based on FBA results as a more effective means of decreasing

problem behaviors than those behavioral interventions not based on behavioral function.

Specifically, this study lends further support to the operant learning perspective theorized

by Skinner (1953) by providing evidence that behavioral function is more important than

topography in understanding and changing student behavior. Previous research on the
effectiveness of function-based interventions for African American students at risk for

ED has been limited (e.g., Kamps et al., 2006; Stahr et al., 2006). This study adds to the

efficacy of function-based interventions because it specifically targeted a population (i.e.,

African American students at risk for ED) on which research has been sparse.

Specifically, it addressed disproportionality by including descriptive data on the extent to

which students needed special education services and disciplinary action prior to and at

the conclusion of the study.

Research Question 2: What are the effects of function-based interventions on
increasing appropriate replacement behavior of African American
elementary students at risk for ED?

During the function-based intervention phases, self-management of on-task
behavior, which included self-initiation of a short break based on the behavioral function,
was the replacement behavior chosen for each student. Specifically, both Todd’s and
Alan’s data indicated high levels of self-management accuracy when the function-based
interventions were implemented, and they exhibited self-management 100% of the time.
This study lends support to previous research, such as the study conducted by Lo and
Cartledge (2006), on the effectiveness of function-based interventions involving self-

management strategies and increases in appropriate replacement behavior for students
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with or at risk for ED. Because the self-management procedure included a self-initiation
of a 2-min break at set intervals, it allowed both students to achieve the behavioral
function (i.e., escape) in an appropriate manner. In other words, through the function-
based interventions, both students’ on-task and self-management behaviors were
negatively reinforced by the self-initiated breaks increasing the likelihood that they
would continue those behaviors in the future.

Additionally, this study included self-management as the selected strategy for
increasing on-task behavior of the targeted students. Self-management focuses on the
student controlling his or her behavior. Cooper et al. (2007) describe self-management as
a “personal application of behavior change tactics that produces a desired change in
behavior” (p. 578). When self-management strategies, such as self-monitoring and self-
reinforcement, are properly implemented, the likelihood of occurrences in the desired
behavior increases. Self-management is also an advantageous choice, because the student
can employ it at multiple environments to potentially promote generalization of the
taught skills.

Previous research (e.g., Axelrod, Zhe, Haugin, & Klein, 2009; Graham-Day,
Gardner, & Hsin, 2010) has found self-management to be an effective means of
increasing on-task behavior among elementary, middle, and high school students with
and at risk for disabilities. This study extends the research on self-management as a
strategy for increasing on-task behavior of students at-risk for ED. Furthermore, it
strengthens the use of self-monitoring as part of the FBA process just as previous
research on function-based self-monitoring interventions has been able to do (e.g., Frea &

Hughes, 1997; Kearn, Ringdahl, Hilt, & Sterling-Turner, 2001; Lo & Cartledge, 2006).
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Such research, along with this study, indicates that self-management strategies linked to

behavioral function can increase the use of appropriate replacement behavior.

Research Question 3: To what extent does a training package that includes coaching
and performance feedback improve general education teachers’ abilities to
conduct FBAs and implement function-based interventions with high
fidelity?

Research Question 4: To what extent do teachers implement nonfunction-based
interventions with high fidelity?

This study supports the notion that training general education teachers on the FBA
process is a practical and effective method of addressing the problem behavior of at-risk
students in the general education setting. Results of this study indicated that the training
package included in this study allowed general education teachers to accurately conduct
FBA and implement function-based and nonfunction-based interventions with high
degrees of fidelity. Specifically, the coaching and performance feedback provided to both
general education teachers was a form of progress monitoring that allowed teachers to
make improvements immediately after making errors. Typical 1-day inservice trainings
do not include periodic follow-ups to monitor implementation of the skills trained (e.g.,
Kretlow et al., 2009). Therefore, teachers may not be implementing interventions from
these types of professional development opportunities with high fidelity. This study
supports coaching and performance feedback as part of the training package to ensure
that fidelity remains high. In turn, high implementation fidelity increases the likelihood
that students are positively impacted by the trained skills being implemented by teachers.

Additionally, this study extends previous research on professional development
(e.g., Ervin et al., 2001; Reid & Nelson, 2002) by including general education teachers as

the target of such training in order to allow them to become primary interventionists with
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students exhibiting behavior problems in the general education setting. Additionally, this
study addressed the findings and recommendations by Conroy et al. (2005), Kretlow et al.
(2009), Van Acker et al. (2005), and Yoon et al. (2000) by conducting inservice training
that lasted more than one day and including follow-up support (e.g., coaching) after
training had been completed.

Because this study collected treatment fidelity data on teachers’ abilities to
implement nonfunction-based interventions as well as function-based interventions, this
allowed experimenters to make more critical comparisons concerning student behavior
outcomes. Both teachers were able to implement nonfunction-based interventions with
the same high degree of fidelity as during their implementation of the function-based
interventions. This allows a greater claim to be made concerning the impact the function-
based interventions had on decreasing students’ off-task behavior, and that the inability
of the nonfunction-based interventions to decrease students’ off-task behavior cannot be
attributed to differences in fidelity of implementation.

The results of this study contributed to the field by collecting fidelity data on
teachers’ ability to implement not only the FBA, but both function-based and
nonfunction-based interventions. Of the previous six research studies comparing the
effects of both types of interventions on students’ problem behavior, only four (i.e.,
Ellingson et al., 2000; Ingram et al., 2005; Newcomer & Lewis, 2004; Payne et al., 2007)
involved teachers as primary interventionists. Additionally, of those four studies, only
two (e.g., Ellingson et al., 2000; Ingram et al., 2005) included fidelity data on teachers’
ability to implement such interventions. This study begins to answer an important

question in the field by providing preliminary evidence as to the feasibility and
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competence required to implement a FBA, function-based interventions, and
nonfunction-based interventions by general education teachers and allows more accurate
comparisons to be made about their impact on student behavior.

Research Question 5: To what extent can teachers generalize learned skills during
FBA training to new student behavior?

One of the goals of this study was to train general education teachers on the FBA
process and provide coaching and feedback to them when the function-based and
nonfunction-based interventions were implemented with Student A (i.e., Todd, Alan).
After implementation of the FBA and function-based and nonfunction-based
interventions, each teacher was expected to conduct the FBA process again with a second
student (i.e., Shaun, Jaquan) without training and coaching support to determine the
extent to which teachers could generalize the newly learned FBA skills to new students.
However, since results from the FAO and FAM for Shaun and Jaquan revealed low
frequency of problem behaviors; intervention development and implementation were no
longer required. FBA is often used to reduce problem behavior as a more individualized
intervention, so an FBA would no longer be necessary when reductions in problem
behavior occur for other reasons. Both teachers felt it was no longer necessary to create
an intensive behavior plan for these two students. While regular medication use was one
hypothesized factor proposed by the teachers for decreased problem behavior, it may also
be possible that the teachers altered their behavior management strategies as a result of
the skills learned from the training modules. Although the question of whether or not
both teachers were able to generalize learned skills during FBA training to new students
cannot fully be answered, some evidence is available by examining the fidelity data of

both teachers when they completed the first three phases of the FBA (i.e., FAI, FAO,
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FAM) with Shaun and Jaquan. These data reveal both teachers were able to successfully
generalize skills learned during FBA training and apply a substantial portion to a second
student during which they received no booster training, coaching, or performance
feedback. Specifically, Mrs. Barr implemented the FAI, FAO, and FAM with 100.0%
fidelity, improving her fidelity across these phases from Student A (i.e., Todd) to Student
B (i.e., Shaun) by 2.1%. Ms. Jones maintained fidelity at a mean of 98.8% and a range of
93.8% to 100.0% across the FAI, FAO, and FAM phases for Jaquan, improving her
fidelity by 6.5% when compared to the same phases with Alan.

The main purpose of this research question was to determine if the training
provided was substantial enough that teachers could implement the FBA with limited or
no support after training. Results of teacher fidelity data with Todd and Alan also add
support to this question. Specifically, coaching was only provided to the teachers when
an error was made at any point in the implementation process with Todd and Alan. As
evidenced by the relatively few errors made by each teacher across all phases of the FBA
process, it is apparent that minimal coaching by the experimenter was necessary (see data
points marked with * in Figures 7 and 8). The fidelity results from this study offer
support for training general education teachers on the FBA process and refute the notion
that general education teachers lack the foundational skills necessary to complete the
FBA process (Scott et al., 2004). Specifically, the systematic instructional delivery,
multiple embedded opportunities for practice, and coaching and performance feedback
appear to be critical components of the training package and its success with the general

education teachers who participated in this study.
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Discussion of Social Validity Findings

Research Question 6: What are teachers’ opinions regarding the practicality and
effectiveness of conducting FBAs?

Research Question 7: What are teachers’ opinions regarding the practicality and
effectiveness of function-based versus nonfunction-based interventions on
decreasing students’ problem behavior and on preventing special education
referrals?

This study sought to determine the social validity of FBA training, function-based
interventions, and nonfunction-based interventions based on teachers’ perceptions
regarding their practicality and effectiveness. Social validity results indicated this study
had a positive impact on teachers’ opinions regarding the practicality and effectiveness of
conducting FBAs and implementing function-based interventions in a general education
setting. Specifically, both teachers indicated that receiving FBA training as general
education teachers was important. Additionally, both teachers felt that the function-based
interventions were more effective than the nonfunction-based interventions in decreasing
off-task behaviors and increasing appropriate replacement behaviors of their students.
Overall, the two general education teachers felt that using the FBA process as a method
for addressing student behavior in the general education classroom was effective,
practical, and was a strategy they would use in the future. Four reasons are possible. One,
teachers’ perceived acceptance of interventions may be related to specific training they
received during the study on importance and understanding of human behavior through
the Behavioral approach. Second, although neither teacher had any formal ABA or FBA
training, both quickly acquired the skills taught during training and required fewer

opportunities to practice the skills than expected. Third, both teachers volunteered for the

study, which means they were motivated and willing to participate in more
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responsibilities in addition to their required school duties. Finally, the interventions
developed in this study were created based on best contextual fit for their classrooms. For
example, MTS was selected as the data recording method because it can be used during
ongoing instruction. The high level of involvement from both teachers in the
development and implementation of the interventions made it easier for teachers have
more control in choosing the most feasible and non-obtrusive strategies to be used in their
classrooms without significant interruption of their daily instruction.

In addition to the positive results of teachers’ perceptions on the acceptability and
usefulness of the FBA and intervention procedures, the results of this study also indicated
that both teachers altered their perceptions on the degree to which students needed
continued disciplinary and special education referral after the FBA and intervention
implementation had been completed. This is critical when considering the fact that
African American students are 1.92 times more likely than Caucasian students to be
labeled with ED and have higher rates of suspensions and expulsions than Caucasian
students for the same or lesser behaviors (Cartledge & Dukes, 2008; NRC, 2002). The
FBA process in this study allowed general education teachers to examine why the two
African American students in this study exhibited problem behaviors within the
classroom context rather than rely on previously conceived notions, such as “They act
like this because their parents do.” Such ideas often remove the control and responsibility
for behavior change from the part of the teacher and leaves problem behavior
unaddressed in the school setting. The FBA results allowed teachers to concretely
measure and observe how behavioral function and environmental context play a critical

role in the occurrence and nonoccurrence of behavior.
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Specific Contributions of this Study

This study adds to the literature in multiple ways because it: (a) targeted African
American elementary students at risk for ED; (b) used a single-subject, ABABCBC
multiple treatment reversal design (Cooper et al., 2007) to allow for a more rigorous
comparison to be made across phases; (c) compared typical classroom interventions (i.e.,
classwide token economy systems during baseline, nonfunction-based intervention) to
those based on the function of students’ behavior; (d) focused on training general
education practitioners on the FBA process as primary implementers and interventionists;
(e) collected treatment fidelity data on teachers’ abilities to implement the FBA and both
function-based and nonfunction-based interventions; and (f) included functional analysis
manipulations as a part of the FBA. These contributions are further discussed in the
following paragraphs.

First, this study adds to the research base on the efficacy of function-based
interventions by specifically addressing the issue of disproportionality of African
Americans in disciplinary action and special education under the category of ED.
Teachers in this study worked with four 5™ grade African American male students who
had been identified as at risk for ED based on SSIS results and teacher observation and
referrals. Prior research on the effectiveness of function-based intervention for African
American students had been limited to three studies (i.e., Kamps et al., 2006; Lo &
Cartledge, 2006; Stahr et al., 2006) with only one of those specifically targeting African
American student at risk for ED (i.e., Lo & Cartledge, 2006). Like the study by Lo and
Cartledge, the current study demonstrated that function-based interventions are effective

not only in decreasing problem behaviors of African American students at risk for ED,
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but also in decreasing the need for these students to be referred for disciplinary action or
special education services under the category of ED. These findings have important and
critical implications for the field regarding the issue of disproportionality and how FBA
may be one effective method for decreasing the percentage of African American students
who are misidentified into special education for ED. The findings from this study,
however, are preliminary. More empirical data are required to fully make a causal
connection between FBAs and decreasing disproportionate representation.

Second, this study extends the literature on comparison studies of function-based
and nonfunction-based interventions by using a single-subject, ABABCBC multiple
treatment reversal design (Cooper et al., 2007) with a second baseline and at least two
phases for each treatment, allowing for multiple demonstrations of experimental control
across phases. Previous comparison research used designs that consisted of one baseline
phase (ABA, Filter & Horner, 2009; Ingram et al., 2005; Payne et al., 2007) or used
reversal designs without counterbalancing across students (e.g., Ellingson et al., 2000;
Payne et al., 2007). By using an ABABCBC design and counterbalancing across students,
the current study provided a stronger case for the effects of function-based interventions
on decreasing problem behavior among African American students at risk for ED than
previous studies.

Third, the design used in this study allowed comparisons between interventions
that have some research support (e.g., token economy systems; Bender & Mathes, 1995;
DuPaul & Weyandt, 2006) but are not function-based and behavioral interventions
derived from FBA results. In this study, a classwide token economy (i.e., the Buck

System) was already in place during baseline to reward appropriate classroom behavior.
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Additionally, during the nonfunction-based interventions additional research-supported
interventions (e.g., verbal encouragement, pre-corrections, environmental supports) were
implemented that blocked access to each student’s validated behavioral function. The
positive results from the function-based interventions, when compared to research-based,
non-function based interventions, begin to provide an answer to this important question
in the field. These findings help support the need for increased teacher investment in the
use of function-based interventions over traditional, nonfunctional forms of behavior
management in the general education setting, especially for those students who have the
highest need for more intensive behavior support in the classroom setting.

Fourth, this study lends support to the idea of training general education
practitioners about the FBA process and having them act as primary interventionists.
Scott et al. (2004) recommended research in public schools should focus primarily on a
teacher’s ability to implement the FBA within the context of the classroom setting and
that the researcher should be removed as the leader of the implementation process. This
study addressed those recommendations, and results indicated that general education
teachers can successfully act as primary change agents when implementing FBASs upon
appropriate training and support.

Additionally, fidelity data were collected 100% of the time during this study to
determine if general education teachers can implement FBAs, function-based
interventions, and nonfunction-based interventions with high fidelity. Previous research
that involved teachers as primary conductors of the FBA process and deliverers of

function-based interventions has often failed to include fidelity data on the process. This
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study extended the research base by including fidelity data on intervention
implementation and on the entire FBA process.

Finally, this study included the use of functional analysis to validate the
behavioral function hypothesized by both teachers as a result of the FAI and FAO
findings. Functional analysis is the only method for validating a functional relationship
between the targeted behavior and the variables manipulated, so it is the most precise
way of determining the true function of a student’s behavior (O’Neill et al., 1997). It
remains a very critical component of the FBA process but is often excluded, especially in
the general education setting (Payne et al., 2007). The FAMs conducted in this study
required small amounts of teacher time (i.e., 16, 32 minutes per session) and used MTS
data collection methods that allowed for instruction to continue in the classroom setting,
which may have added to the feasibility of their implementation in the general education
setting. This study added to the efficacy and practicality of including the functional
analysis component in the FBA process, even when used in the general education setting
and with general education teachers as the primary interventionists.

Limitations and Implications for Future Research

This study has several limitations and implications for future research that are
critical to consider. First, this study was conducted using single-subject research
methodology. Because this type of design was used, the ability to generalize findings to
other populations is limited. Therefore, it is important for future research to include
systematic replications of this study with other populations across multiple geographic
locations to allow for broader generalizations effects of FBAs and function-based

interventions on problem behavior.
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Second, due to the length of this study and the school year ending it was not
possible for one of the students (i.e., Todd) to end the study using the intervention (i.e.,
function-based) that was most effective in decreasing his off-task behavior. Additionally,
no maintenance data were available on students’ ability to self-monitor their behaviors
across longer intervals or with thinning reinforcement schedules (i.e., fewer breaks) due
to the end of the school year. Future research should consider beginning study
implementation with sufficient time to allow for a final “best fit” phase for all students
and for maintenance data to be collected.

Third, the results of this study are limited only to off-task behavior because off-
task behavior was identified as being of the highest frequency for both students.
Therefore, how well function-based interventions that include self-management affect
other externalizing or internalizing behaviors cannot be determined from this study.
Future research should examine how such function-based interventions affect other
problem behaviors as well.

Fourth, time constraints due to the school year ending kept the experimenter from
being able to have the teachers refer a third student from each of their classrooms when
both Shaun and Jaquan failed to demonstrate high level of problem behavior. Had more
time been available, the teachers could have attempted the complete FBA process
independently with another student to allow the fifth research question (i.e., To what
extent can teachers generalize learned skills during FBA training to new student
behavior?) to be fully answered. Future research should use the amount of time required

by this study (i.e., 17 weeks) as a basis for beginning and completing future replications.
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Fifth, teachers in this study were selected on a volunteer basis. After receiving a
detailed overview of the study process, the first two teachers who felt they had students
that met the explained criteria volunteered for the study. The assumption can be made
that these two teachers were highly motivated and willing to put forth effort and time on
top of their other teaching responsibilities to take part in this study. This fact may have
contributed to the high fidelity data collected in this study. Future research should
consider different means of recruiting teacher participation, such as recruitment of
teachers through administrative recommendations.

Finally, the use of MTS as the primary data recording procedure limits the results
of this study. MTS at 1-min intervals underestimates the instances of off-task behavior
that could potentially be occurring within each interval. However, because a primary goal
of this study was to examine the practicality of the FBA process with general education
teachers as primary behavior change agents, MTS was the most appropriate data
recording method when considering the best contextual fit for use in the classroom.
Future research may consider comparing problem behavior data captured by MTS use by
practitioners with a more precise recording method (e.g., partial interval recording) used
by experimenters.

Additionally, future research may include a cost-effectiveness measure that allows
more quantitative data to be collected and better comparisons to be made on the
feasibility of function-based interventions versus nonfunction-based interventions.

Implications for Practice
Based on the findings from this study, several implications for practice can be

made. First, this study adds to the efficacy of using function-based interventions over
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more traditional, nonfunctional methods of behavior management. It indicated that
research-based behavioral strategies like classwide token economy systems do not
necessarily address the specific needs of all students and that more intensive and
individualized interventions based on FBAs lead to more sustainable student behavior
change. This study shows that teachers can make a greater and more effective impact
when choosing function-based interventions over other methods of addressing problem
behavior.

Second, this study focused on conducting the FBA in the general education
classroom. Providing professional development on FBAS to general educators is a
potentially critical method for addressing disproportionality of African Americans at risk
for ED and for managing problem behaviors. This study has important implications for
the field of education in recognizing that the FBA process should not be seen as a special
education initiative or a reactive approach to addressing inappropriate behaviors of
students already identified in special education. Instead, FBA training and
implementation can be used as a proactive approach to addressing problem behavior in
the general education setting and preventing unnecessary special education and
disciplinary referrals.

Finally, the training package used in this study lasted approximately 12 hours and
included in vivo coaching and performance feedback. Additionally, the training modules
included components recommended by experts in the field as the most critical for
yielding effectiveness and fidelity. Specifically, this study included (a) foundational skills
around ABA, PBS, and FBA,; (b) multiple embedded practice opportunities; (c) training

taught in stages, with embedded review; and (d) coaching and performance feedback.
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Additionally, the training modules contained embedded strategies (i.e., multiple exemplar
training, train in natural settings, coaching) to promote generalization to new student
behavior. This study lends support to the previous recommendations by researchers (e.g.,
Conroy et al., 2005; Kretlow et al., 2009; Van Acker et al., 2005; Yoon et al., 2000) on
how best to provide inservice training to teachers. With additional replications of this
study, the training package included could be used as an effective model for delivering
training to teachers on how to implement FBAs practically and effectively. Additionally,
because of the experimenter’s previous experience as a special education teacher who
received training in FBA, it may be feasible to consider that special education teachers
act as coaches to general education teachers when implementing training packages such

as the one used in this study.
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APPENDIX B: TEACHER SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

Teacher’s name:

Directions:

Date:
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You participated in a study in which you received training to implement functional behavioral
assessments (FBA) and interventions with two of your students with identified behavior problems.
To determine if the study was appropriate and effective, we would like to know your opinion on

the following items. We greatly appreciate your input.

Question Response

1. As part of the training, you received instruction on Not Little Some Great
several FBA components. How would you rate the level at all import.  Import.  import.
of importance on each of the following topics in order for
you to implement the FBA process with your students?

1. Applied Behavioral Analysis (ABA) Basics
2. Positive Behavior Support (PBS) and Functional 1 2 3 4
Behavioral Assessment (FBA) Overview 1 2 3 4
3. The Functional Behavioral Assessment Interview (FAI) 1 2 3 4
4. Validating the FAI Through Direct Observation 1 2 3 4
5. Functional Analysis Hypotheses and Manipulations 1 2 3 4
6. Building Behavior Support Plans 1 2 3 4
7. Implementing Behavior Support Plans 1 2 3 4
Not Not Very
at all import.  Import.  import.

2. How important do you believe it is to create interventions
that are effective in creating behavior change? 1 2 3 4

3. How important do you believe it is to create an
intervention based on the function of a student’s 1 2 3 4
behavior?

4. How important do you believe it is to create an
intervention based on the physical form of a student’s 1 2 3 4
behavior?

5. You implemented two different behavioral interventions Very Not Appro-  Very
during this study, one of which was based on FBA results  inappro.  appro. priate appro.
(i.e., function-based). How appropriate do you think this 1 2 3 4
intervention was for you to implement as the general
education teacher?

6. How successful do you feel the above function-based Not Very
intervention was in decreasing the problem behavior of at all A little Much Much
your two students (Student A and Student B)?

Student A: Problem Beh: 1 2 3 4
Student B: Problem Beh: 1 2 3 4
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Question Response

7. How successful do you feel the above function-based Not Very
intervention was in increasing the replacement behavior at all A little Much Much
of your two students (Student A and Student B)?

Student A: Replacement Beh: 1 2 3 4
Student B: Replacement Beh: 1 2 3 4

8. You implemented two different behavioral interventions Very Not Appro- Very
during this study, one of which was not based on FBA inappro.  appro. priate appro.
results (i.e., nonfunction-based). How appropriate do you 1 2 3 4
think this intervention was for you to implement as the
general education teacher?

9. How successful do you feel the above nonfunction-based Not Very
intervention was in decreasing the problem behavior of atall A little Much Much
your two students (Student A and Student B)?

Student A: Problem Beh: 1 2 3 4
Student B: Problem Beh: 1 2 3 4

10. How successful do you feel the above nonfunction-based Not Very
intervention was in increasing the replacement behavior at all A little Much Much
of your two students (Student A and Student B)?

Student A: Replacement Beh: 1 2 3 4
Student B: Replacement Beh: 1 2 3 4

11. Overall, how practical would you perceive the FBA Not Very
process (i.e., finding variables and functions related to the atall A little Much Much
problem behavior) to be regarding its implementation in 1 2 3 4
general education settings?

12. What is the likelihood that you may continue to Not Very
implement one or both sets of interventions with your two at all A little Much Much
students?

Function-based intervention: 1 2 3 4
Nonfunction-based intervention: 1 2 3 4
Why or why not?

13. What is the likelihood that you may use what you learned Not Very
in the trainings provided on FBA with other students in at all A little Much Much
your class in order to address problem behavior? 1 2 3 4

Why or why not?
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Question Response

14. Do you feel your perceptions in terms of treating Not Very
students’ problem behaviors have changed as a result of at all A little Much Much
your experience in this study? 1 2 3 4
If so, how have they changed?

15. Would you make any changes in the development or Not Very
implementation of the interventions that were at all A little Much Much
implemented with your two students? 1 2 3 4
If so, what changes would be made?

16. To what extent do you feel that each student requires Not Very
disciplinary action or referral for special education at all A little Much Much
services under the category of ED during the function-
based and nonfunction-based interventions?

Student 1:

Function-based: Disciplinary Action: 1 2 3 4
Special Education: 1 2 3 4

Nonfunction-based: Disciplinary Action: 1 2 3 4
Special Education: 1 2 3 4

Student 2:

Function-based: Disciplinary Action: 1 2 3 4
Special Education: 1 2 3 4

Nonfunction-based: Disciplinary Action: 1 2 3 4
Special Education: 1 2 3 4

Thank you so much for your responses!
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APPENDIX C: SCHEDULE OF IMPLEMENTATION

Session Teacher 1 Experimental Teacher 2 Experimental
Condition Condition
Part I: Training Modules and FBA Implementation (Student A)
1 Training Module 1 Pre-baseline Training Module 1 Pre-baseline
2 FAI with Student A Pre-baseline FAI with Student A Pre-baseline
+coaching/per- +coaching/performance
formance feedback feedback
3 Training Module 2 Pre-baseline Training Module 2 Pre-baseline
4-8 FAO with Student A Pre-baseline FAO with Student A plus  Pre-baseline
plus coaching/per- coaching/performance
formance feedback feedback
9 Training Module 3 Pre-baseline Training Module 3 Pre-baseline
10-14 FAM with Student A Pre-baseline FAM with Student A plus  Pre-baseline
plus coaching/per- coaching/performance
formance feedback feedback
15 Training Module 4 Pre-baseline Training Module 4 Pre-baseline

Part 11: Comparison of function-based and nonfunction-based interventions (Student A)

16-20 Baseline data (A) Baseline data (A)
21-25 NFB data (©) FB data (B)
26-30 Return to Baseline (A) Return to Baseline (A)
31-35 FB data (B) NFB data (€)
36-40 NFB data (©) FB data (B)
41-45 FB data (B) NFB data (€)
46-50 NFB data © FB data (B)
FBA Implementation (Student B)
36 FAI with Student B Pre-baseline FAI with Student B Pre-baseline
37-39 FAO with Student B Pre-baseline FAO with Student B Pre-baseline

40-42 FAM with Student B Pre-baseline FAM with Student B Pre-baseline
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APPENDIX D: TRAINING MODULE EXPECTED OUTCOMES

Training Components

Content Objectives/Outcomes

Training Module 1
Applied Behavioral
Analysis (ABA) Basics

Positive Behavior Support
(PBS) and Functional
Behavioral Assessment
(FBA) Overview

Functional Assessment
Interview (FAI)

Training Module 2
Validating the FAI
Through Direct
Observation

Training Module 3
Functional Analysis
Manipulations

Training Module 4
Building and
Implementing Behavior
Support Plans

To describe the meaning and characteristics of ABA

To describe the four-term contingency and its respective term
To describe/articulate strategies related to manipulating
antecedents

To describe/articulate strategies related to manipulating
consequences

To describe procedures and terms concerning data collection
and measurement

To describe negative effects of challenging behavior

To describe the meaning of positive behavior support

To explain the purpose, assumptions, methods, and outcomes
of FBA

To become familiar with the Functional Assessment Interview
(FAI) form

To demonstrate competence in conducting functional
assessment interviews

To become familiar with the Functional Assessment
Observation (FAO) Form

To demonstrate competence in conducting and interpreting
FAO

To develop accurate hypothesis statements based on FAI and
FAO results

To identify the purposes of functional analysis manipulations
To identify ways to verify summary statements

To determine factors for manipulations based on individual
cases

To describe the “Competing Behavior Model” and its
components

To explain ways to make a problem behavior irrelevant,
inefficient, and ineffective

To develop a complete behavior support plan using the
“Competing Behavior Model”
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APPENDIX E: CORRESPONDENCE WORKSHEET

From the FAI/FAO information:

What is/are the most prominent behavior(s) of concern?

Does a clear antecedent (predictor) emerge?

What is the perceived function of the behavior?

When is this behavior MOST likely to occur?

2. Revising/Validating your Hypotheses
a. Based on the information you provided above, re-examine your summary
statements from section K of the FAI form. Based on patterns you see on your

FAO, do you need to revise any of the summary statements you made on the

b. Summarize your revised summary statements by creating one hypothesis you
would like to focus on during the functional analysis phase using the following
format. [Remember to group behaviors together that appear to have the same

antecedents (predictors) and/or the same consequences (functions).]
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[Phrase describing immediate situation/antecedent], [student’s name] [phrase

describing the behavior(s)] to accomplish [function]. A follow-up sentence can state any
setting events that may have an added impact on the student’s likelihood to exhibit the

behavior.

Based on the targeted behavior of concern, please do the following:

e Name the Behavior (e.g., off-task; aggression):

e Operationally Define (What EXACTLY does the behavior look like physically?):
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APPENDIX F: FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT INTERVIEW FORM

See O’Neill, R. E., Horner, R. H., Albin, R. W., Sprague, J. R., Storey, K., & Newton, J.
S. (1997). Functional assessment and program development for problem

behavior: A practical handbook (2" ed.). Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole.
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APPENDIX G: FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT OBSERVATION FORM

See O’Neill, R. E., Horner, R. H., Albin, R. W., Sprague, J. R., Storey, K., & Newton, J.
S. (1997). Functional assessment and program development for problem

behavior: A practical handbook (2" ed.). Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole.
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APPENDIX H: COMPETING BEHAVIOR MODEL

See O’Neill, R. E., Horner, R. H., Albin, R. W., Sprague, J. R., Storey, K., & Newton, J.
S. (1997). Functional assessment and program development for problem

behavior: A practical handbook (2" ed.). Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole.
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APPENDIX I: EXAMPLE OF FUNCTION-BASED AND NONFUNCTION-BASED

INTERVENTION

Student: Setting Event:  Antecedent: Behavior: Consequence:
Nate None noted Presented with Off-task (e.g., Teacher
difficult task out of seat, reprimands; sends
pencil down) out in hall
Hypothesized
function: escape
from difficult task
Function-based N/A Task broken Teach 2 min break after
Intervention down into smaller replacement completion of
increments skills: (a) Ask for mini-task
assistance, (b)
move on to next
part of task if
cannot receive
teacher
assistance
immediately
Nonfunction- N/A Teacher Reteach on-task ~ No break upon
based encouragement behavior completion of
Intervention prior to expectation: difficult task;
presenting with bottom in seat, teacher praise and
difficult task pencil in hand, then given next
(e.g., “Tknow this work on assignment
is hard, but you assignment

can do it.”)




APPENDIX J: EXPERT RATING SCALE

Expert Rating Scale for “Todd™

157

Student Name:
“Todd™

Perceived
Function: Escape

Antecedent:
Reading stations

Setting Event:

Transitions during
from task mdependent reading
(difficulty nota stations

factor)

(independent/small group)

Behavior: Off-task (i.e.
eyes not on teacher or
mstructional materials for
3 sec or more; playing
with objects within reach)

Typical Consequence:
Redirection; ignoring

Intervention 1:

Todd 15 given a laminated schedule to keep with
him at all times during reading stations

Todd 1s taught to self-
monitor and self-
reinforce his behavior
using a laminated self-
monitoring chart and
Motivaider device. He
records his behaviorin 2
minute increments and at
the end of § intervals (10
min) if he has remained
on-task, he self-imitiates a
2 minute break.

Teacher uses extinction
of off<task behavior by
quickly pointing to
Todd's self~monitoring
chart as a redirection for
on-task behavior.

Replacement behavior s
reinforced by student
through self-mitiation of
2 minute break

Intervention 2:

Teacher provides encouragement prior to start of
reading stations (e.g., “1 know you will do a great
Jjob during stations today.")

Teacher re-teaches on-
task behavior expectation
to entire class: bottom in
seat, pencil in hand, work
on assignment

No break upon
completion of task or
changing ofreading
station; student given
next assignment’
task/move to next station

Not at all Strongly

Degree to which intervention makes the problem behavior: 1 5
Intervention 1:  frrelevanr (identification of situations that set the occasion for problem ! 2 3 4 5

behaviors and organize the environment to reduce the likelihood that

these conditions are encountered j:

Inefficient (efficiency of behavior means the combined effects of 2 3 4 5

physical effort required to perform the behavior, number of times the

person must perform the behavior before being reinforced, and the time

delay between the first problem behavior and reinforcement )

Ineffective (problem behavior 1s no longer reinforced )z 2 3 4 5
Intervention 2:  frrefevant (identification of situations that set the occasion for problem | 2 3 4 5

behaviors and organize the environment to reduce the likelihood that

these conditions are encountered j2

Inefficient (efficiency of behavior means the combined effects of 2 3 4 5

physical effort required to perform the behavior, number of times the

person must perform the behavior before being reinforced, and the time

delay between the first problem behavior and reinforcement )

Ineffective (problem behavior is no longer reinforced): 2 3 4 5




APPENDIX K: FAI PROCEDURAL FIDELITY CHECKLIST

Date: Teacher: Session Length
Checklist completed by Session #
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Functional Assessment Interview

1. Completes person of concern, age, sex YES NO
2. Completes Date of Interview and Interviewer YES NO
3. Completes Respondents Names YES NO
4. Completes description of the behavior(s) of concern, including the behavior, YES NO
topography, frequency, duration, and intensity of each (Questions Al and A2)

5. Defines ecological events (setting events) that predict or set up the problem YES NO
behaviors. (Questions B1-B7)

6. Defines specific immediate antecedent events that predict when the behaviors YES NO
are LIKELY to occur. (Questions C1-C7)

7. Defines specific immediate antecedent events that predict when the behaviors YES NO
are NOT LIKELY to occur. (Questions C1-C7)

8. Identifies the consequences or outcomes of the problem behaviors that may be YES NO
maintaining them (i.e., the functions they serve for the person in particular

situations). (Questions Da-Dj)

9. Rates the overall efficiency of the problem behaviors from low to high. YES NO
(Section E)

10. Identifies the functional alternative behaviors the person already knows how YES NO
to exhibit. (Question F1)

11. Identifies the primary expressive communication strategies the individual YES NO
uses with others. (Questions G1-G3)

12. Identifies things that should be done and should be avoided in work with and YES NO
supporting the person. (Questions H1-H2)

13. Identifies things that are reinforcers for the person. (Questions 11-15) YES NO
14. Identifies what is already known about the history of the undesirable YES NO
behaviors.

15. Identifies what is already known about the programs that have been YES NO
attempted to decrease or eliminate the problem behaviors and the effects of those

programs on the behaviors. (Questions J1-J10)

16. Develops one or more appropriate summary statements for each major YES NO

predictor and/or consequence. (Section K)

Number of YES circled or N/A Marked: +~16= x 100 = %

Notes




APPENDIX L: PROCEDURAL FIDELITY CHECKLIST FOR FAO

Date: Teacher: Session Length

Checklist completed by Session #
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Functional Assessment Observation

1. Behavior(s) chosen occur at a low to moderate frequency (fewer than 20 times per YES NO
day).
2. Behavior(s) chosen are consistent with the problem behaviors identified through YES NO
FAI
3. Data are recorded during specific, short periods of time (e.g., 20 min blocks) YES NO
4. Data are collected by classroom teacher or support staff who are directly in contact YES NO
with targeted student.
5. Observation data are collected a minimum of 15 to 20 occurrences of the targeted YES NO
behavior
6. Observation data are collected for a minimum of 2 to 5 days. YES NO
7. All sections of the FAO form are completed accurately and appropriately.
If problem behaviors occurred during recording interval:
a. Recorder put first unused number (from bottom list, Section H) in appropriate YES NO
box or boxes in Behavior section.
b. Recorder used the same number to mark appropriate boxes in the Predictors, YES NO
Perceived Functions, and Actual Consequences sections.
c. Recorder crossed out just-used number in the list at the bottom of the form. YES NO
d. Recorder wrote any desired comments in the Comments column. YES NO
e. Atthe end of the time period the recorder put his or her initials in the YES NO
Comments box.
If problem behaviors did not occur during a recording interval:
a. Recorder put his or her initials in the Comments box for that interval and YES NO
wrote any desired comments.
8. Observational recording was implemented correctly by teacher during observed YES NO

session by experimenter.

Number of YES circled or N/A Marked: +13= x 100 = %

Notes
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APPENDIX M: EXAMPLE PROCEDURAL FIDELITY CHECKLIST FOR FAM
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APPENDIX N: PROCEDURAL FIDELITY CHECKLIST FOR FUNCTION-BASED PLAN

DEVELOPMENT
Date: Teacher: Session Length
Checklist completed by Session #

Function-based Plan Development

1. Correctly recorded setting events (if applicable) and predictors of target behavior YES NO
on “Building a Support Plan” form.

2. Correctly recorded problem behavior on “Building a Support Plan” form. YES NO

3. Correctly recorded maintaining consequence on “Building a Support Plan” form. YES NO

4. Correctly recorded desired behavior on “Building a Support Plan” form. YES NO

5. Correctly recorded typical consequence on “Building a Support Plan” form. YES NO

6. Correctly recorded replacement behavior on “Building a Support Plan” form. YES NO

7. Setting event/antecedent strategy(ies) chosen to make the problem behavior YES NO
irrelevant was appropriate.

8. Replacement behavior chosen to make the problem behavior inefficient was YES NO
appropriate

9. Consequence strategy(ies) chosen to make the problem behavior ineffective was YES NO

appropriate.

Number of YES circled or N/A Marked: +9= x 100 = %

Notes
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APPENDIX O: BASELINE PROCEDURAL FIDELITY CHECKLIST

Date: Teacher: Session Length
Checklist completed by Session #
Baseline Phase
1. Guided reading instruction (Jones) or Reading Stations (Bart) is taking place. YES NO
2. Student is not given schedule (Bart) or student’s desk is not moved within closer YES NO
proximity to teacher (Jones) [antecedent strategy]
3. No self-management is taking place during this time. YES NO
4. No planned encouragement is given prior to the beginning of instruction. YES NO
5. MotivAider is not being used during this time. YES NO
6. On-task behavior is not being reinforced with a break after task completion. YES NO
7. Student is given next assignment/task after completion of the one prior. YES NO
8. Occurrences of off-task behavior are either being redirected or ignored [typical YES NO
consequence].
Number of YES circled or N/A Marked: +8= x100=_ %

Notes




APPENDIX P: FUNCTION-BASED INTERVENTION PROCEDURAL FIDELITY

CHECKLIST
Date: Teacher: Session Length
Checklist completed by Session #

164

Function-based Intervention

9. Guided reading instruction (Jones) or Reading Stations (Bart) is taking place. YES NO

10. Student is given schedule (Bart) and student’s desk is moved within closer YES NO
proximity to teacher (Jones) [antecedent strategy]

11. Student is taught the use of the self-management strategy (prior to 1* session) and YES NO
is given self-management materials and a reminder of expectation (each subsequent
session).

12.No planned encouragement is given prior to the beginning of instruction. YES NO

13. MotivAider is in use by student (and teacher during self-management checks) YES NO
during this time.

14. Teacher monitors student self-management behavior by using same behavior chart YES NO
(100% during 1* FB phase; 1 time during each subsequent FB phase) or by
periodically checking student’s chart during target session .

15. Teacher uses extinction for occurrences of off-task behavior by quickly pointing to YES NO
self-management sheet chart as redirection [consequence strategy].

16. Reinforcement of self-management behavior is self-initiated through a 2-min break YES NO

by student (not by teacher) during this time.

Number of YES circled or N/A Marked: +8= x 100 = %

Notes
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APPENDIX Q: NONFUNCTION-BASED INTERVENTION PROCEDURAL FIDELITY

CHECKLIST
Date: Teacher: Session Length
Checklist completed by Session #

Nonfunction-Based Intervention

17.Guided reading instruction (Jones) or Reading Stations (Bart) is taking place. YES NO
18. Student is not given schedule (Bart) and student’s desk is not moved within closer YES NO
proximity to teacher (Jones [antecedent strategy]
19.No self-management is taking place during this time. YES NO
20.Planned encouragement is given prior to the beginning of instruction. YES NO
21.MotivAider is not in use by student or teacher during this time. YES NO
22.Teacher reteaches/reminds of on-task behavior expectation to entire class. YES NO
23.0n-task behavior is not being reinforced with a break after task completion. YES NO
24. Student is given next assignment/task after completion of the one prior. YES NO

Number of YES circled or N/A Marked: +8= x 100 = %

Notes




APPENDIX R: TODD’S COMPLETED FAI FORM

FU\ICTID'\IAL ASSESEMENT INTERVIEW (AT}

Pelsot of contatn T‘jdggu _._ Sexd, M

Drate of intervtew i :r;}ﬂ |1 Etervimwer —
Faspnmdenta o
A, DESCRIPETHE DEHAVIORS. who -

1. Fureach of the habuawiors ol coneern, defing the tipomraphy thow it e perfo:rnedf frzquency
fhaw often (foeears per day, wael, o7 merdh), durabion (how lang it laets when it accors), and
inteasiby fhow damaging or dﬁs!.ructive the behavjc-rs are when ey accark

h‘-
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- Behaooior Tommraphy -~ 'r‘!r {;LF ‘rc-guem-y Dluratian Tnterasity
o OF toge ety I2hecshoy  V3win SR
- TR o] slnpivn _ GO
b 'EE'Q@ i he Tﬂt@l‘?' p%hﬁw'ﬂ i'f}] “2Drwin, \"‘u: x.‘:ﬂélls:ﬂ_uw
P Sunchws dasie) A ey 31
€ Jrhwﬂtm D‘ﬂ{‘_{_‘q; ke ) h,}-ﬂ%@*ﬁg LN E Luuﬁe
; . eUysh
A Avouirg mﬁw 4 IIWE@-L 2= i, .::Luaf‘tbi_u_.
NS N A g
2, -
E — . —
B- . —_—
h.

J- —

2. Which of lha behoviers desevibed above are Iihely to ecoor topather i 2one wioy? Do thay
occur about the same time? o gome kind of predictable sequence or "chain? In response to
the sama type of sifuakion?

ﬁJmhhm‘tu E..bit‘._'b hq{l'r'.nu ":f'lf.'d.";mg Aoshs OLLUES
J[i}ﬁ.ﬁ'qj'n,-r;:.,.
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B. DEFINE ECOLOGICAL EVENTS (SETTING EVENTS) THAT PREDICT OR SET UP THE
PROBLEM BEHAVIORS.

L. What medications is the person taking (if any), and how do you believe these may affect his
or her behavior?

NENe  LOOWID

2, What medicel or physical conditions (if any} does the person experience that may affect his
or her behavior {&.8., asthma, allergies, rashes, sinus infections, seizures, problemsrelated
to menatruation)?

He oS aSthima. wihicn oy
(T e nu Cohced G OSTna AR ALNAS
N ‘ . ) -
Al ofheal = cetnma. dioaeeas ol AoCine To e
From ), v N
3. Describe the sleep patferns of the individual and the extent to which these patierns may

e 16 opeved
W J

affect his or her behavior.
Qenes, d&l;\j Seees well, oo kﬁ\ml.ku_}&\rﬁ‘:‘epg )
C\OSS

4 Describe the eating routines and diet of the person and the extent to which these may affect
his or her behavior.

N0 CONBISIENt i oty Aces i 00, SNOCKS
(pork finds j-iw\:eeﬁ) Jo eaX with hnch.

5a. Briefly list below the person’s typical daily schedule of activities. (Check the boxes by those
activities the person enjoys and those activities most associated with probiems.)

Enjoys Problems Enjoys Problems

® 5:00 i (‘ by o 200 Reed

8 E : R 300 OS540 home

o W : (m] 4:00

® ul 00 R e0od o o 50

= o a O 600 w
o (] a m | 7:00

14 0O 1200 MG o o 800

3. a 100 SCie0se o o 9:00
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Eb. To what extent are the activities on the daily schedule predictable for the persen, with

be.

regard to what will be happening, when it will occur, with whom, and for how long?

Class scnedile on boar df verloa
rerningQers

To what extent does the person have the opportunity during the day to make choices about
his or her activities and reinforcing events? (e.g., food, clothing, social companions, leisure
activities)

_can chocse lunon meal |, Q0d Yecess Gc’ﬁ\ﬂ’rt}

How many other persons are typically around the individual at home, school, or work
(including staff, classmates, and housemnates)? Does the person typically seem bothered in
situations that are more crowded and noisy?

classreom -\ otver sthudents - ceems disitadied
oy otheyrs

' What is the pattern of staffing support that the person receives in home, school, work, and

other settings (e.g., 1:1, 2:1)? Do you believe that the number of staff, the trairing of staff,
or their social inferactions with the person affect the problem behaviors?

cnild [ feacher vadio - T assiskant avalldole
at _short spans of fme d&)\%.

DEFINE SPECIFIC IMMEDIATE ANTECEDENT EVENTS THAT PREDICT WHEN THE
BEHAVIORS ARE LIKELY AND NOT LIKELY TO OCCUR.

1. Times of Day: When are the behaviors most and least likely to happen?

Most likely: _(YAOY h'ih{} Jpefre 1un ch

Least likely: AT nooN cﬁ’tﬁ‘( LC:C.LQnQ.Qe
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. Settings: Where are the behaviors most and least likely to happen?
Mostlikely: _ClQSSYooM ;/ nside <C hool -

Least likely: _ o TSiclg

. People: With whom are the behaviors most and least likely to happen?
Most likely: self - 3 1k

AASE
Least likely: _(CeY Qn_selety 'Smdﬁ_ﬂtg

. Activity: What activities are most and least likely to preduce the behaviors?
st ket veading (se€-sclecied) | povimer work

(with m“&g_'mdeperdence/ less Jeacher ditection)

Least likely: Y285

-

Are there particular or idiosyncratic situations or events not listed above that sometimes

" seem to "set off” the av.{o s, such as pa 'cul[:{)rgvde ag\%@gis;:s%%(s_glg&h}inﬁ? e
%{%’fmc%ed dux’lna @F‘G(‘U‘(\Oj :

_ What one thing could you do that would most likely make the unde irable behaviors opcur?
QX CLse “fommi e cbmn%xz%_na&'_cﬁmﬁ.ﬁi
Aidnt do

. Briefly describe how the person’s behavior would be affected if . . .
a. You asked him or her to perform a difficult task.

moore Wely 4o become Aeaded

b. You interrupted a desired activity, such as eating ice cream or walching TV.

. I ik L ancer i 3 didit
Nolete Adesiied  gehivities
¢. You unexpectedly changed his or her typical routine or schedule of activities.

JAM)] \,\smm\aj @) ?Yﬂgem

4
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d. She or he wanted something but wasn’t able to get it (e.g., a food item up on a shelf).

arneredcets mad [araves
J Y ' ()

e. Youdidn't pay attention to the person or left her or him alone for 2 while (e.g., 15 minutes).

nno(e likely o oY follow euled

D. IDENTIFY THE CONSEQUENCES OR OUTCOMES OF THE PROBLEM BEHAVIORS THAT
MAY BE MAINTAINING THEM (1.E., THE FUNCTIONS THEY SERVE FOR THE PERSON

IN PARTICULAR SITUATIONS).

1. Think of each of the behaviors listed in Section A, and try to identify the specific consequences
or outcomes the person geta when the behaviors occur in different situations.

What exactly What exactly
Behavior Particular situations  does he or she get? does she or he avoid?
« D§E ok CloEWic £SCape Aoing fosSke

b SR “oidnons  EOpC 5"%}%&{%&3&%%
o BN onecrs SRR ey QMETTOn SEI "
‘ wWants soething odention QVoids coeyng

d %\MY\?}

E. CONSIDER THE OVERALL EFFICIENCY OF THE PROBLEM BEHAVIORS. EFFICIENCY
IS THE COMBINED RESULT OF (A) HOW MUCH PHYSICAL EFFORT IS REQUIRED, (B)
HOW OFTEN THE BEHAVIOR IS PERFORMED BEFORE IT IS REWARDED, AND (C) HOW
LONG THE PERSON MUST WAIT TO GET THE REWARD.

i
ency iciency
OFf YOSk 1 2 4 @
1 2 3 @& 5
i ' 1 2 3 i G)
1 2 @ 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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F. WHAT FUNCTIONAL ALTERNAT!VE BEHAVIORS DOES THE PERSON ALREADY KNOW
HOW TO DO?

1. What socially appropriate behaviors or skills ¢an the person already perform that may
generate the same outcomes or reinforcers produced by the problem behaviors?

can raise hand; Can ask gugsons

G. WHAT ARE THE PRIMARY WAYS THE PERSON COMMUNICATES WITH OTHER PECPLE?

1. What are the general expressive communication strategies used by or available to the person?
These might include vocal speech, signs/gestures, communication boards/beoks, or electronic

devices. How consistently are the strategies used?
_qyeshures- uses Cons) stnﬂg}

2. On the following chart, indicate the behaviors the person uses to achieve the communicative
outcomes listed:

x signing

Single signs

Moves close to you

Communicafive
Funetions
HRequest attention

Request help

Request preferred
food/objects/activities

Request break

Show you something .
or some place

Indicate physical pain
(headache, illness)

Indicate confusion X
or unhappiness

Protest or reject a
gituation or activity S

Other vocalizing
Grabs/reaches

Gives ohjects
Increased movement
Moves away or leaves
Fixed gaze

Facial expression
Aggression
Self-injury

Cther

Shakes head

Echeolalia
Point.ing
Leading

Comple

bt

X | K X | >xIOne-word utterapces |

. Complex speech
XX % J"c{.*'at:'.nt:p:elm:ess:e
K x| o 1] 0 [ | >XdMultiple-word phrases

>

ps
=
>
p.3
2%




172

3. With regard to the person’s receptive communication, or ability to understand other persons . ..
a. Does the person follow spoken requests or instructions? If so, approximately how many?

(List if only u few )
1f steps are repeaicd(e qUESHans My Yeq UESTS
Frequmﬂxj\ el

b. Does the person respond to signed or gestural requests or instructions? If so, approxi-
mately how many? (List if only a few )

con Tollow oEshur es/ proonpts

c. Ts the person able to imitate if you provide physical models for various tasks or activities?
{(List if only a few .}

vmirades \]:Jhxl c1cal mc;de\‘w‘% of ting's

d. How does the person typically indicate yes or no when asked if she or he wants something,
wants to go somewhere, and so on?

Wil SO\ Nes o no - may shale head

. WHAT ARE THINGS YOU SHOULD DO AND THINGS YOU SHOULD AVOID IN WORKING
WI'TH AND SUPPORTING THIS PERSON?

1. What things can you do to improve the likelihood that a teaching session or other aclivity
will go well with this person?

S\oney PACe; \o¥s of praise ; ;Jm\ces J ret}}e:x!red
INSTYUCHONS ; puSTiNe ‘vne

2. What things should you avoid that might interfere with or disrupt a teaching session or activity
with this person?

faskeyr poce | one of yeie fnod 1S repﬁmndirB

WHAT ARE THINGS THE PERSON LIKES AND ARE REINFORCING FOR HIM OR HER?
1. Food items: A
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2. Toys and objects: _MS, opkmark s, small ,DD\!S

3. Activities at home: _Pmm_jﬂ_ﬂé\%hbh]’ o Pd

4. Activities/outings in the community: UNINoWN

5. Other: _ZD\

. WHAT DO YOU KNOW ABOUT THE HISTORY OF THE UNDESIRABLE BEHAVIORS, THE
PROGRAMS THAT HAVE BEEN ATTEMPTED TO DECREASE OR ELIMINATE THEM, AND
THE EFFECTS OF THOSE PROGRAMS?

' Houw long has this
Behavior been a problem? Programs Effects = .
| Off fosk | yeayr vediretting spme Cecrease

g Tﬂm.pe( Mnm Uﬂkﬂbﬁ\?ﬂ l anV'm(}jI it outs DN &O—eﬂge
X m&li\;&/‘ pounding UKIEN™ ignuring[imesud  some dacrease,
- Unindwy ed - ali .
() € ‘m“ﬂ gmonng  pot mudh

¢ Arauina
VAN

5.

6.

1.

8.
9.
10.




K. DEVELOPSUMMARY STATEMENTS FOR EACH MAJOR PREDICTOR AND/OR CONSEQUENCE.
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Distant
Setting Immediate Antecedent Problem Maintaining
Euvent (Predictor) Behavior Consequence
[ moyelilel O s | |vevaizone in order fo
tm pmb\ o.sud o (i eocl cae anod 1(’-&
Oﬁ?rbis ndﬂ?'cndmﬂﬁ ofFf fusk task
| RORCAE \winon ne will o esape
TR d oF & lrfa%\ar%ue% He
- : A siap his aCoussation of
o E‘lm oy r\\geﬁ fk}lsf’rg 9’Mah@£ b?
AEREE™S ALY
o et Virn W | [he Wil puncy cscope
cligtont Seiﬁf\g 1$ ocLused ol v p I\?\a CCUSAds
event Neadine OCror o\ojecdrs gf, sﬁu n
Dr%ﬂ%ﬁf&d s c&rqe red
no 1dentified - he will arqua)
| %‘ Smh’fm Whenrees Wit 9 2:52/\%\’1
S eve - fo
o {\3 adten a Henhon.
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APPENDIX S: TODD’S COMPLETED FAO FORM
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APPENDIX T: ALAN’S COMPLETED FAI FORM

FUNCTION. SSMENT INTERVIEW (FAI)
Person of concern Alan Age _U_ Sex@ F
Date of interview Interviewer

Respondents

A. DESCRIBE THE BEHAVIORS.

1. For each of the behaviors of concern, define the topography (how it is performed), frequency
{how often it occurs per day, week, or month), duration thow long it lasts when it occurs), and
intensity (how damaging or destructive the behaviors are when they oceur).

- Behavior Toﬁ%pg::apﬁ I~ Frequency Duratiorn Intensity
| S TeNF ki |
o RNAOUT 0 <ef orothe st ofF oll A low
Y, congant meving, - ( J

(‘b, \agehng  playwihair ©

e, ] .-. - \K
1N To
f. Qnoter sae
G- .6‘11’1&'25
g.
h.
i,
j-

2. Which of the behaviors described above are likely to ocour together in some way? Do they
occur about the same time? In some kind of predictable sequence or “chain”? In response to
the same type of situation?

1] i. _
YIRS b.c 3d e o O

lorvde to e QL redchon ol (

Re
€
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B. DEFINE ECOLOGICAL EVENTS (SETTING EVENTS) THAT PREDICT OR SET UP THE
PROBLEM BEHAVIORS.

i

What medications is the person taking (if any), and how do you believe these may affect his
ot her behavior?

NoNer Shored by Mrent of Shudent
(mmﬁh reMAiks hawe. O FD4)

2. What, medical or physical conditions (if any) does the person experience that may affect his

or her behavior (e.g., asthma, allergies, rashes, sinus infections, seizures, problemsrelated
to menstruation)?

Vigon oooerns

3, Describe the sleep patterns of the individual and the extent to which these patlems may
affect his or her behavior.
fppenis Ao be normod ( accordm 0
4. Describe theeating routines and diet of the person and the extent to which these may affect
his or her behavior,
") A O 0N O echop,
_&caa% 40 \nm —’(‘neu code_omned
OIS NoXe
5a. Briefly list below the person’s typical daily schedule of activities. (Check the boxes by those
activities the person enjoys and those activities most associated with problems.)
Enjoys Problems j Enjoys Problems )
o O 600 =4 o 20 w
o o 7:00 S 0 o 300
2 0 Sitent ' s 0 400
) fral 9:00 N . a (| 5.00
L] a3 10:00 1 a O 6:00
o 2 oo Z0uodn ) O 740
o 2 120 wﬂi &:h __ O O 800
o Ja 1:00 el O 0o 900 h'd
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6b. To what extent are the activities on the daily schedule predictable for the person, with
regard to what will be happening, when it will occur, with whom, and for how long?

oedictode, _ocourances  are. during O
oncete cubieet area, Ge: anquooe, B

radh and scien ) Adldrina uno\es

e DAPnaoy’ ] (!30 Y
Sc. Towhat eg{Q %th?persn have theap) .’ mty during ﬂ y to make choid¥s about
his or her activities and reinforeing events? (e.g., foad, elothing, social companions, leisure

activities)

Shident mares. L cholce hook chnice bor SR,
octivihy choie e recess, “Sudent: iSO

j .
It et o m«a_(mm%.j_dm&fmﬂ Bk
6. How many oth))- persons are typically around the individual at home, school, or work

(including staff, classmates, and housemates)" Does the person typically seem bothered in
siteations that are more crowded an& noigy?

Ncﬂgmﬂlumw rcom Sxmu. m@mm
—doesnt offect eovior— Y

7. What is the pattern of stuffing support that the person receives in home, school, work, and
other settings {e.g., 1:1, 2:1)? Do you believe that the number of staff, the training of staﬂ‘
or their social interactions w;th b‘se reon affeck ﬂT problem behav'wrs?

Sudent wj ore adit @ A e,
o o ofer

Gnle o @ m@ 0@ e
Sl hous. ~Aoean't affec - —

5. DEFINE SPECIFIC IMMEDIATE ANTECEDENT EVENTS THAT PREDICT WHEN THE
BEHAVIORS ARE LIKELY AND NOT LIKELY TO OCCUR.

1. Times of Day: When are the behaviors mpst and least likely to happen? )
o, echon HocK {inhole r0g or indefendantuk)
o Mond Sery e

Least likely: LL)OVK W(%S \Uﬂ@ﬂ WC)\"\I@“&
m\hmﬂlu -e

3
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. Settings: Where are the behaviors mest and !east_ likely to happen?
Most likely:
ceat)

Least lkely: mammﬁ@mw
_ecegs, Aransdions, ¢t

. People: With whom are Ithe behaviors most and least likely to happen?
Most likely: W o

Least likely: [Dhllllh Qlone.

. Activity: What activities are most and least likely to produce the behaviors?
Most ikely: _(NSTTUChDN 10 pendONT ioriA

Least likely: _Cé’a,dm\(}_‘m lunch

. Are there particular or idiosyneratic situations or events not listed above that sometimes
seem to “set off” the behaviors, such as particular demands, noises, lights, clothing?

none. notied

. What one thing could you do that would most likely make the undesirable behaviors occur?

conbont child oipout an sue, (tenaion Wk et

. Briefly describe how the person’s behavior would be affected if . . .

a. You asked him or her rform a difficult task.
mﬁgﬁﬁw tocus
b. You interrupted a desired activity, such as eating ice cream or watching TV.
Frushadti mﬁ"doem
'EN
¢. You unexpectedly changed hls\;r her typieal routine or gchedule of activities. | |
noronly aothing - oesn+ end - affect child

4
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d. She orhe wanted somathing but wasn’t able to get it (e.g., a food item up on a sh 1),

m +hnahm‘t€.

e. You didn't pay atteﬁtgmn to the pers{m orleftheror him alone for a while (e g 15 minutes).

A
'u . COLL h:m

D. IDENTIFY THE CONSEQUENCES OROUTCOMES OF THE PROBLEM BEHAVIORS THAT
MAY BE MAINTAINING THEM (I.E., THE FUNCTIONS THEY SERVE FOR THE PERSON
IN PARTICULAR SITUATIONS).

1. Think of each of the behaviors listed in Saction A, and try to identify the specific consequences
or autcomes the person gets when the behaviors oecur in different situations.

What exactly What exactly
Bshavior Partieular situations  does he or she get? does she or he quoid?

Joiing putr Undepepdant

b. fﬂgﬁﬁlﬁ___@ﬁ}%n
. ignon;na PanS 0L 00N
amn%mﬁ Fhovios — Qomss mdffu

laing A
N

E. CONSIDER THE OVERALL EFFICIENCY OF THE PROBLEM BEHAVIORS. EFFICIENCY
IS THE COMBINED RESULT OF (A) HOW MUCH PHYSICAL EFFORT 1S REQUIRED, (B)
HOW OFTEN THE BEHAVIOR IS PERFORMED BEFORE IT 1S REWARDED, AND (CYHOW
LONG THE PERSON MUST WAIT TO GET THE REWARD.

Low High
Efficiency Efficiency
1 3 4 5
1 3 4 5
1 3 4 5
1 3 4 5
1 3 4 5




F. gg{%’l‘ g %NOC?TI ONAL ALTERNATIVE BEHAVIORS DOES THE PERSON ALREADY KNOW
T

1. What socially appropriate behaviors or skills can the person already perform that may

generate tha same outcotnes or reinforeers produced by the problem behayiors?
ohe o voie. Parct 4 asurﬁﬂmﬂ:ﬁxmlp_

able 1o asK 4o e, cloer i See reter

G. WHAT ARE THE PRIMARY WAYS THE PERSON COMMUNICATES WITH OTHER PEOFLE?

1. What are the general expressive communication strategies used by or available to the person?
These might include voeal speeeh, signs/gestures, communication boardsfbooks, or electronm
ices. How mns:steutly are the sh'abegles used?

2. On the Bllowing chart, indicate the behaviors the person uses to achieve the communicative
outcomes listed:

l

close to
Moves away or leaves

Fixed gaze

Communicative
Functions
quest attention

Request help

Request preferred
focd/objects/activities

Request break

Show you somecthing -
or some place

Indicate physical pain
(headache, illness)

Indicate confusion
or unhappiness

Protest or reject a
situation or activity

One-word utterances 1
Complex signing
nt

Echolalia
Facial expression

Agpression

Tncrensed moveme
Self-injury
QOther

Complex s
Other vocalizing
Grabs/reaches
Gives objects

(senberms?edl

P<| <
< 1 X | >< |>X PR >< [><]>X]Multiple-word phrases

Single signs
Shakes head

Pointing
Leadin

Mow

X
<

e

FaN a8

181
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3. With regard to the person's receptive communication, or ability to understand other persons . . .

a. Does the person follow spoken requests or instructions? If so, approximately how many?
(List if only a few.)

¢ usi¥g orllpcsm

b. Does the person rgpund to signed or gestural requests or instructions? If so, approxi-
mately how many? (List if only a few.)

e

¢. Isthe person able to imitate if you provide physical medels for various tasks or activities?
(List if only a few.}
Ucs

d. How does the person typically indicate yes or no when asked if she or he wants something,
wants to go somewhere, and so0 on?

H. WHAT ARE THINGS YOU SHOULD DO AND THINGS YOU SHOULD AVOID IN WORKING
WITH AND SUPPORTING THIS PERSCON?

1. What Lhmgs can you do to 1mpmve the likelihood that a teaching session or other activity

2. What things should you aveid that might interfere with or disrupta teaching session ar activity

with this person? i . ~
8 fosier POff’d n<trucion
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2. Topsandotiecs: L SQU_DOOKS, COMICS, hadSon Toys

8. Activities at home: _\ﬂﬁf’o 8{’“’1\6’8 % Jf\f

4, Activities/outings in the community: ‘F‘PDETS @ eﬂDlﬂ (HFM

5. Other: _DIO.

J. WHAT DO YOU KNOW ABOUT THE HISTORY OF THE UNDESIRABLE BEHAVIORS, THE
PROGRAMS THAT HAVE BEEN ATTEMPTED TO DECREASE OR ELIMINATE THEM, AND
THE EFFECTS OF THOSE PROGRAMS?

' How long has this
Behauvior been ¢ problem? Programs Effects * .

Tl ear _ voliat |t
24| p—}im

3. ig cimdlictions
o QU v | / \V/
5. g v all ot DOLE,
N |

7.
8.
9.‘
10.
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K. DEVELOPSUMMARY STATEMENTS FOR EACH MAJOR PREDICTOR AND/OR CONSEQUENCE.

Distant

Setting Immediate Antecedent Problem Maintaining
Event (Predictor} Behavior Consequence
bhen whole I - o 0
e o
- or pamw@nhm
learnug.
J
Durri rdont | e wil] ok | | o owod
work) or éther [=| 0wk 1o otherd = W‘ﬂm
Sifwahos whe® | | near hn || 08
o |
oe, litely  when conton@| | wut @ 5 ovod
n& W‘j Odoout - - %ﬁﬁmb
\fe. occuseed Sbw
ear!ler
when | i%no_re, | T avid
ToComple drechons |~} Lomplenien
mag unll oF Atfivihes
Duin whoto,grrsup Per?owmu’r o ovod
- o
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APPENDIX U: ALAN’S COMPLETED FAO FORM
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APPENDIX V: SHAUN’S COMPLETED FAl FORM

FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT INTERVIEW (FAD
Person of concern i ) s}.mg\ge

_ il sexM)F
Date of interview 2l £30111) —— . Interviewer _

Respondents

A. DESCRIBE THE BEHAVIORS.
1. Por each of the hehaviors of cancern, define the topography (how it is performed), frequency
{(how often it occurs per day, week, or menth), duration (how leng it lasts when it occurs), and
intensity (how damaging or destructive the behaviors are when they oceur).

- Behavior Topography Frequency Duration Intensity
3 yiy dawrheoinl ' : . .

o Noi 'Fb(i}‘.:_él & Javrnen 5__ g _hmfsthL( .)_555‘{‘,"3 Wi, gﬁWM
loowg s bur ) *

b. Off o8k o s 1o oibery \I/ \]/ J/

' VNS T oor

the v oo

c.

d.

e.

{

g

h.

i

i

2. Which of the behaviors described above are likely to oceur together in some way? Do they
eccur about the same time? In some kind of predictable sequence or “chain”? In response to
the same type of situation?

Wmf“af't*\-'z‘.-zrj aysund the x-'m}m! E‘{J‘\I&hg Iy olhe s
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B. DEFINE ECOLOGICAL EVENTS (SETTING EVENTS) THAT PREDICT OR SET UP THE
PROBLEM BEHAVIORS.

1.  What medications is the person taking (if any), and how do you believe these may affect his
or her behavior?

eAicnfien for ADHD (T Shick )

2, What medical or physicel conditions (if any) does the person experience that may affect his
or her behavior (e.g., asthma, allergies, rashes, sinus infections, seizures, problems related
to menstruation)?

ADHD diaghbﬁi‘«.ﬁ UYL T

3. Describe the sleep patterns of the individual and the extent to which these patterns may
affect his or her behavior.

Mevey sleery G o t9s: Tlenps (ol
St e ey o’ going v Ded lale,

4. Describe the eating routines and diet of the person and the extent to which these may affect
his or her behavior.

NO_Cconaigiert 1;3\*':1%%9&-’1"‘1*&

5a. Briefly list below the person’s typical daily schedule of activities. (Check the boxes by those
activities the person ¢njoys and those activities most associated with problems.)

joys  Problems Enjoys  Problems

&

n}o " w t - -
O 6:00 \.lbffﬁkf'f‘?) R m/ O 2:00 Q@(QS‘_‘.\
& o 700 ey b On T ad '-;r"r;:f::;-{m:’ O 300 A tone
0 & 800 _S0E T SeeOdR 8020 O O 400
ﬂ/ a Nils T st g a 5:00
d =4 L Hed o o 60
=S a 0o o 700
=4 g 0 0 &0
o {P’ . O o 900
R LA

[
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Bb. To what extent are the activities on the daily schedule predictable for the person, with
regard to what will be happening, when it will cecur, with whom, and for how long?

Qlass Stteduls ov e SR AR 8 5 s A W = TR R

Gc. To what extent does the person have the opportunity during the day to make choices about
his or her activities and reinforcing events? (e.g., food, clothing, social companions, leisure
activities)

food choltes fov luinch. ﬁ?aﬁm}) ST FUE L
At lundn dves nlay OF Yecess

8. How many other pergons are typically around the individual at home, school, or work
(including stafl, classmates, and housemates)? Does the person typically seem bothered in
situations that are more crowded and noisy?

Classvoon - - 1% other shudaesS /| asadiar jeld

ey 1w @ dos
yevg afeeved flieticed  witon n cvoaided fnciey

SV A
7. Whatlisthe pat;t'ﬂm of staffing support that the person receives in home, school, work, and
other settings (e.g., 1:1, 2:1)? Do you believe that the number of staff, the truining of staff,

or their social inferactions with the person affect the problem behaviors?

Crild[ +eacher rofio 15 Mo | . does hefter in
SN Qxeun inShuChon

2. DEFINE SPECIFIC IMMEDIATE ANTECEDENT EVENTS THAT PREDICT WHEN THE
BEHAVIORS ARE LIKELY AND NOT LIKELY TO OCCUR.

1. Times of Day: When are the behaviors most and least likely to happen?
Most likely: _i1_e _moyvip 4 'pefoce tunch, gr Malh

Slajinn®

Least likely: _ G EVIO0N ATATRR by Yecass
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. Settings: Where ave the behaviors most and least likely to happen?
Most likely: _1n the ClasEYoom Qurm r‘hw'mg e

wheye ?PH"S Qye
Least likely: 1n "ﬂnﬁ. ¢ DW!‘I’MU'“\'&’TS

, People: With whom are the behaviors most and least likely to happen?
Most likely: _C.QUG |- o\l 4€0linevs

Least likely: ﬁ{:l

. Activity: What activities are most and least likely to produce the behaviors?
Most likely: Reﬂdirg sfatons, Math srafions
0bup Tworlke  indarevidont wovk

J - .
Least likely: ~bale {:}z*}d% ey Chain

’

. Are there particular or idiosyncratic situations or events not listed above that sometimes
seem to “set off” the behaviors, such as particular den}ands lnoises lights, clothing?
NCrease 1n_molselmovemont 0t otnovs

. What one thing cou]d you do that would mogt likely make the undesirable behaviors occur?
P R o L AL 1211 Co v"qi O S e r?_w ‘iﬁii"h WOF R

. Briefly describe how the person’s behavior would be affected if . . .
a. You asked him or her to perform a difficult task.

F

b. You interrupted a desired activity, such as eating ice cream or walbching TV.
0y e o anta gt e Ayl

¢. You unexpectedly changed his or her ical routine or schedule of activities.
ouch Yrove hke\j ‘o be o€ Yackldichaied
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d. She or he wanted something but wasn't able to get it (e.g., a food item up on a shelf).

I

rmfj -“ﬁpé‘(llg. \Bu"-ﬁi"—“j Syt PR Teamtion

t

e. You d;dn't pay attention to the person or left her or him alone for a while (e.g., 15 minutes).
Aok [ ot Hullewd 0d_pncodues /sl &

D. IDENTIFY THE CONSEQUENCES OR OUTCOMES OF THE PROBLEM BEHAVIORS THAT
MAY BE MAINTAINING THEM (1.LE., THE FUNCTIONS THEY SERVE FOR THE PERSON

IN PARTICULAR SITUATIONS).

1. Think of each of the behaviors listed in Section A, and try to identify the speeific consequences
or outcomes the person gets when the behaviors oceur in different situations.

What exactly What exactly
Behavior Particular situations  does he or she get? does she or he ayoid?
Not focust ng RovirerNork s doinqy Yok
0% Yol 1hdﬁpend9ni‘ Work 7 dotna 1015k
- gy

E. CONSIDER THE OVERALL EFFICIENCY OF THE PROBLEM BEHAVIORS. EFFICIENCY
1S THE COMBINED RESULT OF (A) HOW MUCH PHYSICAL EFFORT IS REQUIRED, (B}
HOW OFTEN THE BEHAVIOR [S PERFORMED BEFORE IT 1S REWARDED, AND(C) HOW

LONG THE PERSON MUST WAIT TO GET THE REWARD.

Low High
i Efficiency Efficiency
Aot focusing @ 2 3 4 5
O 105 ravht ﬂ% @ 3 4 5
1 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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F. WHAT FUNCTIONAL ALTERNATIVE BEHAVIORS DOES THE PERSON ALREADY KNOW
HOW TO DO?

1. What socially appropriate behaviors or skills can the person already perform that may
generate the same outcomes or reinforcers produced by the problem behaviors?

Yaise hard fuv el

G. WHAT ARE THE PRIMARY WAYS THE PERSON COMMUNICATES WITH OTHER PEOPLE?

1. What are the general expressive communication strategies used by or available to the person?
These might include vocal speech, signs/gestures, communication boards/books, or electzonic
devices. How consistently are the strategies used?

\Sg;eoks 10 _sentenca g

2. On the following ehart, indicate the behaviors the person uses to achieve the communicative
outcomes Listed: -

Communicative
Functions
Request attention

Request help

Request preferred
food/objectsfactivities

Request break

Show you something .
or some place

Indicate physical pain
(headache, illness)

Indicate confusion
or unhappiness

Protest or reject a
gituation or activity

One-word utterances |

Multiple-word phrases
Echelali

Moves away or leaves

Fixed gaze

Increased movement

N s b ] XN 3 | <M Moves slose to you

Qther vocalizing
Complex signing
Single signs
Pointing

Facial expression

Aggression

Self-injury
{Other

Leading
Shalkes head
Grabs/reaches
Gives objects

. 1 [ | > b Complecspeee
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3. With regard to the person’s receptive communication, or ability to understand other persons . . .

a. Does the person follow spoken requests or instructions? If so, approximately how many?
(List if only & few )

ues, somefimes bt wiiaUu Needs to be vevmiedod
o . e o
of mu_instysctions
b. Does the p'erson respond to signed or gestural requests or instructions? If so, approxi-
mately how many? (List if only a few.)

cgn Tollow poirtina  cwrhures
T [ R

c. Isthe 1[Jen‘s-:m able to imitate if you provide physical models for various tasks or activities?
(Listif only a few )

wmidades models, b v Lase ocus Yy g
the 108K - v

d. How does the person typically indicate yes or 20 when asked if she or he wants something,
warnts to go somewhere, and so on?

Wil ean Uesino
o

. WHAT ARE THINGS YOU SHOULD DO AND THINGS YOU SHOULD AVOID IN WORKING
WITH AND SUPPORTING THIS PERSON?

1. What things can you do to improve the likelihood that a teaching session or other activity
will go well with this person?

Close pvoxiodu. fost pody alau il A 'tud_&
b g 1 A Y

2. What things should you aveid that might interfere with or disrupt a teaching session or activity
with this person? . . .
%E"fﬁ ag, oRE ek i ALeuSsions i Ciads, 180Stnd

WHAT ARE THINGS THE PERSON LIKES AND ARE REINFORCING FOR HIM OR HER?
L Food items: ONPYS.  Chwr ol




1

2.

3.

4.

10.
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2. Toys and objects: __DENCNS - Mwcha “ol, omajl misects

3. Activities at home! % Q- elecivonid SISVEN

4. Activities/outings in the community: AN MNowint

5. Other: _1 m?_.l".'.!'t

WHAT DO YOU KNOW ABOUT THE HISTORY OF THE UNDESIRABLE BEHAVIOQRS, THE
PROGRAMS THAT HAVE BEEN ATTEMPTED TO DECREASE OR ELIMINATE THEM, AND

THE EFFECTS OF THOSE PROGRAMS?

How long has this
Behavior been a problem? Programs Effects * .
PNk foousim 4+ YYS. redieds Sy e Hecr
. S v - {ft&
0EE Y0 V1 yrs. redirecis SOML €
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K. DEVELOPSUMMARY STATEMENTS FOR EACH MAJOR PREDICTOR AND/OR CONSEQUENCE.

Distant
Setting Immediate Antecedent Problemn Maintaining
Event {Predictor) Behavior Consequence

Wi G | [ Wil oot ol [ order b
Move. ikel g o Je K
it o “3 |§ Tosk Wi o | ms‘iﬂ ?mig. o|CFopetne
1 d% were VLV b‘ﬂ togis,
- Pm PR ic
i_}lﬁ’,'ﬂ o v"{}{.ﬂ‘“li
“homne .
More \\ma gyt F e will 1058 " ordar 1o
If weds i Qgid | focus ond Pacoye Hhae
Wexe nai* Coraoiate G oS daydream =+l jocks,
9’%?‘(’1 ragi"gh%).{, ~ehgye i:j
horrne.
- -
— —
- -
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APPENDIX W: SHAUN’S COMPLETED FAO FORM

Go-h\ZC D

Pt 7C Tz 22 12 0 6L G L OLRSI ¥L &L ¢l LI
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APPENDIX X: JAQUAN’S COMPLETED FAI FORM

L ASSESSMENT INTERVIEW (FAI}
Age JD_____ Sex F
3 - a {0 —10 iewer .

Interv

Jaguan

Person of concern
Date of interview
Respondents

A. DESCRIBE THE BEHAVIORS.
1. For each of the hehaviors of concern, define the topography (how it is performed), frequency
(how often it occurs per day, week, or month), duration (how long it lasts when it oceurs), and
intensity (how damaging or destructive the behaviors are when they occur).

- Behgvior Topography Frequency Duration Intensity

‘ mirens A\
a. *‘”g@ dd,m,,gggmg% @dn . ondoFFajichJ‘z p/ low
loses el I _
aﬂﬂmz_.%ﬁ&emm o

&

2. Which of the behaviors described above are likely to ocour together in some way? Do they
pccur about the same time? In some kind of predictable sequence or “chain”? In response o
the same type of situation?
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B. DEFINE ECOLOGICAL EVENTS (SETTING EVENTS) THAT PREDICT OR SET UP THE
PROBLEM BEHAVIORS.
1. What medicalions is the person taking (if any), and how do you believe these may affect his
or her behavior?

ADHD 1relS ( mofes his ety Jleqbe)

2. What medical or physical conditions (if any) does the person experience that may affect his
or her behavior (e.g., asthma, allergies, rashes, sinus infections, seizures, problems related
to menstruation)?

Al Asger

3. Describe the sleep patterns of the individual and the extent to which these patterns may
affect his or her behavior.

ﬂeeps oy ool

4. Describe the eating reutines and diet of the person and the extent to which these may affect
his or her behavior.

ot norl

5a. Briefly list below the person’s typical daily schedule of activities. (Check the boxes by those
activities the person enjoys and those activities most associated with problems.)

Enjoys Problems Enjoys Problems

0 o so0 {04 0 0 200 [£LESS
o o o0 QO o g 00

o 0 B0 OSA/sperzaly O O 400 o,
O O .00 : o o 500 1T

o 10:00 72(%}&.&[15'_‘_ O 0 600

O 11:00 Aun ; o o 700

(m] 12:00 }M%Wm 0 o a0 _J,

o 1:00 O 0o 00 _Y

2
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8b. To what extent are the activities on the daily schedule prediciable for the person, with
regard to what will be happening, when it will oceur, with whom, and for how long?

nes e dunim whole Goup nShachon
(et Shaved Dmdtm maih) mwﬁ %

5c.  To what extent does the person have the opportunity during the day to make choices about
his or her activities and reinforcing events? (e.g., food, clothing, social companions, Jeisure

activities)

achmhl hnoté r‘hmra aHer Schoo care,

8. How many other persons are typically around the individual at home, school, or work
(including staff, classmates, and housemates)? Does the person typically seem bathered in
situations that are more crowded and noisy?

ﬂ:i‘ ;rng Pd’: dﬂU

7. What is the pattern of stuffing support that the parson receives in home, school, work, and
other settings (e.g., 1:1, 2:1)? Do you believe that the number of gtaff, the tmmm of staﬁ‘
or their sacial interactions with the person affect the problem behaviors?

2= 3Amin blogs of I3 ratn for srehons

2. DEFINE SPECIFIC IMMEDIATE ANTECEDENT EVENTS THAT PREDICT WHEN THE
BEHAVIORS ARE LIKELY AND NOT LIKELY TO OCCUR.

1. Times of Day: When are the behaviors most and least likely to happen?
Most likely: | i

Least likely: {Jaﬁnuﬂmi,_ﬁﬂ_,_hmh_jlﬂﬂﬁmwmdwﬁ
TosKs, eft,

S




199

. Settings: Where are the behaviors most and least likely to happen?
Mostlikely: £JASIDOM. OF Tudhano.

0

st Settiogs orkide comfeeslunchelr)
. People: With whom are the behaviors most and least likely to happen?
Most likely gng_a;&zc_aduuammefmmn_mgﬁgﬂ__
e

Least likely: Tmu

. Activity: What activities are most and least likely to produce the behaviors?
Most likely: anﬂ <olid_instruchon Perfad

Least likely: _jnrtwpmrinnf 1nRKS

. Are there particular or idiosyncratic gituations or events not listed above that sometimes
geem to “set off” the behaviors, such as particular demands, noises, lights, clothing?

no

. What one thing could you do that would most likely make the undesirable behaviors occur?

o e olae tor inShich

. Briefly de s eﬁ}'\r’g would be affected if . . .

a. You asked him or her to perform a difficult task.

—would aftemot < QSK Quesl!

ouldnt undersiond Qo

b. You interrupted a desired activi -T—“'"mgi as edting ice cream or watching TV.
| DI

nef_mpment

—

¢. You unegpectedly changed his or her typical routine or acheduk of activilies.

Letrihen I."}ﬂl‘ll'\{} + Correct Schedule/ adut

!

4
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d. She or he wanted something but wasn't able to get it(e.g., a food
STAPAT Aflelofls Syord Ammida & sni i

_una Py

itern up on a shelf).

D. IDENTIFY THE CONSEQUENCES OR OUTCOMES OF THE PROBLEM BEHAVIORS THAT
MAY BE MAINTAINING THEM (I.E., THE FUNCTIONS THEY SERVE FOR THE PERSON
IN PARTICULAR SITUATIONS).

1. Think ofeach of the behaviors listed in Section A, and try to identify the specific consequences
or outcomes the person gets when the behaviors occur in different situations.

What exactiy What exactly
Behavior Particular situations  does he or she get? does she or he avoid?
o g out  wiole Gy 2 Crkenfion N,
b, s strichon N o
¢
d.
e.
f
g
h.

E. CONSIDER THE OVERALL EFFICIENCY OF THE PROBLEM BEHAVIORS. EFFICIENCY
1S THE COMBINED RESULT OF (&) HOW MUCH PHYSICAL EFFORT IS REQUIRED, (B)
HOW CFTEN THE BEHAVIOR IS PERFORMED BEFORE IT IS REWARDED, AND (C) HOW
LONG THE PERSON MUST WAIT TO GET THE REWARD.

Low High
_ Efficlency Efficiency
kg out 1
atthidle, 1

[

3
®
3
3
3

[
N‘JNNN@
e e e e
h O & & O

—
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F. WHAT FUNCTIONAL ALTERNATIVE BEHAVIORS DOES THE PERSON ALREADY KNOW
HOW TQ DO?

1. What socially appropriate behaviors or skills can the person already perform that may
generate the same outcomes or reinforcers produced by the problem behaviors?

DL 1o YOUSE haryd 10 ASE 9ues S F}ﬂf‘ hﬁ,i'Q

G. WHAT ARE THE PRIMARY WAYS THE PERSON COMMUNICATES WITH OTHER PEQPLE?
1, What are the general expressive communication strategies used by or available to the person?
These might include vocal speech, signs/gestures, communication boards/books, or electronic
devices. How consistently are the strategies used?

2. On the following chart, indicate the behaviors the person uses ta achieve the communicative
outcomes listed: .

Leading

Communicative
Functions
Request attention

Request help

Request preferred
food/objects/activities

Request break

Show you something -
or some place

Indicate physical pain
{headache, illness)

Indicate confusion
or unhappiness

Protest or reject a
situation or activity

Multiple-word phrases
One-word utterances

chelalia

Moves close to you
Moves away or leaves
Fixed gaze

Facial expression

Aggression

Other vocalizing
Increased movement

Complex signing
Single signs

Pointing
Gives objects

Self-injury

Other

Grabsi/reaches

Shakes head

Ko > 1w RI=< KK (Cst::l:lplexs!:eech




202

3. With regard to the person's receptive communication, or ability to understand other persons . ..

a. Does the person follow spoken requests or instructions? If so, approximately how many?
(List if only a few.)

- ik

c. Is the person able to imitate if you provide physical models for various tasks or activities?
{List if only a few .}

d. How does the person typically indicate yes or no when asked if she or he wants something,
wants to go somewhere, and so on?

verbol = et sime. aiguer or full sentence

H. WHAT ARE THINGS YOU SHOULD DO AND THINGS YOU SHOULD AVOID IN WORKING
WITH AND SUPPORTING THIS PERSON?

1. What things can you do to improve the likelihood that a teaching session or other activity
will go well with this person?

2. What things should you aveid that might interfere with or disrupt a teaching session ar activity
with this person?

;ggﬂrﬂ Q[ﬂ]ﬂgmﬁﬂr “dnllE Kl * Inshuchén

. WHAT ARE THINGS THE PERSON LIKES AND ARE REINFORCING FOR HIM OR HER?
1. Food items:

wni food ~especiolly caryly
T T

Y

7
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2. Toys and objects: _ QTS CAWIPNENT

3. Activities at home: 'S_ID{)K )

4. Activities/outings in the community: Jffk

5. Other: _OfO

WHAT DO YOU KNOW ABOUT THE HISTORY OF THE UNDESIRABELE BEHAVIORS, THE
PROGRAMS THAT HAVE BEEN ATTEMPTED TO DECREASE OR ELIMINATE THEM, AND

THE EFFECTS OF THOSE PROGRAMS?
Houw long has this

Behavior been a problem? Programs Effects © .
g out : wth hovo
. tj 0 while, Yy W
. Joochar 1 _
. atiude Cadl a &mmim
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K. DEVELOP SUMMARY STATEMENTS FOR EACH MAJOR PREDICTOR AND/OR CONSEQUENCE.

Distant

Setting Immediate Antecedent Problem Maintaining

Event (Predictor) Behavior Consequence
inovdler o qun

Durin whnlzg'w‘z oS owr
‘ﬂrnﬁmcfrm - ’ - | gfenhony

Fshident - - , :
o .
bagvancm_wgger Dumqﬂ:)mm develops o PPN

o | incorrect
faffetrt ahhuces
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APPENDIX Y: JAQUAN’S COMPLETED FAO FORM

£ ] ;
[GI] F2]_ =eaBupuz "CT BT/ "eveq unies |
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