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ABSTRACT

Disruptive behavior is a major concern in schools across the United States. With the
movement towards inclusion, students identified with emotional disturbance (ED) are
spending more time in the general education classroom. This places added responsibility
on general educators to effectively manage problem behaviors. Functional behavior
assessments (FBAs) have been shown to be effective in reducing a wide range of problem
behaviors in schools. Recent research, although limited, is also showing that FBAs can be
efficient and practical in reducing problematic behavior in the classroom. In fact, federal
laws mandate the use of FBAs in certain circumstances for students exhibiting disruptive
behavior. However, there is concern that general education teachers are not receiving
appropriate training in utilizing FBAs for students with disruptive behaviors. This paper

will review the literature regarding the effectiveness and practicality of using FBAs in the



classroom setting. Additionally, a review of the literature regarding teacher knowledge
and training on FBAs will be provided. In conclusion, suggestions will be made for

future research in the area of general educators training in effectively using FBAs.
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Chapter I: Introduction
Background

The prevalence of disruptive behavior continues to be a major concern in schools across
the United States. In a recent report, 35% of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that student
misbehavior is disruptive and hinders teaching potential in the classroom (Dinkes, Kemp, &
Baum, 2009). In addition, teacher attrition is often attributed to behavior problems and
management (McKinney, Campbell-Whately, & Kea, 2005). Educators report that disruptions,
impulsivity, and verbal or physical outburst in the classroom are among the most common
problem behaviors (McConnell, Cox, Thomas, & Hilvitz, 2001).

According to the U.S. Department of Education (2009), approximately 1% of the youth in
our Nation’s public schools are receiving special education services under the emotional
disturbance (ED) category defined by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)
which accounts for more than 50% of the behavioral issues in school settings (Sugai, Sprague,
Horner, & Walker, 2000). This statistic may seem rather low, but it places ED as the fourth
largest population served in special education in addition to being the most under-identified and
untreated disabilities among children (Reddy & Richardson, 2006). This places tremendous
pressure and responsibility on general educators to manage difficult and disruptive behaviors by
students who do not receive mental health support or behavioral support outside of the
classroom. This clearly indicates the importance that general education teachers have the training
and knowledge to effectively manage problem behaviors.

Traditionally, the most common approaches to address undesirable behavior in school are
punishment-based and reactive (Crone & Horner, 2000). The consequences tend to be
determined by the nature of the behavior with little regard to why the behavior is occurring (Van

Acker, Boreson, Gable, & Potterton, 2005). Detention, suspension and expulsion continue to be



common responses to inappropriate behavior. With so many schools advocating for zero-
tolerance policies, the aforementioned punitive measures are commonly used (Cameron, 2006).
Unfortunately, there is little evidence indicating that this type of discipline is effective in
improving or changing student behavior (Skiba, 2002). In a literature review of school discipline,
Cameron (2006) found that conventional approaches such as suspensions, corporal punishment,
and teachers’ use of punitive interventions tend to have a paradoxical effect on student behavior.
In fact, according to Skiba (2000), repeat offenders account for up to 40% of suspensions.

Conventional approaches to discipline are especially problematic for students in special
education. In one study, Mayer and Leone (2007) found that nearly 41% of elementary and
middle school students and 58% of high school students identified as having emotional or
behavioral disorders (EBD) were suspended compared to less than 12% and 22% of general
student population respectively. Being removed from the school setting potentially compounds
students’ learning and social issues. According to Van Acker et al. (2005), students that have
been removed from the school setting “would be even less capable of engaging in socially
acceptable or appropriate responses which, in turn, can accelerate the rate of antisocial behavior”
(p. 37).

The affects of mismanagement of students with behavioral difficulties is startling.
Researchers have found that without appropriate early intervention, young children with
persistent behavioral issues have “problems in socialization, school adjustment, school success,
and educational and vocational adaption in adolescence and adulthood” (Dunlap, Strain, Fox,
Carta, Conroy, Smith, et al., 2006, p. 29). Nearly 50% of students with ED drop out of school
(Rutherford, Quinn, & Mathur, 2004). Furthermore, employment rates are lower among students

with behavioral disorders upon leaving school, and within three years of completing school,



nearly 50% of students with behavioral disorders are incarcerated or placed on probation (Colvin
& Kameenui, 1993).

With the strong movement toward inclusion and ensuring that all students receive a free
and appropriate education (FAPE), general education teachers continue to be confronted with a -
classroom of diverse learners and behaviors. For example, nearly 21% of students identified in
special education as having ED are in a regular education classroom between 21% and 60% of
their school day. Nearly 22% of students with ED are in the regular education classroom more
than 60% of their school day (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).

The federal government recognizes the need for a change in school discipline practices
and in becoming more proactive with a focus on prevention and intervention. The Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1997 require IEP teams to address behavior problems
by considering positive behavioral interventions based on a functional behavior assessment
(FBA) if a change in placement is being considered (Skiba, 2002). The use of FBAs was further
encouraged in the reauthorization of the Individual Disability Education Improvement Act
(IDEIA) in 2004. Underscoring the importance of preventive methods and discouraging reactive
discipline, the amendments allow school districts to use up to 15% of federal funding for
prevention and early intervention services, including “professional development for teachers and
other school staff to deliver scientifically-based academic and behavioral intervention” (Koltz &
Nealis, 2005, p. 4), for students who have not been identified or qualify as needing special
education.

Research demonstrates that prevention and early intervention are crucial when addressing
aggressive and disruptive behavior (Windle & Mason, 2004). Crone and Horner (2000) describe

FBAs as a proactive and preventive approach to interventions. They go on to state that FBAs



help “predict patterns of problem behavior and identify strategies to reduce the likelihood that
problem behavior will continue to occur” (p. 166). According to Knoster and McCurdy (2002),
FBAs are considered best practice when educators are addressing challenging behavioral issues.
The Office of Special Education reported that utilizing an effective behavior program can
decrease behavior problems for 80-90 percent of students (cited in Epstein, Atkins, Cullinan,
Kutash, & Weaver, 2008).

The research on managing problematic behavior in schools coupled with federal
mandates underscore the importance that school personnel, especially general education teachers,
be adequately trained in using FBAs and implementing behavioral intervention plans. However,
the research suggests that teachers are not adequately trained in managing difficult behaviors. In
a study done by Crone, Hawken, and Bergstrom (2007), it was concluded that there was a clear
need for educators to be trained in FBAs. They went on to report one study found that 94% of the
general education teachers were “haphazard” about collecting data during the FBA process and
had little knowledge about how to use the information to create effective interventions. In
another study, Crone and Horner (2000) reported that teachers readily admitted they felt
inadequately prepared to deal with challenging behavior and that 82% of the teachers surveyed
did not feel they had adequate resources to meet the needs of students with challenging
behaviors. With the majority of students spending most of their day in the general education
classroom, it is imperative that teachers are well prepared to manage an array of academic and
behavioral issues. Unfortunately, current research suggests that among general educators there is
a considerable deficit in the training and knowledge of FBAs (Blood & Neel, 2007; Scott,
Bucalos, Liaupsin, Nelson, Jolivette, DeShea, et al., 2004; Van Acker, Boreson, Gable, &

Potterton, 2005).



Statement of Problem:

In order to conduct an FBA and implement a behavior intervention plan, school personnel
need to be adequately trained and knowledgeable about the FBA process and its intended
purpose. It is unclear if general education teachers have the training and knowledge to effectively
conduct and implement an FBA and, subsequently, a behavior intervention plan.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this literature review is to document the purpose of utilizing functional
behavior assessments. In addition, this review will explore the efficacy and practicality of using
FBAs in the school environment. Finally, this study will review the literature regarding general
education teachers training and knowledge in conducting FBAs for disruptive behavior in the
general education classroom. The research will be conducted through the summer of 2009.
Research Questions

The following questions will guide this literature review:

1. What is the purpose of functional behavior assessments?

2. Are FBAs effective and practical to conduct in the school environment?

3. Are teachers adequately trained and knowledgeable to conduct FBAs?

Definition of Terms

The following terms are defined for clarity of understanding and will be used throughout
this study.

Antecedent — A set of conditions that occur before a behavior (Umbreit, Ferro, Liaupsin,

& Lane, 2007).

Behavior Intervention Plan (BIP) — An individualized plan designed to create change in

behavior based on the function of the problematic behavior.



Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA) — A systematic process for gathering information
that identifies the function of problematic behavior and the events that predict its
occurrence (Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, & Hagan-Burke, 2000).
Maintaining Consequence — Reinforcement that is received following a behavior that
encourages the behavior to occur in the future (Barnhill, 2005).
Setting Events — Distant events that occur before a behavior (Barnhill, 2005). Setting
events contribute to the antecedents.
Assumptions and Limitations
This research study assumes that there is current and accessible research documenting the
use and effectiveness of FBAs in the school setting. In addition, there is an assumption that there
is current literature available documenting teachers’ knowledge of and training in conducting
FBAs. This study is limited to the availability of the published research on the above mentioned

topics.



Chapter II: Literature Review

Introduction

This chapter will first explore the purpose of conducting functional behavioral
assessments. In addition, a review of the literature regarding the efficacy and practicality of
conducting functional behavioral assessments in the school environment will be discussed.
Finally, this chapter will conclude with an examination of the training and knowledge that
general education teachers have in conducting FBAs.
Purpose of an FBA

Functional behavior assessment (FBA) is a systematic process of collecting information
that gives an understanding to the function or purpose of a problematic behavior within a given
environment (Barnhill, 2005). Function-based assessments assume that (1) behavior serves a
purpose, is predictable, and can change; (2) behavior is influenced by the environment; and (3)
changes in the environment will promote changes in behavior (Sugai & Lewis-Palmer, 2004).
Accordingly, when conducting an FBA, the relationship between environmental conditions and
behavior is assessed. More specifically, the information collected during an FBA should identify
the antecedents and consequences that trigger and maintain a problematic or target behavior
(Barnhill, 2005). In addition, the target behavior must be defined by giving specific examples of
what the behavior looks like. The key component of an FBA is to learn why the problem
behavior is occurring, also known as the function of the behavior, so that an individualized and
appropriate intervention can be implemented to extinguish the problematic behavior (Umbreit,
Ferro, Liaupsin, & Lane, 2007). The relationship between the antecedents, the target behavior,

and the consequences provides an understanding to function of the behavior.



In order to adequately understand the function of a behavior and to create an effective
and relevant behavior intervention plan (BIP), several steps must be taken: 1) Information
gathering, 2) Develop a summary or hypothesis statement, and 3) Verify the hypothesis (Sugai,
Horner, Dunlap, Hieneman, Lewis, Nelson, et al., 1999; Umbreit et al., 2007). The initial step in
understanding the function of a behavior is collecting pertinent information about the triggering
antecedents, the target behavior (problematic behavior), and the maintaining consequences. This
information is generally gathered through archival review, interviews, and direct observations
(Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, & Hagan-Burke, 2000). The purpose of the initial step is to gain insight
into the circumstances that trigger (antecedents) the problematic behavior and the consequences
that reinforce or maintain the behavior (Umbreit et al., 2007). It is essential to identify the
triggers and reinforcers of the behavior in order to understand the function of the behavior. The
triggers or antecedents oceur prior to the target behavior and are the conditions that influence the
occurrence of the behavior (Umbreit et al., 2007).

Behavior is reinforced by attention, tangibles, activities and/or sensory stimulation, also
known as reinforcers. The reinforcers or consequences occur immediately following the target
behavior and encourage the behavior to continue (Sugai & Lewis-Palmer, 2004; Umbreit et al.,
2007). The behavior is maintained because its function is either to gain or access a reinforcer
(positive reinforcement) or to avoid or escape a reinforcer (negative reinforcement) (Barnhill,
2005; Umbreit et al., 2007). For example, if a student becomes disruptive every time the teacher
calls on him to read out loud, the function of the behavior may be negative reinforcement, with
the reinforcer being an activity. More specifically, the student is trying to avoid (negative
reinforcement) reading out loud (reinforcer-activity). The antecedent in this scenario would be

the teacher requesting the student to read out loud in class. The information gathering step may



be complete once there is adequate knowledge about the triggering antecedents, the maintaining
consequences, and the function of the target behavior.

The next step in the FBA process is developing a hypothesis about the function or
purpose of the target behavior. A hypothesis statement should identify (1) the specifics of the
problem behavior, (2) the antecedents that predict when the behavior is likely to occur, (3) the
maintaining consequences that provide incentive for the behavior to continue, and (4) the setting
events or factors that may escalate the problem behavior (Sugai et al., 1999). Before developing
a BIP, the hypothesis statement should be verified by collecting direct observation data that
supports the information stated in the hypothesis statement (Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, & Hagan-
Burke, 2000; Umbreit et al., 2007). Subsequently, a BIP is developed that considers a
replacement behavior, the environmental influences, the antecedents, and the consequences that
have reinforced the problematic behavior. A successful BIP will be designed to “prevent and
compete with factors that trigger and maintain problem behaviors” (Sugai & Lewis-Palmer,
2004, p. 3). In addition, a BIP should include modifications of the antecedent conditions,
reinforcement for the replacement behavior, and extinction procedures to eradicate the
problematic behavior (Lane, Weisenbach, Little, Phillips, & Wehby, 2006). In order to ensure
that BIP’s are “relevant, effective, and efficient” (Sugai et al., 1999, p. 137), they must be
implemented with high fidelity and monitored for effectiveness (Sugai et al., 1999).

Efficacy and Practicality of FBAS in the School Environment

Since the reauthorization of IDEA (1997) that mandated FBAs utilization in the school
environment, there has been controversy regarding the effectiveness and practicality of using
FBAs in the public school system. While FBAs have been proven to be effective in changing

undesirable behavior, in the past they were primarily used in clinical settings by highly trained
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professionals (Scott, Bucalos, Liaupsin, Nelson, Jolivette, DeShea, et al., 2004). Additionally,
the FBAs were implemented for clients who had severe developmental or cognitive deficiencies
(Van Acker, Boreson, Gable, Potterton, et al., 2005). At the time IDEA 1997 mandated the use
of FBAs in schools, there was little evidence that FBAs were effective in natural settings, such as
a classroom (Van Acker et al., 2005). Furthermore, there was no clear methodology prescribed to
conduct FBAs outside of clinical settings (Sugai et al., 1999). This led some researchers to
question the practicality of conducting FBAs in schools. There was concern that the procedures
involved in implementing a traditional FBA may be too time-consuming and may not be well-
suited for the typical public school environment (Scott et al., 2004). The paucity of research in
this area provoked many researchers to explore the effectiveness and practicality of utilizing
FBAs in the school environment.

According to Lane et al. (2006), FBAs have been shown to be effective with a wide range
of problematic behaviors in a variety of settings, including natural settings such as the school
environment. In a literature review looking at students with or at risk for emotional behavior
disorder (EBD), Lane, Umbreit, and Beebe-Frankenberger (1999) found that interventions based
on FBAs were successful at reducing maladaptive behavior and increasing appropriate behavior.
Similarly, in another literature review that examined the effectiveness of using FBAs with
students diagnosed with EBD or at risk for EBD or mild disabilities such as learning disabled
and attention deficit disorder, the researchers found that all but one of the reviewed studies
indicated that using FBAs reduced problematic behavior and/or increased appropriate behavior,
The study that did not have positive results reported that the integrity of the intervention had

been compromised (Scott et al., 2004).
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Ingram, Lewis-Palmer, and Sugai (2005) conducted a study comparing the effects of
function-based interventions and non-function-based interventions among high functioning
students in general education classrooms. They concluded that interventions that are developed
based on FBAs can be more effective in reducing problematic behavior than interventions that
are trial and error based. In fact, interventions that are used without considering the function of
the behavior could reinforce the undesirable behavior (Barnhill, 2005). For example, if a student
is trying to avoid participating in a class activity and is given a time-out for inappropriate
behavior, the consequence of a time-out is reinforcing the avoidance of the activity. In this case,
using an intervention that was not based on the function of the problematic behavior has
consequently encouraged the behavior to continue. Research is beginning to demonstrate that
FBAs can be effective in the general education setting with a wide range of problem behaviors;
however, the process must also be practical to conduct in the school setting (Ingram, Lewis-
Palmer, & Sugai, 2005).

Many researchers are beginning to agree that FBAs can be effective in natural settings
but contend that effectiveness in the school environment may not be enough for general
educators to readily adopt. The procedures must also be efficient. According to Scott et al.
(2004) “the relationship between empirical rigor and practical application is, to some extent,
inverse” (p. 191). In other words, even if traditional FBA methodology is proven to be effective
in the school setting, it may not be efficient or practical enough for general educators to embrace.
There is growing concern that FBAs in the school environment will be utilized ineffectively or
not all without a prescribed method that is practical. Nelson, Roberts, Rutherford, Mathur, and
Aaroe (1999) found this to be the case in a study they conducted with school administrators and

psychologists. The administrators and psychologists consistently reported that although FBAs
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reduced problematic behavior, they were impractical due to the amount of time involved in their
implementation. In an article written by Gable (1999), he also recognized the need to develop an
alternative methodology to the traditional FBA method in order to make it practical and effective
for educators implement. Compounding this issue is the lack of consensus among researchers
concerning the necessary and sufficient methodology for conducting effective and efficient
FBAs in the school environment. Lastly, Scott and Kamps (2007) assert that function and
efficiency are essential for FBAs to be used in schools, but share the concern of many
researchers that without a prescribed methodology that is efficient, FBAs may be ineffectively
utilized or not used at all.

Currently, most of the published research demonstrating the use of function-based
interventions involved the assistance of highly trained individuals or experts from outside the
natural setting (Lane et al., 2006; Scott et al., 2004). These individuals are generally quite
familiar with the FBA process and can ensure proper implementation. Conversely, when FBAs
are being conducted by school personnel without a highly trained consultant, many are being
implemented with numerous flaws (Van Acker et al., 2005). In a study conducted by Blood and
Neel (2007), it was found that many school districts were not conducting FBAs and the districts
that were often implemented them ineffectively by omitting hypothesis statements and not
accurately defining the target behavior. Consequently, the intervention plans were not function-
based defeating the entire purpose of conducting an FBA (Blood & Neel, 2007). Undoubtedly,
not having a prescribed procedure for utilizing FBAs in the school setting is contributing to an
ineffective practice of conducting FBAs.

Recently, however, Umbreit et al. (2007) have addressed this fundamental issue in their

book “Functional Behavioral Assessment and Function-Based Intervention: An Effective,
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Practical Approach.” Included in the book is a step by step process to conduct FBAs and a set of
methods to help identify the function of the behavior and to develop an intervention that
corresponds directly to the FBA information. Some researchers (e.g., Liaupsin, Umbreit, Ferro,
Urso, & Upreti, 2004; Lane, Barton-Arwood, Spencer, & Kalber, 2007) are beginning to use this
method with pdsitive results. In one study using this approach, Liaupsin et al. (2004) described in
detail their methodology used to conduct an FBA with a middle-school student with problem
behaviors putting her at risk for academic failure. Through a series of steps, they were able to
accurately define the target behavior, identify the function of the behavior, identify an
appropriate replacement behavior, and develop a function statement (hypothesis statement). This
information was then used to develop a function-based intervention that was implemented and
monitored for effectiveness. The results of the intervention showed positive effects on replacing
problematic behavior with an appropriate replacement behavior. The student showed improved
behavior and academic success. Liaupsin et al. (2004) concluded that their study “adds to a
growing database supporting the applicability of the systematic process and methods developed
by Umbreit et al. (2007) for identifying the function of in appropriate behavior and designing an
effective intervention based on that function” (p. 586).

In a similar study using Umbreit et al. (2007) approach, Lane and colleagues (2006)
looked at the outcomes of function-based interventions in schools that were facilitated by general
education teachers for students at-risk for EBD. In particular, Lane et al. (2006) examined the
teachers’ perceptions and acceptability of the FBA procedures. They found that the teachers in
their study were able to construct and implement an effective intervention using a systematic
FBA procedure. Furthermore, both teachers and students in their study rated the interventions

acceptable and favorable. Although the research is still limited in this area, it is promising that
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researchers are beginning to find effective and practical approaches for conducting FBAs in the
school setting. Research is demonstrating that with proper training, general educators can take a
primary role in conducting effective FBAs. Unfortunately, many researchers have found that
general education teachers have not received adequate training, pre-service and/or in-service
training, in this area. As discussed prior in this chapter, without adequate training of general
educators, FBAs and BIPs more often than not will have poor results with little impact in
changing negative behavior of students (Blood & Neel, 2007; Scott et al., 2004).
General Educators’ Training and Knowledge of FBAs

With federal laws mandating inclusion, teachet’s accountability, and the use of FBAs in
the schools, it is imperative that general educators are trained in and knowledgeable about
conducting FBAs. General educators should acquire skills to effectively conduct FBAs and
implement a function-based intervention (Lane et al., 2006). Van Acker and collegues (2005)
discuss the importance of a team effort in conducting FBAs with general education teachers
playing a crucial role in the process. However, many general education personnel are not
sufficiently trained to implement FBA procedures (Scott et al., 2004). In fact, some researchers
contend “that it is unlikely that the vast majority of general education classroom teachers are
familiar with FBA, let alone fluent in the process” (Scott et al., 2004, p. 195). Other researchers
concur that among general educators, there is a significant deficit in training and knowledge
regarding FBAs (Blood & Neel, 2007; Van Acker et al., 2005).

For example, in a study conducted it was found that ten years after FBAs became
federally mandated it is two times more likely students with severe behavioral issues did not
have an FBA in file (Blood & Neel, 2007). In the same study, it was reported that teachers were

unaware of their students’ IEP behavioral goals and were not able to describe the BIP that was
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prepared for their students. Furthermore, it was reported that the intervention plans were not
developed from information gathered from an FBA (Blood & Neel, 2007). As discussed earlier
in this chapter, an intervention that is not based on the function of a student’s behavior can be
more detrimental for everyone involved. Without understanding why the behavior is occurring,
an intervention could easily reinforce the negative behavior instead of relinquish or replace it.

In another study that examined how effectively FBAs and BIPs were being implemented
in schools and the amount of training that educators had received on conducting FBA/BIPs, Van
Acker et al. (2006) found disappointing results. Over a three year period, Van Acker and
colleagues offered training on conducting FBAs to schools across the state of Wisconsin. Each
school was encouraged to send various representatives of school personnel responsible for
conducting FBAs. After the three year period, Van Acker et al. (2005) offered to review for free
IEP teams’ FBAs and BIPs for the purposes of their study. Schools across the state were able to
participate in the study whether or not they had participated in the FBA trainings (Van Acker et
al., 2005). Of the schools that participated in the study, the general education teachers reported
having no specific training for conducting FBAs and developing behavioral intervention plans
(Van Acker et al., 2005). More concerning was that 57% of the teams did not include a general
education teacher as member of the IEP team when implementing an FBA. The overall results of
their study concluded that about 50% of the behavioral intervention plans were “poorly designed
and ineffective” (p. 51) due to inadequacies in the FBAs.

For example, 70% of the teams had less than adequate or no specified target behavior for
which the assessment was being conducted (Van Acker et al., 2005). This is quite concerning
given the essentiality of appropriately identifying and defining the target behavior. In addition,

Van Acker et al. (2005) found that 46% of the BIPs reviewed in their study included use of
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aversive strategies. Again, this is problematic and startling given that a foundational element of
an FBA is not only to understand the function of the behavior, but also, to teach a more
appropriate replacement behavior. Although many of Van Acker et al.’s (2005) findings were
disappointing, they did report that IEP teams that had at least one member trained in conducting
FBAs and BIPs, showed improved performance with less critical errors than the teams without a
trained member. These finding underscore the importance of adequate training in the FBA
process and the importance of a team approach that includes general educators.

Although the research is limited at this time, it appears that when general educators
receive appropriate training, FBAs can be implemented with social validity, treatment integrity,
and generalization (Lane et al., 2007; Maag & Larson, 2004; Ellingson, Miltenberger, Stricker,
Galensky, & Garlinghouse, 2000). Social validity refers to how the involved participants (e.g.,
parents, educators, and students) view the social importance and acceptability of the goals,
procedures and outcomes. Treatment integrity is the degree to which an intervention is
implemented in the way it was intended to be implemented. And finally, generalization is how
well the results of the intervention are maintained over time in multiple settings. Several studies
using different training approaches have found promising results in training general educators to
conduct FBAs.

Ellingson et al. (2000) conducted a study to assess general educators’ abilities to conduct
FBAs and BIPs in their classrooms. They found that teachers, when given a structured behavioral
questionnaire, were able to determine necessary elements of an FBA that resulted in effective
interventions. In fact, this method was equally as useful as an interview conducted by a
behavioral analyst to determine similar information (Ellingson et al., 2000). The results of the

study also indicated that the teachers were able to successfully use FBAs comparable to that of
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graduate students with two years of experience and training in applied behavior analysis
(Ellingson et al., 2000).

In another study, Maag and Larson (2004) created the Functional Assessment Hypotheses
Formulation Protocol (FAHFP) hoping to streamline the FBA process for general educators and
make the process less arduous. The FAHFP guides a teacher “through the process of
operationally defining a behavior, identifying setting events and functions associated with the
occurrence of the behavior, and conducting a systematic observation of the behavior” (p. 27).
The FAHFP also helps to formulate a hypothesis statement about the behavior and create an
intervention plan. Maag and Larson (2004) found that after two training sessions a teacher was
able to successfully use the FAHFP with two students. One student was identified with EBD and
the other student was identified with LD. Maag and Larson (2004) reported that in both
situations the problem behaviors decreased significantly. Furthermore, it was reported that the
teacher found the procedure to be an acceptable method to use in the classroom (Maag & Larson,
2004).

Finally, Lane et al. (2007) suggest that trainings involved with FBA procedures include
knowledge and skill building, along with ample opportunities for application in the natural
occurring settings with ongoing support. In a study conducted by Lane et al. (2007), the school
personnel were trained in FBA procedures. The training was completed over a seven month
period with required applications in the natural setting immediately following each training
session. (Lane et al., 2007). They found that educators that received this type of training were
able to effectively design and implement FBAs and BIPs resulting in positive behavior changes.

Clearly, empirical evidence is beginning to show that it is feasible and effective to train

general education teachers to conduct FBAs and BIPs with promising results. Although
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researchers have varying perspectives on the best way to train teachers in the FBA process, it is
evident that training in this area is realistic and necessary. It is imperative that general educators
become more knowledgeable and capable of conducting FBAs. With more competencies in this
area, teachers may find disruptive behavior more manageable resulting in a more conducive
learning environment. Furthermore, and most importantly, FBAs are preventive in nature and
may significantly influence the future and more positive outcomes for students identified with

ED.
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Chapter III: Summary, Critical Analysis, and Recommendations

The purpose of this literature review was to document the purpose and methodology of
utilizing functional behavior assessments (FBA). The researcher explored the efficacy and
practicality of using FBAs in the school environment. Additionally, literature was reviewed
regarding general education teachers training and knowledge in conducting FBAs. This chapter
will review the research questions and offer recommendations for future practice and research.
Summary

Today, one of the most challenging aspects of the classroom for teachers is managing
disruptive behavior. In fact, teacher attrition is often attributed to behavior probléms in the
classroom (McKinney, Campbell-Whately, & Kea, 2005). With the movement toward inclusion,
more children identified with emotional disturbance (ED) are being taught in the general
education classroom (U.S. Department of Education, 2009) increasing the number behavior
problems for general education teachers to manage.

Utilizing an effective behavior program can significantly decrease behavior problems
among students. Research shows that conventional discipline methods such as suspensions,
detentions, punitive interventions, and corporal punishment are not effective in changing
behavior (Cameron, 2006; Skiba, 2002). On the other hand, FBAs are preventive in nature and
effective in reducing problem behaviors (Crone & Horner, 2000). The purpose of an FBA is to
gain an understanding as to why a problem behavior is occurring in a particular environment
(Barnhill, 2005). Behaviorists believe that all behavior servers a purpose or function. The key
component of an FBA is to identify the function or purpose of a problem behavior.

Since FBAs were mandated through the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

(IDEA), there has been controversy about the effectiveness of conducting FBAs in general
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education classrooms (Van Acker, Boreson, Gable, & Potterton, 2005; Scott, Bucalos, Liaupsin,
Nelson, Jolivette, DeShea et al., 2004). However, current research is demonstrating that FBAs
can be effective in natural environments with a wide range of problematic behaviors (Ingram,
Lewis-Palmer, & Sugai, 2005; Lane, Weissenbach, Little, Phillips, & Wehby, 2006; Scott et al.,
2004). In fact, Crone and Horner (2000) describe FBAs as providing information that help
identify patterns of problem behavior and assist in developing interventions to reduce problem
behavior. They advocate that FBAs are a proactive and preventive approach to interventions
(Crone & Horner, 2000).

While researchers are beginning to agree that FBAs can be effective in the classroom
settings, they contend that the process of conducting an FBA may not be practical for general
educators to readily adopt. There continues to be concern that FBAs are too time-consuming and
complex for educators to embrace. Many researchers (e.g., Gable, 1999; Nelson, Roberts,
Rutherford, Mathur, & Aaroe, 1999; Scott & Kamps, 2007; Van Acker et al., 2005) recognize
the need to create an effective and efficient methodology of conducting FBAs in the school
setting if general educators are expected to use them. Umbreit et al. (2007) have addressed this
fundamental issue in their book, “Functional Behavioral Assessment and Function-Based
Intervention: An Effective, Practical Approach.” The book provides a practical step by step
guide that can be utilized in the school setting. Some researchers have begun to study this
approach with promising results (Lane et al., 2006; Liaupsin et al., 2004). Although research is
still limited in this area, it is beginning to show that FBAs can be effective and practical when
utilized in classroom settings. |

Even with the research demonstrating that FBAs can be effective and practical in general

education classrooms and with IDEA mandating their use, many educators are not utilizing
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FBAs. Unfortunately, research indicates that many teachers have not received adequate training
and have limited knowledge and familiarity with the FBA process (Scott et al., 2004; Blood &
Neel, 2007; Van Acker et al., 2005). However, when given appropriate training, general
educators can successfully conducted FBAs with social validity, treatment integrity, and
generalization (Lane, Barton-Arwood, Spencer, & Kalber, 2007; Maag & Larson, 2004;
Ellingson, Miltenberger, Stricker, Galensky, & Garlinghouse, 2000). Although there is varying
perspectives among researchers about the best way to train teachers, it is clear that training
teachers in the FBA process is beneficial and practical. It is imperative that general educators
become more knowledgeable and skilled in conducting FBAs.
Critical Analysis

Students identified with ED are the fourth largest population served in special education
and the most under-identified (Reddy & Richardson, 2006). With the movement toward
inclusion and teacher accountability, a tremendous pressure and responsibility is placed on
general educators to manage difficult and disruptive behaviors in an effective manner. FBAs are
considered best practice when educators are addressing challenging behavioral issues (Knoster &
McCurdy, 2002) and federal laws mandate the use of FBAs in school; however, research has
shown that general educators are not utilizing FBAs. In fact, many teachers have no knowledge
or familiarity with the FBA process (Blood & Neel, 2007; Scott et al, 2004; Van Acker et al.,
2005).

This is concerning given that Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and IDEA
both emphasize the importance of least restrictive environment and inclusion. Students identified
with ED are spending more time in the general education classroom (U.S. Department of

Education, 2009) placing more responsibility on general education teachers to effectively
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| manage challenging behaviors. This has become especially important with the passage of No
Child Left Behind (NCLB), which places more accountability on teachers to provide an
appropriate education for all students in their classrooms. In order to meet the demands placed on
general educators, it is essential that they receive appropriate training and support in developing
the necessary skills to meet the needs of their students.
Conclusion and Recommendations

It is alarming that it has been over ten years since FBAs have been mandated and that

current research shows that many general educators are not trained, knowledgeable, or familiar
with the FBA process. The current research clearly indicates that FBAs, when conducted with
fidelity, can be effective in reducing a wide range of problem behaviors in the school setting. It is
critical that FBAs are utilized in the schools, especially in situations where it is mandated.
Furthermore, with the movement toward inclusion, it is essential that general educators be
adequately trained to conduct FBAs. Thus, the following recommendations are offered for areas
of further research regarding general educators training and knowledge of conducting and
utilizing FBAs:

1. Itis recommended in pre-service training for teachers, that academia provide more in-
depth courses on effective classroom management, including the use of FBAs and
behavior intervention plans (BIPs). For example, student teachers could be required to
conduct and implement FBAs and BIPs during their student teaching practicums.

2. Further research needs to be conducted in order to add to the empirical evidence based
literature, thus, validating the effectiveness and practicality of general educators

conducting FBAs in their classrooms.
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3. With NCLB emphasizing teacher accountability and data based decision making,
ongoing research is warranted regarding teacher knowledge and training in the use of

FBAs.
4. Teacher training is an ongoing process that is varied as systemic changes are made in the
education system. Therefore, it would make sense to regularly study the current trends of

teacher training at the pre-service and in-service levels.



24

References

Barnhill, G. (2005, January). Functional behavioral assessment in schools. Infervention in School
& Clinic, 40(3), 131-143. Retrieved February 18, 2009, from: MasterFILE Premier
database

Blood, E., & Neel, R. (2007). From FBA to implementation: A look at what is actually being
delivered. Education and Treatment of Children, 30(4), 67-80. Retrieved February 18,
2009, from: PsycINFO database

Cameron, M. (2006, October). Managing school discipline and implications for school social
workers: A review of the literature. Children & Schools, 28(4), 219-227. Retrieved
February 19, 2009, from: MasterFILE Premier database

Colvin, G., & Kameenui, E. (1993). Reconceptualizing behavior management and school-wide
discipline and general education. Education & Treatment of Children, 16(4), 361-382.
Retrieved February 18, 2009, from: PsycINFO database

Crone, D., Hawken, L., & Bergstrom, M. (2007). A demonstration of training, implementing,
and using functional behavioral assessment in 10 elementary and middle school settings.
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 9(1), 15-29. Retrieved February 14, 2009,
from: doi:10.1177/10983007070090010301

Crone, D., & Horner, R. (2000, September). Contextual, conceptual, and empirical foundations
of functional behavioral assessment in schools. Exceptionality, 8(3), 161-172. Retrieved
February 23, 2009, from: Academic Search Elite database

Dinkes, R., Kemp, J., & Baum, K. (2009). Indicators of School Crime and Safety: 2008 (NCES
2009-022/NCJ 226343). National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education

Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, and Bureau of Justice Statistics, Office of



25

Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. Washington, DC.

Dunlap, G., Strain, P., Fox, L., Carta, J., Conroy, M., Smith, B., et al. (2006). Prevention and
intervention with young children's challenging behavior: Perspectives regarding current
knowledge. Behavioral Disorders, 32(1), 29-45. http://ezproxy.lib.uwstout.edu:Z103

Ellingson, S., Miltenberger, R., Stricker, J., Galensky, T., & Garlinghouse, M. (2000). Functional
asessment and intervention for challenging behaviors in the classroom by general
classroom teachers. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 2(2), 85.
http://ezproxy.lib.uwstout.edu:2103

Epstein, M., Atkins, M., Cullinan, D., Kutash, K., & Weaver, R. (2008). Reducing Behavior
Problems in the Elementary School Classroom: A Practice Guide (NCEE #2008-012).
Washington, DC: National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance,
Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. Retrieved from
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/publications/practiceguides

Gable, R. (1999, May). Functional assessment in school settings. Behavioral Disorders, 24(3),
246-248.

Individual with Disabilities Education Act of 1997. (n.d.). Retrieved March 20, 2009, from:
www.ed.gov/policy/speced/leg/idea/idea.pdf

Individual with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004. (n.d.). Retrieved March 20,
2009, from: http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=108 cong_public_laws&docid=f:publ446.108

Ingram, K., Lewis-Palmer, T., & Sugai, G. (2005, September). Function-based intervention
planning: Comparing the effectiveness of FBA function-based and non-function-

based intervention plans. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 7(4), 224-236.



26

Retrieved February 23, 2009, from: doi:10.1177/10983007050070040401

Knoster, P., & McCurdy, B. (2002). Best practiceé in functional behavioral assessment for
designing individualized student programs. In A. Thomas, & J. Grimes (Eds.), Best
practices I school psychology IV (pp. 1007-1025). Bethesda, MD: NASP Publication.

Koltz, M., & Nealis, L. (2005). The new IDEA: Summary of significant reforms. Retrieved
September 30, 2009, from the National Association of School Psychologists Website:
http://www.nasponline.org/advocacy/IDEAfinalsummary.pdf

Lane, K., Barton-Arwood, S., Spencer, J., & Kalber, J. (2007). Teaching elementary school
educators to design, implement, and evaluate functional assessment-based interventions:
Successes and challenges. Preventing School Failure, 51(4), 35-46.
http://ezproxy.lib.uwstout.edu:2103

Lane, K., Umbreit, J., & Beebe-Frankenberger, M. (1999). Functional assessment research on
students with or at-risk for EBD: 1990 to the present. Journal of Positive Behavior
Interventions, 1(2), 101-109.

Lane, K., Weisenbach, J., Little, M., Phillips, A., & Wehby, J. (2006, November). lllustrations of
function-based interventions implemented by general education teachers: Building
capacity at the school site. Education & Treatment of Children, 29(4), 549-571. Retrieved
February 18, 2009, from: PsycINFO database

Liaupsin, C., Umbreit, J., Ferro, J., Urso, A., & Upreti, G. (2004). Improving academic
engagement through syétematic, function-based intervention. Education and Treatment

of Children, 29(4), 573-591. Retrieved February 18, 2009, from: PsycINFO database



27

Maag, J., & Larson, P. (2004, February). Training a general education teacher to apply functional
assessement. Education & Treatment of Children, 27(1), 26-36. Retrieved February 21,
2009, from: Academic Search Elite database

Mayer, M., & Leone, P. (2007, September). School violence and disruption revisited: Equity and
safety in the school house. Focus on Exceptional Children, 40(1), 1-28. Retrieved Feb 10,
2009, from: Academic Search Elite database

McConnell, M., Cox, C., Thomas, D., & Hilvitz, P. (2001). Functional behavioral assessment: A
systematic process for assessment and intervention in general and special education
classrooms. Denver, CO: Love Publishing Company.

McKinney, S., Campbell-Whately, G., & Kea, C. (2005, September). Managing student behavior
in urban classrooms: The role of teacher ABC assessments. Clearing House, 79(1),
16-20. Retrieved Feb 15, 2009, from: Academic Search Complete database

Nelson, J., Roberts, M., Rutherford, R. Jr., Mathur, S., & Aaroe, L. (1999, August). A statewide
survey of special education administrators and school psychologists regarding functional
behavioral assessments. Education & Treatment of Children, 22(3), 267. Retrieved
February 21, 2009, from : Academic Search Elite database

Reddy, L., & Richardson, L. (2006). School-based prevention and intervention programs for
children with emotional disturbance. Education & Treatment of Children, 29(2), 379-404.
Retrieved February 21, 2009, from: Academic Search Elite database

Rutherford, R., Quinn, M., & Mathur, S. (2004). Handbook of research in emotional and
behavioral disorders. New York, NY: The Guilford Press.

Scott, T., Bucalos, A., Liaupsin, C., Nelson, C., Jolivette, K., DeShea, L., et al. (2004, February).

Using functional behavior assessment in general education settings: Making a case for



28

effectiveness and efficiency. Behavioral Disorders, 29(2), 189-201. Retrieved February
21, 2009, from: PsycINFO database

Scott, T., & Kamps, D. (2007). The future of functional behavioral assessment in school settings.
Behavioral Disorders, 32(3), 146-157.

Skiba, R. J. (2000). Zero tolerance, zero evidence.: An analysis of school disciplinary practices
(Policy Research Report No. SRS2). Bloomington: Indiana Education Policy Center.

Skiba, R. (2002, February). Special education and school discipline: A precarious balance.
Journal of the Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders, 27(2), 81-97.

Sugai, G., Horner, R., Dunlap, G., Hieneman, M., Lewis, T., Nelson, C., et al. (1999, August 28).
Applying positive behavioral support and functional behavioral assessment in schools.
Technical assistance guide 1, version 1.4.3. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 443 244) Retrieved March 18, 2009, from: ERIC database

Sugai, G., Lewis-Palmer, T., & Hagan-Burke, S. (2000). Overview of the functional
behavioral assessment process. Exceptionality, 8(3), 149-160.

Sugai, G., & Lewis-Palmer, T. (2004). Overview of a function-based approach to behavior
support within schools. Assessment for Effective Intervention, 30(1), 1-6. Retrieved April
10, 2009, from: PsycINFO database

Sugai, G., Sprague, J., Horner, R., & Walker, H. (2000). Preventing school violence: The use of
office discipline referrals to assess and monitor school-wide discipline interventions.
Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 8(2), 94. Retrieved September 30, 2009,

from: Academic Search Complete database



29

Umbreit, J., Ferro, J., Liaupsin, C., & Lane, K. (2007). Functional behavioral assessment and
Junction-based intervention: An effective, practical approach. Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Prentice-Hall.

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. (2009). The Digest of

Education Statistics 2008 (NCES 2009-020), Table 51.

Van Acker, R., Boreson, L., Gable, R., & Potterton, T. (2005, March). Are we on the right
course? Lessons learned about current FBA/BIP practices in schools. Journal of
Behavioral Education, 14(1), 35-56. Retrieved March 10, 2009, from:
doi:10.1007/s10864-005-0960-5

Windle, M., & Mason, A. W. (2004). General and specific predictors of behavioral and
emotional problems among adolescents. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders,

12(1), 49-61. Retrieved March 10, 2009, from: doi:10.1177/10634266040120010601



