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Abstract 

Functional Behavioral Assessment (FBA) occupies an important role in both the 

evaluation and determination of problem behavior function and with the identification 

and design of function-based interventions.  Although these contributions are evident 

through legal mandate requiring its use in public schools, researchers have identified a 

persistent research-to-practice gap in regards to the knowledge and implementation of 

FBA within the school setting.  The purpose of this multiple-baseline achievement-test 

single-case design study was to evaluate the effectiveness of an explicit FBA and 

behavior improvement plan (BIP) skills training program, entitled Basic FBA to BIP, 

with regards to both the conceptual knowledge and applied skills of 8 school-based 

evaluators. Effects were evaluated in 2 phases.  First, the relationship between the 

training program and the participants’ conceptual knowledge and applied skills was 

measured through a comprehensive achievement exam created to assess the training 

package.  Phase 2 investigated the effects of the training program upon the technical 

quality of FBAs and BIPs through a pretest–posttest critical review of an FBA and 

BIP completed by each participant using a form of the Technical Adequacy Tool for 

Evaluation (TATE) rubric.  Results indicated that the provision of the training resulted 

in significant improvements in the participants’ measured FBA and BIP knowledge 

and skills.  Similarly, consistent gains in the technical adequacy of the FBA and BIPs 

submitted by 7 of the 8 participants were observed.  Potential contributions of the 

study are discussed in terms of recommendations for changes to existing educational 

policy and for the establishment of industry-wide FBA/BIP procedural and training 

standards.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Functional behavior assessment (FBA) occupies an increasingly prominent 

role in the everyday practice of school psychologists.  Although specific procedural 

and methodological variations are common across settings and between practitioners, 

researchers are generally in agreement that an FBA consists of a systematic analysis of 

environmental factors with the intent of identifying contextual elements that reliably 

predict the occurrence of an identified problem behavior (C. M. Anderson, Rodriguez, 

& Campbell, 2015; Lewis, Hatton, Jorgenson, & Maynard, 2017).  Although many 

school-based professionals first began to take notice of FBA following the Individuals 

With Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997 (IDEA, 1997), the functional 

assessment of behavior had been firmly established as a key practice within the 

discipline of applied behavior analysis (ABA) for approximately two decades prior.  

A 1977 study by Carr is widely regarded as providing the foundation for 

functional assessment as a school-based application (Ervin, Ehrhardt, & Poling, 2001).  

Shortly thereafter, Iwata, Dorsey, Slifer, Bauman, and Richman conducted a seminal 

study (1982/1994) that served to refine and codify the behavioral analytic process of 

functional analysis.  Although both studies by Carr (1977) and Iwata et al. specifically 

targeted self-injurious behavior, the concept and technology described spawned 

considerable interest and spurred subsequent studies to greatly expand the use of FBA.  

Citing this substantial accumulated support, the National Institutes of Health 

Consensus Conference in 1989 determined that the best practice for treating severe 

behavior should emphasize functional methodology, particularly the use of 
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experimental manipulation of environmental variables (Weber, Killu, Derby, & 

Barretto, 2005).  This declaration continued to build support within the empirical 

community and subsequently influenced the 1997 reauthorization of IDEA.  

Despite what seemed to be an inherent trend toward proactivity within the 

clinical community, FBA was only explicitly included within the legal requirements of 

IDEA (1997) as part of the expansion of disciplinary procedures for use when 

disciplining students identified for special education services.  As part of IDEA 

(1997), school administrators were provided the authority to address problem 

behaviors exhibited by students identified as eligible for special education.  When 

determined necessary, schools were empowered to suspend students for up to 10 

school days without the obligation to provide educational supports or services.  This 

exclusionary authority was increased to 45 days when the behavior under 

consideration included drugs or weapons.  IDEA (1997, 2004) specifically includes 

protections for students identified as eligible for special education services through a 

set of requirements known as the manifestation determination process (Drasgow & 

Yell, 2001; Knoster, 2000; Losinski, Katsiyannis, & Ryan, 2014).  Within the 

manifestation determination process, IDEA (2004) in U.S. Code § 1415(k)(1)(E) 

requires schools to ensure that the student’s behavior under consideration was neither 

the result of the student’s identified disability nor the failure of the school to provide 

the supports and services identified in the student’s Individualized Education Program 

(IEP) prior to enacting exclusionary disciplinary consequences.  

The role of FBA within the manifestation process was firmly entrenched 

through the 2004 reauthorization of IDEA.  IDEA (2004) required schools to conduct 
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an FBA for any student enrolled in special education when the student removed for 

more than 10 school days for misconduct that either (a) is a manifestation of the 

child’s disability or (b) is not a manifestation of the child’s disability but involves 

weapons, drugs, or serious bodily injury.  IDEA (2004) further mandated if the school, 

parent, and IEP team determined that the behavior is a manifestation of the student’s 

disability, the IEP team shall “conduct a functional behavioral assessment, and 

implement a behavioral intervention plan” (U.S.C. § 1415[k][1][F][i]).  The IEP team 

should “consider the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and other 

strategies” to address behavior that “impedes the child’s learning or that of others” 

(IDEA, 2004, U.S.C. § 1414[d][3][B][i]).   

With regards to the latter point, whereas IDEA (2004) does require schools to 

be proactive in their use of FBA, the law provides only minimal guidance in assisting 

with this determination.  Maag and Katsiyannis (2006) conducted a review of relevant 

case law of the initial 6 years following the passage of IDEA (1997).  The researchers 

reviewed approximately 100 case rulings regarding the use of a student behavior 

intervention plan (BIP).  They concluded that although findings supported the 

requirement for the use of assessment data in the determination of a BIP, courts 

consistently refused to establish requirements for content or parameters of FBA and 

subsequent BIPs.  Gresham, Watson, and Skinner (2001) expressed concern that the 

indecision and ambiguity surrounding the practice of FBA likely had contributed to 

the view of FBA as a reactionary procedure.  Losinski et al. (2015) examined more 

recent case law and found that little had changed; the researchers reported, “The lack 
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of federal guidance and regulations on this matter has resulted in contradictory court 

rulings” (p. 252).  

Similarly, although IDEA (2004) does require schools to have trained and 

knowledgeable personnel to administer assessments, the law does not specify or 

require those conducting the FBA to have received any training or credentialing.  

Instead, sole discretion is left to states and districts to determine which member of a 

student’s IEP team conducts the FBA.  Consequently, although the functional 

assessment process has occupied a cornerstone role within the field of ABA since 

1990 and has been explicitly included with the IDEA since 1997, many school-based 

professionals typically tasked with conducting the evaluation have received limited 

and, in most cases, insufficient training in the process.   

A review of the literature quickly uncovered widespread criticism of the 

condensed in-service or workshop model typically employed within FBA training 

programs in the school setting (Quinn et al., 2001; Scott, Nelson, & Zabala, 2003).  

Critics have argued that training programs utilizing this format tend to be insufficient 

in providing the conceptual knowledge and skills required to obtain proficiency in the 

FBA process (Lane, Barton-Arwood, Spencer, & Kalberg, 2007).  Instead, 

investigators generally have proposed models containing a series of systematic 

trainings delivered across time through a combination of didactic and applied lessons 

(Conroy, Clark, Fox, & Gable, 2000; Gable, Quinn, Rutherford, Howell, & Hoffman, 

1999; Quinn et al., 2001; Renshaw, Christensen, Marchant, & Anderson, 2008; Scott 

& Cooper, 2017; Scott et al., 2003). 
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Overall, the combination of legal requirement and limited guidance has 

resulted in widespread uncertainty and a general lack of uniformity regarding nearly 

all elements of the FBA process within the school setting.  More specific explanation 

and consideration of these areas are provided within the literature review in Chapter 2. 

Problem Statement 

Although FBA is explicitly included within the federal guidelines mandating 

the practice of school psychology within public education, there is no legal guidance 

regarding the form, content, or methodology required for its completion.  As a result, 

FBAs vary dramatically between districts and even by the practitioners conducting the 

assessments within the same organization.  Furthermore, although FBA is generally 

understood within the literature base as a practice grounded in ABA, those tasked with 

conducting FBA to meet federal mandate come from varied training programs, many 

of which contain little to no explicit training on ABA or FBA.  Similarly, trainings 

provided for professionals employed by schools have tended to occur as single, stand-

alone in-services and have been widely criticized as limited in their effectiveness to 

provide the skills necessary to conduct FBAs (Lane et al., 2007; Quinn et al., 2001; 

Scott et al., 2003).  These ill-defined and inconsistent FBA training programs have 

served to contribute to the significant gap between the school-based practice of FBA 

and the empirical literature base (Johnston & O’Neill, 2001; Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, & 

Hagan, 1998).   

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of the present study was to evaluate the effectiveness of an 

explicit FBA skills training program provided to a group of school-based applied 
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evaluators routinely tasked with the completion of FBAs and the supporting BIPs.  

Out of a potential population of 52 evaluation specialists—licensed specialists in 

school psychology (LSSPs) or educational diagnosticians—employed within a large 

(65,000+ students) urban school district, eight completed a multicomponent FBA to 

BIP training program (http://basicfba.gseweb.org) and related assessments.  The 

training series consisted of six training sessions of 1 hour each and was developed to 

be consistent with FBA literature and to conform to the principles and practices of 

ABA. 

The independent variable for the study was the multicomponent FBA training.  

The effects of this training were evaluated in two phases.  For Phase 1, the dependent 

variable was the participants’ acquisition and maintenance of FBA conceptual and 

procedural knowledge as measured by the FKaST, a comprehensive examination 

created by the principal investigator.  Phase 1 was evaluated using a multiple-baseline-

across-achievement-test design first described by Miller and Weaver (1972).  Within 

this design, a comprehensive exam was specifically crafted with multiple subsections, 

each expressly formulated to represent a single content area or instructional 

component within an intervention or treatment package.  Each of the subsections was 

scored separately, and the individual results then were used to define a single-phase or 

baseline condition contained within the large multiple-baseline design.  The treatment 

or intervention for each baseline consisted of the provision of the training 

corresponding to the content measured by the subsection of the achievement test.  

Within the current study, the FKaST (see Appendix A) was specifically 

designed with 25 items, each created to align with one of the six training modules 
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contained within the FBA to BIP training program.  Baseline measurements were 

obtained from each participant by the completion of the examination prior to the first 

training session.  Each participant was readministered the examination at the 

conclusion of each training session.  Results for each subsection were compared to 

both the preintervention baseline as well as results from the previous module. Given 

the number of participants, an overall participant average score was calculated and 

served as the primary unit of analysis.  This “class average” was graphed and 

compared across the 12-week duration planned for the study. 

The dependent variable for the second phase consisted of a pretest/posttest 

critical review of the participants’ completed FBAs using the Technical Adequacy 

Evaluation Tool for Evaluation (TATE; see Appendix B).  The TATE is an evaluation 

rubric specifically created by Iovannone, Christiansen, and Kincaid (2015) to evaluate 

the technical components of FBAs.  A more detailed description of these tools and the 

methodology is provided in Chapter 3. 

Need for Study 

Considerable evidence suggests that the quality and effectiveness of school-

based behavior support programs may be dramatically improved using functional-

based interventions (Lane et al., 2007; Quinn et al., 2001; Renshaw et al., 2008; Scott 

et al., 2003).  FBA occupies a foundational role in both the evaluation and 

determination of problem behavior function as well as the identification and design of 

function-based interventions.  Despite both legal mandate and empirical support, 

researchers have identified a considerable research-to-practice gap between empirical 

knowledge and implementation of FBA within the school setting (McCahill, Healy, 
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Lydon, & Ramey, 2014; Zirkel, 2017).  Van Acker, Boreson, Gable, and Potterton 

(2005) noted that functional analyses conducted by practitioners without adequate 

training often included subjective definitions of target behaviors, overused aversive 

techniques, and frequently failed to use FBA data when designing the corresponding 

behavioral interventions included within the accompanying student treatment or BIP.  

Given these potentially disastrous results, there is a distinct need for those conducting 

FBAs to receive appropriate training. 

Hypotheses and Objectives 

The study primarily was designed to evaluate the effectiveness of a brief, 

multicomponent FBA training program designed for use with approximately 50 

school-based evaluators.  To accomplish this, the researcher first reviewed previous 

FBA training programs to identify the critical elements facilitating effective skill 

training with school-based evaluators.  This information then was synthesized and 

utilized to validate the use of a brief FBA training program.  The provision of such a 

program was hypothesized to result in significant increases in the participants’ 

conceptual understanding of FBA as measured through a multicomponent 

examination.  Further, those participating in the developed FBA training program were 

hypothesized to increase the number of the essential FBA elements included in 

submitted FBAs and their corresponding BIPs when pre- and posttreatment FBAs are 

compared using an existing tool designed to evaluate these elements.  

Research Questions 

Two key questions guided the present single-subject study: 
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1. How will the provision of a structured multicomponent FBA training 

program influence participants’ conceptual understanding of the FBA/BIP 

process? 

2. How will this training affect the technical quality of the participants’ 

completed FBA and BIPs? 

Definition of Terms  

Applied behavior analysis (ABA).  “ABA is the science in which tactics 

derived from the principles of behavior are applied to improve socially significant 

behavior and experimentation is used to identify the variables responsible for the 

improvement of behavior” (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007, p. 20).  

Behavior intervention plan (BIP).  IDEA (2004) requires a BIP for students 

demonstrating behavior that “impedes the child’s learning or that of others” (U.S.C. § 

1414[d][3][B][i]). When included within an IEP, a BIP describes recommendations for 

“the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports” (IDEA, 2004, U.S.C. § 

1414[d][3][B][i]) to address problem behavior.  Although specific procedural 

requirements are not provided, IDEA (2004) does require BIPs to consider the results 

of an FBA.  

Behavior support plan.  A written document derived from the results of an 

FBA, a behavior support plan, similar to a BIP, describes specific changes in the 

environment or behavior of support providers designed to reduce the occurrence of 

problem behaviors by making them less efficient, effective, and irrelevant (O’Neill, 

Albin, Storey, Horner, & Sprague, 2015). 
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Behaviorism.  In this theoretical perspective, all behavior is viewed as 

originating in response to environmental conditions and maintained through learned 

associations between the setting, behavior, and an outcome or consequence (Skinner, 

1953). 

Board Certified Behavior Analyst.  The Board Certified Behavior Analyst (a 

trademarked term) is a graduate-level certification in behavior analysis.  Professionals 

certified by the Behavior Analyst Certification Board (2018) are independent 

practitioners who provide behavior-analytic services.  

Contingency.  This construct within the field of behaviorism originated from 

the work of Skinner (1953). Skinner argued that behaviors are maintained through an 

antecedent-behavior-consequence contingency relationship where a behavior occurs in 

response to environmental or contextual cues (antecedent), which signal to the person 

engaging in the behavior that reinforcement (consequence).  

Function.  Function describes the purpose of a behavior as evidenced through 

an observable change in the environment following the occurrence of a problem 

behavior (Scott & Cooper, 2017). 

Function-based support.  Function-based support is an intervention strategy 

aimed at decreasing problem behaviors and increasing replacement behaviors via FBA 

and BIPs (Renshaw et al., 2008). 

Functional analysis.  An experimental procedure derived from the work of 

Iwata et al. (1982/1994), functional analysis involves the deliberate manipulation of 

environmental conditions to assess and evaluate controlling functions (Gresham et al., 

2001). 

https://www.bacb.com/fourth-edition-task-list/
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Functional assessment.  This term refers to the range of strategies including 

interviews, observations, rating sales, and experimental analyses that are used to 

determine the antecedent and consequent context in which problem behaviors occur 

(Horner, 1994). 

Functional behavioral assessment (FBA).  During FBA, problematic 

behaviors are observed in the naturalistic environment to determine the function of the 

behavior and thereby change the environment to change behavior (Cooper et al., 

2007).  FBA is the systematic analysis of environmental factors with the intent of 

identifying contextual elements that reliably predict the occurrence of an identified 

problem behavior (C. M. Anderson et al., 2015).  

Functionalism.  In this theoretical perspective, all behavior is viewed as 

serving an environmental function, either to access something or to terminate or avoid 

something (Cipani & Schock, 2010). 

Individualized Education Program (IEP).  The IEP is a required document 

for students eligible for special education.  Within the IDEA (2004), IEPs are required 

to included several specific elements: (a) a statement of the child’s present levels of 

academic achievement and functional performance; (b) measurable annual goals, 

including both academic and functional goals as appropriate; (c) a description of the 

child’s progress toward meeting the identified goals; and (d) a description of necessary 

special education and related supplementary services, including a description of any 

program modifications or staff support services  

Individuals With Disability Education Act (IDEA).  IDEA is a U.S. federal 

law that makes available a free appropriate public education to eligible children with 
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disabilities throughout the nation and ensures special education and related services to 

those children.  IDEA governs how states and public agencies provide early 

intervention, special education, and related services to more than 6.5 million eligible 

infants, toddlers, children, and youth with disabilities.  Congress has reauthorized the 

IDEA on several occasions, most recently in 2004. 

Least restrictive environment.  A requirement within the IDEA indicates that 

all students are entitled to be educated within the general education environment, and 

with their typically developing peers, to the maximum extent appropriate to meet their 

specific educational needs.    

Licensed Specialist in School Psychology (LSSP).  In Texas, an LSSP is an 

individual who has met state standards and requirements allowing the person to 

practice psychology within public or charter schools.  LSSPs apply expertise in mental 

health, learning, and behavior to help children and youth succeed academically, 

socially, behaviorally, and emotionally within the public or charter schools in which 

they practice (National Association of School Psychologists, 2019). 

Manifestation determination review.  This required process included within 

IDEA (2004) is necessary whenever a school considers a disciplinary consequence 

that would deny a student eligible for special education from his or her IEP for a 

period equaling or exceeding 10 school days.  The manifestation determination review 

process is designed to ensure that the student’s behavior occurred as a direct result of 

neither the student’s identified disability nor the school’s failure to implement the 

student’s IEP.  
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Setting events.  Environmental or contextual variables temporarily alter the 

strengths of reinforcers (Alberto & Troutman, 2013). 

Structural analysis.  This evaluation process is designed to evaluate the 

influence of existing environmental variables upon an observed behavior (Peck, Sasso, 

& Stambaugh, 1998).  

Target behaviors/problem behaviors.  These terms often are used 

interchangeably to refer to behaviors exhibited by the student resulting in the request 

for behavioral support. 

Summary 

Johnston and O’Neill (2001) described the disconnect between the established 

literature base and actual practice of FBA by those working in the public school 

setting by invoking Dickens: “It was the best of times.  It was the worst of times.”  

Johnston and O’Neill argued that although interest in FBA appeared to be at an all-

time high following passing of IDEA (1997), school personnel generally seemed to 

lack the skill, knowledge, and time to conduct FBA as described or intended within 

the ABA literature, spurring its inclusion within IDEA.  A review of the current 

literature suggests that Johnston and O’Neill’s assessment remains true today, nearly 

two decades later.   

Quinn et al. (2001) identified a variety of obstacles impeding the translation of 

FBA from research to a school-based practice.  These obstacles included (a) 

significant gaps in the applied research base identifying best practices, (b) 

programmatic issues in school-based applications of FBA, and (c) the training needs 
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of school-based personnel.  The next chapter provides a comprehensive review and 

analysis of each of these areas. 
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Chapter 2 

Review of the Literature 

Theoretical and Historical Context 

FBA originates from operant learning theory subsumed within the theoretical 

orientation known as behaviorism (C. M. Anderson et al., 2015; Ervin et al., 2001; 

Gresham et al., 2001; Weber et al., 2005).  Within this perspective, all behavior is 

assumed to occur in response to environmental conditions and because of learned 

associations among the setting, behavior, and an outcome (consequence).  This 

relationship is typically described using the three-term contingency construct first 

formulated by B. F. Skinner.  Skinner (1953) argued that behaviors are maintained 

through an antecedent-behavior-consequence contingency relationship where a 

behavior occurs in response to environmental or contextual cues (antecedent), which 

in turn signals to the person engaging in the behavior that reinforcement 

(consequence) is available.  Behaviors that have been paired with desired 

consequences are more likely to manifest when the learner is placed into an 

environment similar to that in which the behavior was previously reinforced.  

Skinner’s (1953) three-term contingency is grounded within the scientific 

philosophy called functionalism, which argues that behavior can only be understood 

through an analysis of the environmental context in which it occurs.  A behavior’s 

function refers to the observable change in the environment following a problem 

behavior.  Skinner argued that all behavior is maintained through two broad functions:  

positive reinforcement and negative reinforcement.  Positive reinforcement occurs 

when a behavior serves to place the performer in contact with a desired stimulus.  
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Negative reinforcement is present when the behavior results in the reduction or 

elimination of contact with an aversive stimulus.  Iwata et al. (1982/1994) later 

identified a third source of reinforcement, which they termed automatic reinforcement, 

which represents behaviors resulting in self-produced sensory or biological 

stimulation.  Carr (1994) further identified social mediation as a critical determinant, 

resulting in a total of five functional categories: (a) access to social attention or 

communication; (b) access to tangibles or preferred activities; (c) escape, delay, 

reduction, or avoidance of aversive tasks or activities; (d) escape or avoidance of other 

individuals; and (e) automatic reinforcement.   

Seminal studies completed by Carr (1977) and Iwata et al. (1982/1994) 

initially established the functional evaluation of behavior as an area of study.  Iwata et 

al.’s article, “Toward a Functional Analysis of Self-Injury,” was particularly 

instrumental in establishing functional analysis as the primary method of experimental 

evaluation.  The first study describing the completion of a school-based evaluation 

approximating FBA procedures was published in 1981 by Weeks and Gaylord-Ross 

(as cited in C. M. Anderson et al., 2015).  However, prior to the passage of the 1997 

amendments to IDEA, the process that later would become known as FBA remained 

largely unknown outside social scientists conducting research within the field of the 

experimental analysis of behavior and those practicing ABA.  Although practitioners 

of both disciplines operate under the assumptions described by both behaviorism and 

functionalism, key differences exist.  Those studying the experimental analysis of 

behavior examine environmental variables within a controlled setting (Gresham et al., 

2001); in contrast, ABA originated within the field of behaviorism as a concentration 
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expressly dedicated to studying the occurrence of socially significant behaviors, or 

behaviors occurring within naturalistic settings (Baer, Wolf, & Risley, 1968).  

IDEA 1997 served to both introduce, and immediately legitimize, the term 

functional behavioral assessment (Dunlap & Kern, 2018).  Since then, the number of 

studies including FBA has steadily increased within the research literature, with the 

average publication rate rising from 1 per year for the first decade following Weeks 

and Gaylord-Ross’s 1981 preliminary study to 11.9 between 2002 and 2013 (C. M. 

Anderson et al., 2015).  As of 2015, studies utilizing school-based FBAs had appeared 

in 50 journals (C. M. Anderson et al., 2015).  Despite effectively solidifying the 

relevancy of its practice, the decision to specifically include the term functional 

behavioral assessment within the IDEA (1997) final requirements directly contributed 

not only to the procedure’s growth, but also to the ambiguity surrounding the practice 

of FBA today.  IDEA (2004) did not provide any specific procedural clarification of 

FBA. Consequently, when utilized within the school setting, the terms functional 

assessment and functional analysis appear to have become conflated within the IDEA-

labeled procedure of FBA.  Ervin et al. (2001) remarked in a review of the literature 

that the terms functional behavioral assessment, functional assessment, and functional 

analysis were commonly utilized interchangeably within articles discussing school-

based FBA, with limited consistency with respect to a specific definition or 

distinguishing characteristics separating the terms.  

Dunlap and Kern (2018) recently attempted to assess the effects of the passage 

of two and a half decades upon the FBA process through a commentary in which they 

reconsidered the conclusions they had previously reported within their 1993 study, 
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“Perspectives on Functional (Behavioral) Assessment.”  Although the investigators 

provided numerous examples describing the successful application of FBA, Dunlap 

and Kern deliberately included a specific aside in which they clarified their use of the 

term functional assessment.  Dunlap and Kern argued that the term FBA was simply 

an evolution of functional assessment, the term most commonly utilized within the 

empirical community prior to passage of IDEA (1997).  The authors asserted that both 

terms functional assessment and FBA can be used interchangeably when referring to 

evaluations characterized by the collection of data designed to describe the 

interactions between environmental events and problem behavior.  Dunlap and Kern 

further contended that, in addition to encompassing procedures utilizing a variety of 

direct and indirect data collection strategies, the label FBA also subsumes procedures 

using direct experimental manipulations (i.e., functional analysis) within the design.  

This final clause may be particularly relevant to the current discussion, as the specific 

methodology employed in an FBA appears to represent a distinct and salient element 

distinguishing between FBA practiced within the school and clinical settings.   

Shortly after the passage of IDEA (1997), Davis (1998) remarked that 

functional analysis in particular had been diluted from the original procedural 

definition describing the experimental manipulation of consequences through the 

presentation of controlled, analogue trials to instead refer to “a process by which one 

can reliably predict the antecedents that elicit behaviors and the consequences that 

maintain them” (p. 34).  This experimental drift appears to have coincided with the 

rapid spread of FBA within the school settings resulting from the l997 legal mandate.  

Although functional assessment was initially a distinct experimental procedure 



Texas Tech University, Brian Patrick Kelly, May 2020 

19 

grounded in the use of functional analysis, neither IDEA of 1997 nor the 2004 

reauthorization specifically defined what is meant by FBA.  As defined within IDEA 

(2004), FBA is not limited to a specific procedure and does not require those 

completing the assessment to have acquired, or maintained, any specific training or 

credentialing.  As a result, numerous interpretations and procedural derivations appear 

to have arisen.  Most notably, a review of the published literature (C. M. Anderson et 

al., 2015; Asmus, Vollmer, & Borrero, 2002; Beavers, Iwata, & Lerman, 2013; 

Knoster, 2000; Lewis et al., 2017) suggested that while enthusiasm for functional 

analysis appeared high following the 1997 reauthorization of IDEA, the inclusion of 

functional analysis within school-based settings appears to have diminished 

significantly in the subsequent years.  

These findings are consistent with several literature reviews specifically 

examining the use of functional analysis.  Hanley, Iwata, and McCord (2003) 

conducted a comprehensive review of the extant literature in 2003.  Studies were 

identified through a keyword search of the terms function, analysis, and behavioral 

assessment.  Studies so identified were further required to meet the following criteria:  

(a) a pretreatment assessment based on (b) direct observation and measurement 

of problem behavior was conducted under (c) at least two conditions involving 

the manipulation of some environmental variable in an attempt (d) to 

demonstrate a relation between the environmental event and behavior. (p. 147) 

Using these criteria, Hanley et al. identified and quantified 277 studies along several 

dimensions, including (a) population and setting characteristics, (b) response 

topographies, (c) type of functional analysis, (d) condition types, (e) assessment 
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duration, (f) session duration, (g) experimental design, (h) data display and analysis, 

(i) stimulus parameters, (j) functional analysis outcome summary, (k) general outcome 

across topography, and (l) behavior function by typography.   

At the time of Hanley et al.’s (2003) study, studies describing functional 

analysis were relatively widespread; the authors noted that 34 journals had published 

at least one functional analysis study and 13 journals had published two or more.  

However, the authors remarked that the audience for these studies was relatively 

limited in scope, as 64.9% of these publications occurred within the Journal of 

Applied Behavior Analysis.  Furthermore, Hanley et al.’s analysis indicated that over 

91% of the studies reviewed included children identified with a form of developmental 

disability, and in 64.6% children exhibited some form of self-injurious behavior.  The 

authors opined that functional analysis did not appear to have yet demonstrated utility 

for more common problem behaviors.  Furthermore, Hanley et al. noted that the 

majority of studies (32.5%) occurred within in-patient settings.  Although the 

controlled nature of such settings facilitates the identification of functional 

relationships, several of the studies reviewed had indicated questions regarding 

generality of these to more naturalistic settings.  

Beavers et al. (2013) conducted a similar literature review.  Utilizing the same 

inclusion criterion and categorization procedure established by Hanley et al. (2003), 

Beavers et al. reviewed 158 studies published between 2001 and 2012.  Overall, the 

publication trends identified by Hanley et al. persisted and in several cases intensified.  

For example, relative to findings a decade earlier, articles describing functional 

analysis were more restricted in their spread of publication.  Beavers et al. noted that 
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studies utilizing functional analysis were present in 26 different journals, a decrease 

from the 34 noted in 2003.  Similarly, the authors further noted that in-patient facilities 

continued to be inordinately represented among the articles describing functional 

analysis, with 57% of the studies from 2001–2012 describing a hospital setting.  

Whereas participants identified with autism had accounted for 20.9% of the 2003 

sample (Hanley et al., 2003), they represented 37.3% of the studies reviewed by 

Beavers et al.  

Ultimately, when comparing their findings to those obtained by Hanley et al. 

(2003) a decade earlier, Beavers et al. (2013) concluded that results emphasized the 

need to emphasize “efficiency of assessment and modifications aimed at transferring 

functional analysis methodology more widely into community settings” (p. 179).  This 

recommendation does appear to have been heeded by school-based practitioners; 3 

years after the passage of IDEA 1997, Knoster (2000) described the school-based FBA 

as being “viewed as a more holistic processes for gathering information” (p. 53) with 

the intent to provide relevant contextual information to the multidisciplinary team for 

use in the design of student-specific behavioral interventions.  Nearly two decades 

later, little has been done to clearly differentiate these procedures with respect to their 

role in the FBA process. 

This trend can be observed through the recent work of C. M. Anderson et al. 

(2015).  The authors recently conducted an exhaustive review of the literature to 

identify trends among FBA evaluations completed within school settings.  The review 

included 233 articles that met the identified inclusion criteria of (a) being published 

within a peer-reviewed journal up to and including the Year 2013 and (b) describing 
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the completion of FBA of problem behavior within a school setting.  Studies were 

classified by method along the following dimensions: (a) participant and setting 

characteristics; (b) problem behavior; (c) individual conducting FBA; (c) FBA type; 

and (d) operant function by diagnosis, topography, and antecedent variables.   

Upon completing their review, C. M. Anderson et al. (2015) concluded that the 

practice of FBA in the school setting differed significantly from the practice typically 

reported in the literature, with school-based practitioners primarily drawn to 

methodologies excluding the more technically cumbersome functional analysis.  The 

authors additionally noted that while functional analysis remained relatively 

commonplace within the behavior analytic literature, it was less common within 

school settings, as observed through the steep decrease from 11 publications 

describing experimental methodology in 2003 to only 1 study published in 2005.  

At the same time, indirect and nonexperimental FBA practices utilizing 

procedures more amenable to completion in a public school continued to increase 

steadily following the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004, from 6 studies published in 

2003 describing indirect FBA to 7 studies in 2004 (C. M. Anderson et al., 2015).  

Descriptive FBA, which primarily involved data gathered via checklists and 

interviews, also grew from 3 studies published in 2003 to 7 in 2004.  Interest in these 

alternatives to experimental FBA appeared to reach a zenith in 2007 with a combined 

29 publications describing either indirect FBA (n = 15) or descriptive methods (n = 

14) published, compared to only 3 utilizing functional analyses.  C. M. Anderson et al. 

identified several factors that appeared to influence the choice of methodology 

employed in a school-based FBA. 
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Chief among these determining factors is the nature of the student’s disability.  

Prior to 1993, FBA was utilized exclusively in published studies with students 

identified with either autism or intellectual disability.  As cited in C. M. Anderson et 

al. (2015), in 1993, Dunlap et al. published the first study describing the use of FBA 

with students identified with an emotional disturbance.  Following this landmark 

study, the use of FBA with students identified with other psychiatric or educational 

diagnoses began to be published consistently.  Nevertheless, students with autism or 

intellectual disability continued to be disproportionately represented among the 

published studies describing FBA.  C. M. Anderson et al. reported 63.8% of the 

participants within the publications present in the 32-year span reviewed carried either 

the autism or intellectual disability label as a primary diagnosis.  This phenomenon is 

likely attributable to FBA’s origins within behaviorism and its established 

foundational role within the practice of ABA (Behavior Analyst Certification Board, 

2018).  ABA frequently employs single-subject designs, which are well suited to 

investigating the idiosyncratic behavior commonly present among individuals 

diagnosed with autism or intellectual disability (Cooper et al., 2007; Hanley et al., 

1993).  Indeed, C. M. Anderson et al. noted that FBAs completed with students 

identified with autism or intellectual disability were more likely to be conducted using 

an established single-subject experimental design, with students from these disability 

categories reported as the subjects in 79.2% of studies describing the use of 

antecedent-behavior-consequence functional analyses and 78.6% of those describing 

antecedent-behavior functional analysis.  Conversely, the authors observed that 
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descriptive FBA techniques (i.e., scatter plots, descriptive analyses, structural 

analyses) saturated studies with “typically developing” subjects.  

Diagnosis also appeared to inform the specific behavior targeted by FBA.  C. 

M. Anderson et al. (2015) noted that among students identified with autism or 

intellectual disability, self-injury, elopement, stereotypy, physical aggression, 

tantrums, and inappropriate vocalization were more likely to be targeted, whereas 

talking out of turn, defiance, verbal aggression, and off-task or out-of-seat behavior 

were more frequently observed among students termed typically developing.   

C. M. Anderson et al. (2015) further identified gender as a frequent 

determinant of FBA procedures, with boys representing 63.8% of the participants 

sampled within the reviewed studies.  This statistic is consistent with the well-

documented overrepresentation of boys within special education (K. G. Anderson, 

1997), particularly when considering the relationship between FBA and disciplinary 

consequences established by the IDEA (1997, 2004). 

The age of participants within the studies reviewed was necessarily limited to 

5–21 years of age as a function of the school-enrollment inclusion criterion established 

by C. M. Anderson et al. (2015).  FBA was markedly more frequently utilized with 

adolescents within these school-based samples, with 79.6% of the publications 

describing the use of FBA including participants between the ages of 5 and 18.  

Overall, the data gathered suggested a relatively stable trend for the use of FBA 

through kindergarten; approximately 25% of the studies investigated elementary 

school age participants.  The use of FBA peaked within studies including students 

within the middle school or junior high age range of 11–14 years of age (n = 198; 
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30.9%).  The incidence of FBA then dropped precipitously to 9.4% among studies 

investigating high school age students, with only 60 of the 233 studies reviewed 

describing its inclusion within their design.  

C. M. Anderson et al. (2015) further suggested that the professional 

completing the FBA represented a distinct determining factor in regards to the specific 

methodology employed.  FBAs completed by teachers are more likely to utilize 

indirect methods such as interviews, checklists, and rating scales.  C. M. Anderson et 

al. noted that teachers tended to assume active roles within studies describing the 

utilization of descriptive FBAs and were noted to have completed 100% of the 

antecedent-behavior-consequence recordings and scatter plots contained therein.  

Conversely, teachers were much less likely to adopt implementation roles for studies 

using an experimental design; classroom teachers in these studies were reported to 

have worked directly with students in only 30% of studies using a traditional 

antecedent-behavior functional analysis.  Teachers were even less likely (24.3% of 

studies) to actively participate in more complex designs, such as the antecedent-

behavior-consequence experimental FBA design.  Instead, C. M. Anderson et al. 

determined that functional analysis was significantly more likely to conducted by an 

outside “expert” for a student identified with autism or intellectual disability in an 

isolated setting.  This finding is consistent with the trends observed with relation to the 

setting in which the FBA was completed.  Despite the predominance of experimental 

FBA within the literature, C. M. Anderson et al.’s findings indicated that the majority 

of studies utilizing the format occurred within an isolated setting (67.8%).  In contrast, 

all of the studies reporting the use of descriptive FBAs (i.e., antecedent-behavior-
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consequence recordings, scatter plots, structural analyses) were conducted in 

classroom settings. 

C. M. Anderson et al. (2015) concluded from their review that over the past 

several decades, published studies became increasingly likely to include the use of 

more than one type of FBA.  According to C. M. Anderson et al., experimental FBA 

remains the most commonly reported method among these combined methods, 

appearing in 63.1% of the published studies.  However, the majority of studies 

(56.7%) also included the use of indirect assessment, whereas nearly half (49.4%) 

reported using nonexperimental observations such as descriptive or structural analysis.  

Of the 115 studies utilizing a descriptive FBA, 80% (n = 92) described supplementing 

the initial descriptive assessment with indirect methods.  Thirty-eight of the 

publications reported the indirect assessment followed an initial descriptive FBA.  The 

authors consistently found that when multiple methods were utilized, the 

experimenters tended to begin with less rigorous approaches before increasing the 

intensity and rigor of their design.  

Although functional analysis inarguably remains the “gold standard” within 

FBA research, the publication trends described by C. M. Anderson et al. (2015) 

suggest that experimental FBA has not attained the same fundamental status within 

school-based assessments.  Furthermore, this diminished role appears to encapsulate 

the research-to-practice gap frequently cited between the school-based practice of 

FBA and the empirical literature base (Johnston & O’Neill, 2001; Sugai et al., 1998; 

Zirkel, 2017).  Responses to this burgeoning schism have been mixed within the 

empirical community.  Those advocating for functional analysis within school practice 
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noted that, unlike descriptive and indirect assessments, functional analysis provides 

the verification necessary to conclusively identify causal relationships between 

environmental conditions and observed behavior, thus securing its position as an 

irreplaceable component in the FBA process (Asmus et al., 2000; Hanley, 2014).  

Specific recommendations to expand the use of functional analysis beyond the 

clinical, in-patient setting have ranged from procedural variations designed to increase 

the procedure’s ecological validity to recommendations encouraging implementers to 

reimagine functional analysis placement within a global evaluation hierarchy.     

Perhaps the most widely referenced example of the former recommendation is 

the trial-based functional analysis model developed by Sigafoos and Saggers (1995).  

The authors validated this procedure through a 1995 study in which they worked with 

a special education teacher and two students identified with autism who had been 

reported to exhibit frequent aggressive behaviors in the classroom.  Using 

preevaluation data, the authors described adapting traditional functional analysis to 60 

discrete trials of 2 minutes each, which were then completed naturalistically by the 

classroom teacher over the course of 5 school days.  For example, attention trials were 

completed while the teacher was interacting socially in a one-on-one situation.  The 

obtained results provided clear and distinct results for both students, allowing Sigafoos 

and Saggers to effectively isolate consequent variables and identify functional 

relationships.    

Peck et al. (1998 ) offered another method for conducting a functional 

assessment procedure in a classroom.  Peck et al.’s framework was described in three 

broad steps:  
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1. Select and operationally define the target behaviors.  

2. Measure the behaviors in a reliable manner using a time-efficient system.  

3. Identify structured classroom activities to serve as one of the traditional 

functional analysis conditions.   

Peck et al. emphasized modifying traditional functional analysis conditions to increase 

class suitability by first referencing preevaluation data to identify and select which of 

the five analog functional analysis areas to be included in the discrete trials.  Once 

selected, discrete trials then were designed to be completed by the special education 

teacher within the course of typical school day.  

An alternative model includes functional analysis through a hierarchical 

framework, by which an FBA begins with indirect or descriptive techniques and 

proceeds to functional analysis only if the evaluator determines that the gathered data 

are insufficient to rule out competing functional hypotheses.  Responding to the surge 

in FBA interest following the passage of IDEA 1997, Asmus et al. (2000) provided a 

school-based FBA model incorporating both descriptive and experimental methods.  

The proposed model initially utilized descriptive assessment techniques to develop a 

hypothesized functional relationship before conductional functional analysis 

procedures to verify the descriptive conclusions.  

Hanley (2012) argued that despite the intuitive appeal of the mixed model, the 

hierarchical approach is fundamentally flawed by its reliance upon indirect and 

descriptive methods.  Citing the established research base, Hanley explained that 

whereas descriptive assessment is largely regarded as an effective approach for 

identifying the prevalence of contextual variables, it is similarly viewed as insufficient 
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for ascertaining the relevance of these variables to problem behavior.  Ironically, 

Asmus et al. (2000) referenced this idea while explaining the rational for their 2000 

hierarchical model, arguing that that the time saved by omitting functional analysis 

may be lost, or even exceeded, by the subsequent need to refine treatments without the 

benefit of the experimental verification offered by functional analysis.  

Thompson and Iwata (2007) compared functional conclusions derived from 

both descriptive and experimental FBAs.  The authors selected 12 of the 27 

participants from a study they had completed in 2001 (Thompson & Iwata, 2001).  

Each of these participants had been subject to a descriptive FBA during the original 

study but then participated in a functional analysis within a year of the 2001 study.  

Thompson and Iwata (2007) compared determinations and noted poor correspondence 

between the function identified from the FBA with, and without, functional analyses.  

Moreover, Thompson and Iwata (2007) further noted that attention was inordinately 

identified as the function for problem behavior when descriptive techniques were 

completed.   

This latter conclusion was consistent with concurrent research conducted by St. 

Peter et al. (2005), which utilized functional analysis to examine the likelihood of 

incorrectly inferring a functional relationship between attention and problem behavior 

in attention-rich naturalistic settings.  St. Peter et al. reported that several studies (e.g., 

Borrero & Vollmer, 2002; Martens & Houk, 1989; McDowell, 1981) had purported to 

have successfully correlated environmental factors to infer functional relationships 

while conducting descriptive analysis.  These functional conclusions were generally 

explained, and in several cases tested, through the principles of the matching law, 
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which states that the relative rate of responding should approximate the rate of 

reinforcement.  Results from the descriptive studies employing the matching law to 

verify the descriptive functional conclusions were generally promising, with obtained 

response/reinforcer matching rates routinely exceeding 99%.  However, St. Peter et al. 

argued that, due to its naturally high rate of occurrence in home and classroom 

settings, attention is frequently incorrectly correlated to problem behavior when 

descriptive analysis was utilized to infer functional relationships.  The impact of this 

argument was somewhat softened by results from C. M. Anderson et al.’s (2015) 

comprehensive review, in which the investigators observed that social reinforcement 

(attention) was the most commonly identified primary maintaining consequence across 

all methodologies, with no significant difference between descriptive and functional 

analysis.  

Despite their criticism, Thompson and Iwata (2007) expressed considerable 

ambivalence regarding the role of functional analysis within schools.  The authors 

noted that without access to specialized training or external consultation, the utility of 

an experimental FBA within an educational setting remained highly questionable.  

Even without considering the impact upon the validity and reliably or results, an 

experimental FBA conducted by staff without the requisite skills has the distinct 

potential of exposing students to unnecessary risk and harm (Conroy et al., 2000).  

Similar vacillation was observed by C. M. Anderson and St. Peter (2013), who 

criticized the emphasis placed upon functional analysis within the FBA process.  In a 

direct response to Hanley’s (2012) guidelines, C. M. Anderson and St. Peter argued 

that the overwhelming majority of studies documenting the use of functional analysis 
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have been completed with participants identified with developmental delays.  The 

authors expressed skepticism regarding the immediate generalizability of these 

findings to work targeting typically developing subjects and encouraged those 

working with typically developing children to carefully consider both the feasibility 

and appropriateness of including functional analysis within an FBA.  For example, C. 

M. Anderson and St. Peter noted that the complexity of many common school-based 

problems (e.g., noncompliance) is less conducive to analog analysis.  In addition, the 

authors directly referenced practitioners conducting FBA within school settings and 

argued that, due to both logistical and legal barriers, arranging for the controlled 

contextual manipulation required for functional analysis is often difficult.  

McCahill et al. (2014) noted additional limitations in their review of 25 

educationally based FBA training programs.  McCahill et al. observed that, despite 

outside professionals’ presumed experience and skill in experimental procedures, 

previous research indicated that functional analyses completed by outside 

professionals were more likely to include inaccurate functional determinations due to 

their tendency to negatively affect procedural integrity (i.e., decreased rates of 

responding) and, in some cases, alter the contextual relationship between environment 

and behavior.  McCahill et al.’s review included the English and Anderson (2004) 

study, which described results from a functional analysis in which a participant’s 

problem behavior had appeared to be maintained solely through attention when the 

functional analysis was completed in a clinic but through access to tangibles and 

attention when occurring with the caregiver.  Ultimately, upon concluding their 
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review, McCahill et al. specifically recommended against the use of functional 

analysis by those conducting FBA within school settings.  

Perhaps the most salient example of changing perspectives toward functional 

analysis can be observed through the comments offered by Carr (1994) as the use of 

nonexperimental FBA began to spread.  As one of the most well-documented pioneers 

of functional analysis, it is unsurprising that Carr (1994) initially asserted that the use 

functional analysis data to guide assessment represented the central idea of ABA.  

However, Carr (1994) appeared cognizant of setting differences and explicitly 

acknowledged the existence of distinct contextual differences between clinical and 

applied settings.  Moreover, Carr (1994) cautioned that due to the nature of the analog 

conditions present during functional analysis, practitioners might be limited with 

respect to their ability to account for the full range of antecedent, consequent, and 

setting-event conditions in a more naturalistic setting.  Consequently, Carr (1994) 

ultimately advised researchers working in such settings to consider eschewing 

functional analysis and instead adopting a hypothesis-driven descriptive model.   

Similar, if less dramatic, perspective shifts can be observed between the 

editions of O’Neill et al.’s widely referenced textbook, Functional Assessment and 

Program Development for Problem Behavior.  The second edition (O’Neill et al., 

1997) included functional analysis as the third of three major components to the FBA 

process: (a) indirect informant assessment, (b) direct assessment, and (c) functional 

analysis.  However, functional analysis was later excluded from the authors’ 

recommendations within the third edition (O’Neill et al., 2015).  O’Neill et al. (2015) 

summarized their recommended FBA process in five distinct components: (a) 
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description of the problem behavior; (b) identification of conditions that predict when 

a problem behavior will and will not be observed; (c) identification of consequences 

that maintain problem behaviors (functions); (d) summary statements or hypotheses 

that describe specific behavior, specific conditions in which the behavior occurs, and 

reinforcers that maintain the behavior under those conditions; and (e) collection of 

direct observation data to support summary statements.    

Although O’Neill et al. (2015) did not explicitly identify the rationale for this 

change, statements included within a 2001 literature review coauthored in the 

intervening years between the second and third editions of the text may provide some 

insight.  Johnston and O’Neill (2001) explained that, despite the heightened interest 

among school personnel in the FBA process following IDEA (1997), many educators 

had reported that they found the traditional process overly demanding in terms of time, 

training, and personnel.  The authors argued that many school districts had reacted to 

these factors by developing abbreviated, one-page versions that could more readily be 

completed by various staff members.  Johnston and O’Neill criticized this practice 

because, although it might have served to meet the minimal requirements of the law, 

the developed format appeared to offer very limited applied use.   

Following their review, Johnston and O’Neill (2001) concluded, “Practitioners 

have limited empirical approaches to draw from as they make the decisions” (p. 206).  

In response, the authors described a decision-making process for school-based 

practitioners to utilize when considering conducting an FBA.  This process follows a 

flow-chart format to assist in determining the FBA procedures to be utilized.  Within 

this framework, evaluators begin by critically assessing their prior knowledge of the 
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student’s behaviors.  Johnston and O’Neill’s guidelines then direct the evaluator to use 

direct observation to support the relationship between the hypothesized function and 

proposed interventions.  This evolution mirrors the conclusions recently drawn by 

Dunlap and Kern (2018), who suggested the FBA begin with wide-ranging indirect 

assessment methods before shifting to increasingly focused, direct methods.  Overall, 

when all factors are considered, the use of functional analysis appears primarily a 

matter of philosophical fiat, and much less likely to be included within FBAs 

conducted within controlled, clinical settings with subjects identified with 

developmental delays or autism.  The role of functional analysis within the school-

based FBA is less certain due to both limited empirical validation and numerous 

setting constraints.  

FBA Methodologies 

Regardless of the setting or practitioner, FBA is not a single test of observation 

(Gresham et al., 2001).  Similarly, whereas procedural recommendations may vary 

with respect to individual procedural elements (i.e., format, number and order of 

steps), the completion of an FBA is typically regarded as a systematic and 

multielement process.  This process universally begins with the specification of one or 

more prioritized and operationally defined target behaviors.  Following their 

investigation of traditional school-based FBA training programs, Quinn et al. (2001) 

reported specification of the challenging behavior as one of the key first steps in the 

FBA process.  Indeed, the authors argued that the FBA process cannot precede without 

a “clear, concrete and reliable” definition (p. 270), which the investigators suggested is 

best obtained through the completion of an interview.  A preliminary functional 
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hypothesis is then generated through a review of existing information, which may or 

may not include the use of assessments.  Asmus et al. (2002) reported that antecedent-

behavior-consequence assessment (Bijou, Peterson, & Ault, 1968) and scatterplot 

(Touchette, Macdonald, & Langer, 1985) are most commonly utilized to facilitate this 

initial direct, descriptive assessment  

C. M. Anderson et al. (2015) delineated between indirect, nonexperimental and 

experimental methods of FBA during their comprehensive review of the literature.  

The authors’ explanation provided a useful overview of the various categories 

commonly employed with differential FBA procedures.  Indirect methods include 

those approaches gathering information through an informant, such as interviews, 

checklists, or ratings.  Nonexperimental methods are characterized by assessments 

gathering behavioral data through direct observation but without any environmental 

manipulation.  This category includes descriptive functional assessment, scatterplot 

(Touchette et al., 1985), and structural analysis.   

First described by Bijou et al. (1968), descriptive assessment refers to a 

methodology based upon analyzing and quantifying four core elements: (a) 

specification of the environment; (b) specification of behavior; (c) measurement and 

assessment of interobserver reliability; and (d) methods for collection, analysis, and 

interpretation of the obtained data.  Within this framework, a descriptive FBA is 

utilized to identify a probable relationship between the described problem behavior 

and the observed environmental conditions.  Peck et al. (1998) described structural 

analysis as an examination of the effects of existing environmental variables upon 

observed problem behavior.  Thus, rather than focusing assessment activities on the 
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examination of consequences that maintain the problem behavior, structural analysis 

evaluates antecedent conditions contributing to the manifestation of the behavior. 

The third category, experimental FBA, is reserved for those designs including 

two or more elements of functional analysis.  Based upon the seminal work by Iwata 

et al. (1982/1994), functional analysis refers to the experimental manipulation of 

environmental conditions to assess and evaluate controlling functions (Gresham et al., 

2001).  Each condition within a functional analysis is designed to evaluate the 

participant’s differential response to one specific reinforcement consequence.  Results 

from each condition are then compared and utilized to identify the functions 

maintaining the target behavior  

The final phase typically included within the various frameworks is a series of 

direct observations, typically utilizing an antecedent-behavior-consequence format, to 

confirm or reject the hypothesized functional relationship.  As previous noted, 

regardless of the specific format of an FBA, a review of the literature suggests a trend 

among school-based FBAs to largely exclude functional analysis (C. M. Anderson et 

al., 2015; Dunlap & Kern, 2018; Renshaw et al., 2008, Scott et al., 2003; Williams & 

Vollmer, 2015).  This trend may be attributed to the preferences and needs of the 

growing base of educators required to complete FBAs as part of IDEA (1997, 2004).  

Sugai et al.’s (1998) procedural framework provided one of the earliest 

examples of a methodology that excluded functional analysis.  Designed for school-

based use, the process consisted of five steps:  

1. Define problem behavior.  
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2. Identify the condition that predicts when the problem behavior will and will 

not be observed.  

3. Identify the consequences that maintain the problem behavior.  

4. Create summary statements or hypotheses that describe specific behavior, 

specific conditions in which the behavior occurs, and reinforcers that 

maintain the behavior under those conditions.  

5. Collect direct observation data to support summary statements.   

Lewis et al. (2017) recently described an even more streamlined process for school-

based FBAs, a three-step model consisting of (a) indirect data gathering to identify 

behavior, (b) the development of a preliminary hypothesis, and (c) direct observations 

to verify or modify hypotheses. 

Given their findings, C. M. Anderson et al. (2015) avoided referencing specific 

procedures within their definition of FBA.  Instead, and consistent with the nebulous 

definition provided by IDEA (2004), C. M. Anderson et al. defined FBA as “a pre-

intervention assessment conducted to develop a hypothesis about environmental 

variables that evoked or maintained problem behavior” (p. 340). 

More recently, Lewis et al. (2017) summarized the current view of school-

based FBA as “typically involving gathering indirect data, generating a preliminary 

hypothesis, and using direct data to strength or alter the hypothesis” (p. 233).  

Concurrently, Scott and Cooper (2017) summarized the current perspective of FBA as 

“a process to determine whether there is a relationship between a person’s behavior 

and the environment and, if so, to describe the nature of the relationship” (p. 101). 
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Given the consistent general lack of specificity, FBA appears best viewed as an 

omnibus term describing the full range of possible techniques for use in identifying 

specific antecedents and consequences as they relate to problem behavior (Gresham et 

al., 2001; Horner, 1994).  Furthermore, sources universally have agreed that FBA is 

presupposed on the notion that observed behavior primarily results from learned and 

environmental reinforcement rather than from underlying pathology (Asmus et al., 

2002).  Despite the ambiguity surrounding the specific procedural elements defining 

FBA, a review of the relevant research revealed several distinct core elements reliably 

included within procedures intended for school-based use.  

The FBA and BIP 

The functional assessment process has occupied a cornerstone role within the 

field of ABA since 1990 and has been included as a requirement within special 

education since IDEA (1997).  Williams and Vollmer (2015) argued that the written 

treatment plan created from an FBA can be seen as the embodiment of the 

technological value espoused in Baer et al.’s (1968) seminal article, which laid the 

foundation for ABA.  Regardless of its applied or academic origin, scholars and 

applied practitioners have agreed that the primary desired outcome of an FBA is a 

comprehensive, efficient, and effective BIP (Horner, 1994; Ingram, Lewis-Palmer, & 

Sugai, 2005).  Sugai and a panel of experts stated that the purpose of an FBA is to 

“improve the effectiveness, relevance and efficiency of behavior support plans” (Sugai 

et al., 2000, p. 139). Scott and Cooper (2017) supported, and intensified, this claim, 

arguing that the FBA process exists solely to provide data useful for the creation of an 

effective BIP.  
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Consequently, relatively clear clinical guidelines describe the optimal timing 

of an FBA.  In their widely referenced textbook, O’Neill et al. (2015) suggested an 

FBA be conducted “whenever student problem behavior is of high intensity and 

unresponsive to typical general interventions” (p. 4).  The results of an FBA then 

facilitate the creation of a subsequent BIP by systematically defining the parameters of 

a problem behavior as well as the environmental contingencies (i.e., antecedent and 

consequences) contributing to its occurrence.  Once so defined, the BIP then can 

describe methods of manipulating these environmental variables to reduce the 

occurrence of the problematic behavior.  Consistent with the functionalist perspective 

providing the impetus for FBA, merely describing the shape and form (topography) of 

a behavior is insufficient for function-based planning, as these offer no explanation 

regarding the controlling functions of the behavior (Gresham et al., 2001; Skinner, 

1953).  

As previously described, the FBA to BIP process is less clearly delineated 

within the school systems; although FBA is explicitly referenced with the IDEA, its 

inclusion is limited to discussions of student discipline.  IDEA (2004) mandated that a 

child suspended or removed from the classroom will receive an FBA; if the behavior 

is determined to be a manifestation of the child’s disability, the IEP team shall 

“conduct a functional behavioral assessment, and implement a behavioral intervention 

plan” (U.S.C. § 1415[k][1][F]).  If the child already has a BIP, the law specifies that 

the BIP should be reviewed and potentially modified (IDEA, 2004). 

Although U.S. Code § 1415 (IDEA, 2004) appears to allude to the FBA’s role 

within the development of a BIP, IDEA does not require schools to conduct FBA 
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before disciplining problem behaviors and only specifically requires the IEP team to 

develop an assessment plan after such consequences occur.  Maag and Katsiyannis 

(2006) conducted a review of relevant case law of the initial 6 years following the 

passage of IDEA 1997.  The researchers reviewed approximately 100 case rulings 

regarding the use of a student BIP.  They concluded that whereas findings supported 

the IDEA’s requirement for the use of “assessment data” in the determination of a 

BIP, courts consistently refused to establish requirements for content or parameters of 

FBAs and their subsequent BIPs.  Losinski et al. (2014) examined case law and found 

that little had changed in the decade following Maag and Katsiyannis’s work.  

Losinski et al. reported, “The lack of federal guidance and regulations on this matter 

has resulted in contradictory court rulings” (p. 252). 

Although inconsistent legal rules may contribute to the lack of standardization, 

clear codification is also lacking within the literature base.  Williams and Vollmer 

(2015) reported that, with the exception of a 1992 study conducted by Vollmer, Iwata, 

Zarcone, and Rodgers, no significant studies had attempted to identify fundamental 

BIP components.  Vollmer et al. (as cited in Williams & Vollmer, 2015) had gathered 

archival evidence and expert opinion to create a template, which identified 28 essential 

BIP elements, broadly categorized into the following areas: behavior specification, 

objectives, program procedures, data collection, and quality assurance.  Williams and 

Vollmer revisited this template to ensure its continued relevancy.  To accomplish this, 

the authors submitted the 1992 template as a survey to a total of 55 experts in the field, 

including 48 members of the editorial board of the Journal of Applied Behavior 

Analysis and seven other editors from either Behavioral Interventions or Research in 
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Developmental Disabilities.  Respondents were asked to rate each of the items on a 

scale of 1 (not essential) to 5 (essential).    

Of the 28 items from 1992 included, 26 were rated 3.8 or above, suggesting  a 

continuation of the survey’s relevance (Williams & Vollmer, 2015).  Furthermore, 

despite limited empirical investigation from the scientific community, Williams and 

Vollmer’s (2015) results suggested a general consensus regarding those areas essential 

to the creation of a BIP.  The highest agreement (5) was noted with the component 

“the target behavior to be reduced is defined.”  Overall, items rated by the respondents 

as “critical elements” tended to reference foundational ABA concepts (e.g. “method 

for data collection is appropriate,” and “baseline for target behaviors has a quantitative 

measure over time”) or specify treatment elements (e.g., “reinforcement schedule, if 

not continuous, is specified,” and “consequence for occurrence of target behavior is 

specified”).  

Williams and Vollmer (2015) did describe two items that failed to meet the 

preestablished criterion of “essential” of 3.8: “a functional analysis was done” (3.56) 

and “functional assessment included a questionnaire” (2.14).  Although Williams and 

Vollmer suggested additional research to clarify these findings, they also suggested 

ratings from these two items differentiated between two distinct practitioners: those 

utilizing functional analysis and those relying on indirect assessment.  This disparity is 

noteworthy in that it supports the idea of a distinction in the practice between 

experimental and applied practitioners. 

Whereas other evaluations provide normative comparisons or percentile 

rankings, the concluding data from an FBA is the identification of functionally 
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equivalent replacement behaviors.  Renshaw et al. (2008) indicated these selected 

replacement behaviors operate as either direct or indirect replacement behaviors.  

Direct replacements serve the same function as the problem behavior they are intended 

to replace (e.g., raising a hand instead of shouting to obtain attention), whereas 

indirect behaviors differ in topography but result in the same consequence (e.g., 

receiving the teacher’s attention for sitting quietly).   

Although evidence supporting the effectiveness and generalizability of BIPs as 

educational tools is still emerging, considerable support has been firmly established 

for the behavioral analytic principles from which the FBA-BIP process is derived 

(Maag & Katsiyannis, 2006; Quinn et al., 2001).  For example, Ingram et al. (2005) 

reported that BIPs incorporating FBA results are more likely to have features designed 

to (a) neutralize and eliminate variables that trigger the problem behavior, (b) teach 

the student skills that increase his or her independence, and (c) arrange the 

environment to establish consequences that encourage appropriate behavior and 

decrease inappropriate behavior.  Moreover, function-based interventions explicitly 

emphasize skill building, thereby promoting the development and maintenance of 

prosocial behaviors (Lane et al., 2007), a practice that not only has been supported by 

previous research (Ingram et al., 2005; McCahill et al., 2014), but also is legally 

required through IDEA (2004). 

Training Programs 

Research has indicated educators can obtain competency in FBA and BIP 

regardless of prior training or experience (Hanley, 2012; Jolivette, Lassman, & 

Wehby, 1998; Johnston & O’Neil, 2001; Lane et al., 2007; McCahill et al., 2014).  
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However, many of the school-based professionals routinely tasked with conducting 

FBA have received limited training in FBA and BIP completion.  This deficiency 

represents yet another facet of the research-to-practice gap in the educational use of 

FBA and BIPs stemming from the interaction between explicit requirements within 

IDEA (1997, 2004) and the vague and limited language explaining the specific 

elements of either service (Zirkel, 2017).  

Nelson, Roberts, Rutherford, Mathur, and Aaroe (1999) conducted a survey of 

Arizona school psychologists and administrators assessing attitudes toward FBA 

shortly after the passage of IDEA 1997.  Respondents were provided with a one-page 

description of FBA and one of two vignettes; the scenarios described were identical 

with the exception of the type of problem behavior described.  All respondents then 

answered the same 12 items using a 7-point Likert scale to indicate their agreement 

with each statement.  Items were designed to assess the respondents’ feelings 

regarding the usability, suitability, effectiveness, and practicability of FBA for the 

behavior described in the vignette.  Surveys were obtained from 105 administrators 

and 111 school psychologists.   Nelson et al. used a 2 x 2 analysis of variance to 

determine the influence the described problem behavior had upon the respondents’ 

attitudes.   

Results indicated the participating educators tended to disregard the practice of 

FBA with low-level, chronic behaviors (Nelson et al., 1999).  Conversely, both 

administrators and school psychologists were less certain of the role of FBA when 

addressing more severe problem behaviors, such as violations involving the possession 

of drugs or firearms.  Moreover, educators expressed skepticism regarding the 
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practicability of conducting FBA within the school setting.  Both administrators and 

school psychologists specifically cited time requirements as a barrier to using FBA.  

Respondents were equally concerned with the training provided to school staff, with 

both groups completing the survey indicating their belief that educators had not 

received sufficient training to enable them to incorporate FBA into their regular 

practices.  

These latter concerns were explored by Conroy et al. (2000) during their 

review of the literature surrounding educator use of FBA.  Conroy et al. again 

emphasized the insufficient specificity surrounding FBA and BIP within with IDEA 

1997 as a primary barrier to the development of educator competency in FBA.  The 

authors argued that the inclusion of requirements for preservice and in-service training 

in FBA without any corresponding establishment of FBA procedural severely limited 

the ability to establish or design quality FBA training programs.  Given the immediate 

implications of IDEA 1997, schools were essentially forced to assume the 

responsibility for both designing and implementing FBA training programs—an 

obligation further complicated by the limited quantity of empirical data available at 

the time of Conroy et al.’s paper.  

Although caution was advised due to the preliminary state of research on FBA 

use in classrooms, Conroy et al. (2000) did attempt to synthesize the data gathered.  

The authors identified several critical skill areas for inclusion within programs 

aspiring to increase competency in FBA: (a) knowledge and application of ABA, (b) 

knowledge and application of functional assessment and analysis techniques, (c) 

knowledge and application of development of multicomponent interventions linked to 



Texas Tech University, Brian Patrick Kelly, May 2020 

45 

FBA, (d) demonstration of collaboration skills, and (e) development of attitudes and 

beliefs requiring the efficacy of using FBA to identify functions of behavior 

addressing the student’s performance deficit rather than using behavioral reduction 

strategies not linked to the function of behavior. 

Despite these and similar recommendations from researchers, as well as the 

undeniable pressure forced upon school officials, IDEA (2004) again failed to provide 

specific guidance for training on or completion of FBAs.  The most recent 

reauthorization of IDEA did not specify or require those conducting the FBA to have 

received specific training or credentialing; instead, schools are now obligated to 

“ensure that assessments . . . are administered by trained and knowledgeable 

personnel” (U.S.C. § 1414[b][3][A]).  

FBA training programs targeting school professionals have been attempted in a 

variety of formats, including procedures utilizing training manuals; instructional 

videos; and, most commonly for the school setting, consultative in-service models, 

which typically involve an expert from outside the organization providing didactic 

instruction (McCahill et al., 2014).  Sailor et al. (2000) suggested that the abundance 

of in-service training programs is likely explained as an artifact of the limitations 

imposed by the funding process for most school-based training programs.  Moreover, 

Conroy et al. (2000) noted significant limitations imposed by in-service training 

sessions and emphasized the need for ongoing training courses provided by instructors 

familiar with current FBA literature.  Indeed, researchers evaluating FBA training 

procedures consistently have found such traditional workshop trainings ineffective in 
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building sufficient FBA knowledge and skills (Lane et al., 2007; Sailor et al., 2000; 

Scott et al., 2003).   

Scott et al. (2003) argued that workshop models are fundamentally doomed to 

fail, as such traditional instructor-driven models overlook the necessity of relevant and 

deliberate practice required to facilitate the use of FBA and BIP within the actual 

school system.  Referencing a systems change model, Scott et al. (2003) argued that 

those learning FBA procedures must be sufficiently exposed to a variety of cases and 

behaviors representative of those likely to be experienced in the school setting before 

acquiring the ability to adequately discriminate individual FBA processes and 

procedures.  Lane et al.’s (2007) findings supported this notion.  Lane et al. trained 

staff at four elementary schools to complete FBAs, providing staff three 3-hour 

training sessions over 7 months.  At the conclusion of their study, Lane et al. 

determined that competency in FBA procedures required training participants to 

experience the completion of FBA procedures within authentic contexts.   

Quinn et al. (2001) attempted to address these concerns in a position paper in 

which she and her fellow investigators proposed a research agenda designed to assist 

the identification of FBA best practices.  Quinn et al. reviewed the existing literature 

base and identified a series of common, problematic outcomes resulting from 

traditional school-based FBA training programs.  Among these, Quinn et al. reported 

the six most common and problematic outcomes:  

1. School staff used unreliable and inaccurate operational definitions of target 

behaviors.  
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2. Multidisciplinary teams tended to attempt to target multiple and varied 

behaviors as single problems rather than distinct classes of behaviors.  

3. Evaluators did not clearly identify and link FBA data to hypotheses 

statements regarding triggering and maintaining conditions.  

4. BIPs developed were not individualized.  

5. BIPs focused primarily on eliminating inappropriate behaviors, with little 

emphasis placed on systematically teaching replacement behaviors.  

6. IEP teams rarely monitored the fidelity of the BIP.  

Quinn et al. elaborated that BIP strategies reviewed frequently failed to link directly to 

the function of the student’s behavior.  Similarly, classroom contextual variables 

tended to be overlooked, thereby resulting in plans that inadequately addressed 

situational differences.  

Ultimately, Quinn et al. (2001) suggested that although didactic and preservice 

training might represent an important element of an effective FBA training program, 

these components were insufficient in isolation.  These findings were supported by 

Van Acker et al. (2005), who evaluated results for an educational initiative completed 

by 70 schools in Wisconsin over 3 years.  School staff participated in a 3-day training 

comprised of a 1-day workshop and two subsequent follow-up seminars describing the 

FBA to BIP process.  Participants included staff from 31 high schools, 16 middle 

schools, and 24 elementary schools.  Following the 3-day training, school 

administrators were asked to submit FBAs and BIPs for a free review.  Using a rating 

scale developed by the authors and validated by seven experts in the field, Van Acker 

et al. determined that over half of the submitted FBA and BIPS contained a quantity of 



Texas Tech University, Brian Patrick Kelly, May 2020 

48 

methodological flaws sufficient to render them ineffective, and less than half (40%) of 

the provided documents met the minimum legally established criteria for inclusion 

within a student’s IEP.  The deficiencies described were similar to those discussed in 

Quinn et al.’s paper.  Van Acker et al. reported (a) 70% of the FBAs and BIPs 

submitted failed to adequately define the problem behavior, (b) 25% did not include a 

discussion of the function of the problem behavior, (c) 61% made no attempt to verify 

the function of the behavior included within the developed BIP, and (d) 46% of the 

BIPs proposed exclusively utilizing aversive technology as a means of addressing the 

problem behavior.  

Weber et al. (2005) explored these continuing deficiencies a year after the 

2004 reauthorization of the IDEA.  The researchers surveyed 48 state education 

agencies regarding the availability and nature of the guidance provided for public 

schools attempting to complete FBAs.  Responses were rated for their inclusion within 

14 areas of “common practice,” as identified within the guidance documents provided 

by the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services.  Weber et al. reported 

the majority (n = 41) of the surveyed states provided some form of guidance for local 

education agencies.  However, the specificity of this information varied dramatically.  

Only 36 states indicated provisions describing the necessity of “defining target 

behaviors” and utilizing direct observations, two elements widely regarded as essential 

components (Williams & Vollmer, 2015).  Whereas these two exclusions are 

problematic, 16 of the surveyed states failed to note any requirement for the completed 

FBA to include a hypothesis statement.  Given that the fundamental purpose of an 

FBA is to identify a functional relationship between behavior and contextual factors, 
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this exclusion essentially eliminates the possibility of FBAs originating from any of 

these 16 states to meet minimum standards of technical adequacy.  Weber et al. 

indicated the two areas with the lowest level of reported practice or inclusion within 

guidance documents were the requirement for functional analysis (termed analog 

experiments) and the use of procedures to identify specific reinforcers.   

Overall, the data received indicated that guidance provided to local education 

agencies was overwhelmingly descriptive in nature, with references to procedures 

lacking any theoretical or scientific framework (Weber et al., 2005).  Given these 

results, and consistent with the criticism leveled by Conroy et al. (2000), Weber et al. 

(2005) concluded that many school districts lacked the necessary training and 

guidance to completed FBAs as originally described within the behavior analytic 

research base that contributed to the inclusion of FBA within IDEA 1997.  The authors 

expressed concern that this conceptual vacuum would increase the likelihood of 

school-based professionals relying on “cookbook” approaches.    

McCahill et al. (2014) reviewed FBA training programs designed for 

educational staff.  The researchers attempted to identify training trends through a 

review of 25 studies describing the training of FBA or functional analysis for 

professionals working in an educational or clinical setting.  McCahill et al. grouped 

common inconsistent elements within the training programs into one or more of the 

following areas: instruction in indirect assessment, observational assessments, and 

experimental functional analysis.  The investigators found most of the reviewed 

studies (n = 21) utilized a training program centering on experimental functional 

analysis techniques.  Among these, brief functional analysis was frequently utilized (n 
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= 12), with session durations typically ranging 5–10 minutes.  Of the remaining 9 

studies employing functional analysis, 5 included training in the completion of trial-

based functional analyses, and 4 were grounded in methods teaching analog functional 

analysis.  The studies utilized a mixture of direct and indirect procedures.  These 

training programs varied but typically centered on an antecedent-behavior-

consequence assessment and a protocol facilitating the creation of functional 

hypotheses and a function-based support plan.  

McCahill et al. (2014) noted that duration and methodology varied 

dramatically across settings.  Fifteen of the 21 studies reported training durations 

drastically ranging from 10 minutes to 12 weeks.  The average length of studies 

reporting time in minutes was 7.81 hours, whereas those employing weeks reported a 

mean duration of 6.19 weeks.  The reviewers further noted study duration appeared to 

be correlated with greater detail of behavioral function, hypothesis testing, and 

behavior support evaluation.  McCahill et al. indicated that studies with shorter 

durations tended to train in functional analysis procedures.    

Several studies have described promising formats for use in school settings.  

Working on behalf of the Center for Effective Collaboration and Practice and under 

the direction of the U.S. Department of Education Office of Special Education 

Programs, Gable et al. (1999) created a systematic 10-step model.  The model was 

based upon expert consensus and designed to assist schools through the entire FBA to 

BIP process related to the requirements established by IDEA.  The 10 steps were the 

following (Gable et al., 1999): 

1. Verify the seriousness of the problem behavior.  
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2. Define the problem behavior.  

3. Collect information on possible functions of the problem behavior.  

4. Analyze the information using data triangulation or problem pathway 

analysis.  

5. Generate hypothesis statements regarding the probable functions of the 

problem behavior.  

6. Test the hypothesis statement regarding the problem behavior.  

7. Develop and implement the BIP.  

8. Monitor fidelity of the BIP.  

9. Evaluate the effectiveness of the BIP.  

10. Modify the BIP as necessary.  

Maag and Larson (2004) successfully trained an upper elementary school 

teacher to complete FBAs with two students exhibiting problem behaviors in her 

general education class.  Training incorporated the Functional Assessment Hypothesis 

Formulation Protocol (FAHFP), an instrument developed by Maag.  Utilization of the 

FAHFP conceptualized an FBA into several explicit steps: (a) identifying and 

operationally defining the target behavior, (b) identifying setting events related to the 

occurrence of target behaviors, (c) conducting direct observations of the target 

behaviors, (d) ascribing possible functions the target behavior served, and (e) 

constructing hypothesis statements about the function of the target behavior.  FAHFP 

training consisted of two sessions with a total training time of 5.5 hours.  The teacher’s 

subsequent implementation of FBA was assessed through the completion of several 

target behaviors.  The investigators noted that the teacher successfully completed all 
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five FAHFP steps with both students identified for participation.  However, the 

authors reported that the teacher’s data collection was inconsistent, as she did not 

collect data for several days with each student.  With respect to this procedural lapse, 

Maag and Larson explained that several researchers had reported trends of inconsistent 

data collection difficulties in applied settings.  The authors concluded that training 

procedures relying upon teachers to gather daily data may be destined to meet with 

similar difficulties.    

Lane et al. (2007) created a multifaceted intervention, called Project Function, 

designed to provide comprehensive function-based training.  The authors reported the 

following training objectives: (a) completion of a functional assessment; (b) utilization 

of FBA results to design function-based interventions; (c) implementation of the 

selected interventions; and (d) evaluation of the selected intervention with respect to 

social validity, treatment integrity, and generalization and maintenance.  Lane et al. 

evaluated the effectiveness of this program over 7 months with two school-based 

teams.  Each school team was asked to provide four representatives, with three of the 

four members required to represent a specific role within the school: administration, 

special educator, and general educator.   

According to Lane et al. (2007), the provided training program consisted of 

four distinct elements: (a) three 6-hour training sessions; (b) bimonthly meetings with 

the investigators; (c) the requirement to design, implement, and evaluate a functional-

assessment based intervention for at least one student; and (d) the obligation to present 

their findings at a poster session held at the end of the study.  Of the three sessions 

provided, only one was dedicated to functional assessment procedures, intervention 
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design, and evaluation.  The other two sessions emphasized working as a team and 

peer-assisted strategies.  Bimonthly sessions consisted of 1-hour site meetings with the 

research team every other week.  In total, participants were provided between 10 and 

12 hours of on-site support.   

The functional assessment procedures utilized in the Lane et al. (2007) study 

were entirely indirect and consisted of descriptive assessments utilized to formulate a 

functional hypothesis.  Data from the assessment were then used to design a 

functional-based intervention.  Interventions selected included elements designed to 

both reduce the likelihood of the problem behavior occurring and provide instruction 

in a functional-equivalent prosocial behavior.  The investigatory team provided 

implementation support during the scheduled bimonthly meetings  

Results obtained from both teams reported significant decreases in the 

identified problem behaviors following the implementation of the function-based 

intervention designed by a school-based team (Lane et al., 2007).  Similarly, both the 

teacher and student reported high levels of treatment acceptance.  However, the 

authors noted despite the reduction in problem behaviors, neither student demonstrated 

consistent use of the identified replacement behavior.  Consequently, Lane et al. 

(2007) recommended future research stress strategies for reinforcing and teaching 

replacement behaviors.  Despite this limitation, the authors concluded that the 

procedures illustrated the feasibly and effectiveness of the training program in a 

natural setting.   

 Renshaw et al. (2008) attempted to replicate Maag and Larson’s (2004) study 

with a slightly larger group of elementary school teachers (N = 4).  However, despite 



Texas Tech University, Brian Patrick Kelly, May 2020 

54 

this stated intention for replication, several variations in methodology were noted.  

Most notably, rather than focusing solely upon FBA, the researchers broadened 

training to target function-based supports.  Function-based supports refers to both the 

initial completion of an FBA as well as the subsequent development of a behavior 

support plan or BIP.  Despite this change, this inclusion is consistent with FBA 

practice overall, as the ultimate purpose of an FBA is to identify environmental 

conditions associated with the occurrence and nonoccurrence of problem behaviors 

(Gresham et al., 2001).   

To accommodate this conceptual expansion, Renshaw et al. (2008) utilized 

training procedures described by Umbreit, Ferro, Liaupsin, and Lane (2007), which 

consisted of three core components (a) group training (b) independent reading and 

applied activities and (c) individual consultation.  Renshaw et al. noted the training 

sequence was distinct from many others in that it required each participant to 

demonstrate proficiency in each step before training in the subsequent step was 

offered.   

During the initial group training phase, participants were provided four hour-

long training sessions over 10 weeks (Renshaw et al., 2008).  These sessions were 

designed to cover the essential elements and rationale of the function-based support 

process.  The second component of training, independent reading and applied 

activities, included the assignment of 10 readings and a series of applied activities.  

The individual readings varied in content and length but were limited to a maximum 

of five pages.  The required applied activities were similarly varied in presentation and 

included completing review questions and implementing function-based support 
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procedures with individual students.  Applied activities were designed to be completed 

at the rate of one activity per week over 10 weeks.  The final phase consisted of two 5- 

to 15-minute private meetings after school between the participants and investigators.  

The content of these meetings centered on reviewing performance and clarifying the 

provided training content.  

Renshaw et al. (2008) evaluated the effectiveness of the function-based support 

training in two phases.  The multicomponent training was evaluated during Phase 1 

through a pre- and posttest comparison of a Function-Based Supports Knowledge Test 

developed by the investigators.  Performance on this measured was assessed through a 

multiple-baseline achievement-test design first described by Miller and Weaver in 

1972.  All participants completed the Function-Based Supports Knowledge Test prior 

to training and then again prior to beginning each of the three components of the 

training program.  Results from each assessment were graphed and compared across 

the 12 weeks of the intervention.    

The independent variable for Phase 2 was the teacher-completed behavior 

support plans.  Renshaw et al. (2008) reported initially intending to evaluate behavior 

support plans through an analysis of functional relationships; however, due to reported 

time limitations, an antecedent-behavior design was utilized to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the interventions identified within the behavior support plans.  

 Results obtained via the Function-Based Supports Knowledge Test indicated 

consistent and significant gains in participant knowledge relative to baseline, ranging 

from pre- to posttraining gains of 19% for implementing and monitoring the behavior 

support plan to a high of 31% for conducting the FBA.  Renshaw et al. (2008) were 
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more cautious when generalizing the small to moderate gains observed during Phase 2, 

citing significant limitations imposed by the available time for implementation and the 

lack of functional control inherent in the selected antecedent-behavior designs.  

Furthermore, the authors noted the observational data collected by the general 

education teachers participating in the study tended to understate the amount of 

behavioral change.  Consequently, Renshaw et al. suggested future researchers 

consider improving the data collection methods. 

Loman and Horner (2014) developed and evaluated the 4-hour Basic FBA 

program designed to train school-based professionals to complete technically adequate 

FBAs.  Eligible participants were required to occupy a flexible role within the school, 

defined as a position not routinely tasked with direct instruction.  Twelve school 

professionals with previous experience as a member of a behavior support team 

participated.  Training was separated into three phases, with the first phase consisting 

of the four 1-hour workshop sessions guided through the use of a training manual 

coauthored by the first author.  Each session began by defining the specific training 

objectives and, with the exception of Session 1, reviewing previous content.  New 

content was presented via a combination of didactic and applied activities.  Each 

activity was supported through multiple practice opportunities.  Sessions concluded 

with a “check for understanding” worksheet.  Overall Phase 1 participant learning was 

assessed through a pre- and posttest measure created by the investigators.   

Phase 2 required each participant to complete an FBA with a student from the 

participant’s school (Loman & Horner, 2014).  Participants submitted the competed 
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document as well as all evaluation materials for review.  Each FBA was then rated 

using a rubric created by the first author assessing the following five criteria:  

1. Interviews were conducted with a staff member who worked with the 

student during routines where the problem behavior occurred.  

2. Problem behavior was defined in observable and measurable terms.  

3. A routine was prioritized for observation.  

4. An antecedent event was defined as exerting stimulus control over the 

problem behavior.  

5. The primary maintaining function of the problem behavior was identified.   

Possible scores ranged from 0 to 5.  The final phase involved the completion of formal 

functional analyses by the investigators to verify functional hypotheses generated 

during the previous phase.  

Results suggested that the created training was effective in increasing 

participants’ procedural knowledge and applied FBA skill (Loman & Horner, 2014).  

Scores on the FBA Knowledge Assessment increased from an average pretraining 

score of 39.5% (SD = 18.82, range = 11.40–68.50%) to 92.55% (SD = 7.22, range = 

77–100%).  Similar success was noted with respect to the technical adequacy of the 

participant’s completed FBA, with all FBAs completed by the participants meeting 

100% of the procedural adequacy criteria.  Moreover, the authors reported 100% 

correspondence between functions initially identified using indirect methods and later 

verified through formal functional analysis.  

Loman and Horner (2014) concluded that results appeared to support the 

efficacy of the developed treatment protocol.  Educators participating in the 4-hour 
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training developed sufficient knowledge and skills to enable them to conduct 

procedurally adequate FBAs.  Given these results, the investigators concluded that the 

FBA process could be made more accessible to educators using similar training 

programs.  Furthermore, Loman and Horner suggested provision of such training 

might serve to shift the global educational perspective regarding behavior to more 

function-based logic, which, in turn, would support a broader, multitiered school-wide 

behavioral support system.  

However, despite these promising results, Loman and Horner (2014) noted 

several limitations constraining the generalizability of their findings.  Chief among 

these was the small sample size utilized.  The authors suggested an increase in the 

number of participants would facilitate a more robust analysis of the relationship 

between the basic FBA training and the accuracy of the summary statements created 

by the school professionals participating in the study.  In addition, the authors reported 

that the first author’s dual role as both investigator and trainer might have confounded 

results.  A third factor affecting generalizability noted involved the use of the FBA 

Knowledge Assessment developed to assess the participants’ baseline and acquired 

knowledge and skills.  Loman and Horner explained results from the instrument were 

limited by both the authors’ failure to establish the psychometric properties of the 

assessment and decision to utilize the identical assessment both pre- and 

postintervention.  Loman and Horner concluded with the recommendation that future 

researchers attempt to replicate study findings using school district personnel in 

trainings of school professionals.  
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

This chapter provides a complete description of the methods utilized within the 

research study evaluating the effectiveness of a multicomponent FBA training 

program designed to increase the operational knowledge and applied skills among 

active school-based evaluation specialists.  The study rationale, research questions, 

variables, participants, materials, as well as information describing data collection and 

interpretation are detailed.  

Research Design 

Given the stated research questions and study rationale, a single-subject 

experimental design was identified as the ideal experimental design.  Kratochwill et al. 

(2010) explained that single-subject designs are characterized by the identification of a 

single case (an individual or cluster of participants) as the unit of study.  Accordingly, 

each case provides its own control for comparison, as the outcome variable is 

measured repeatedly within and across different levels of the independent variable.  

These features are particularly well suited to the study of educational practices at the 

level of the individual learner, and thus single-subject design has been employed 

frequently in the field of special education research (Horner et al., 2005).  

Multiple-baseline achievement test design.  The use of a multiple-baseline 

achievement test was identified as the most appropriate single-subject experimental 

design to evaluate the planned FBA training package.  The multiple-baseline 

achievement test (Miller & Weaver, 1972) is characterized by the repeated 

administration of a comprehensive achievement exam uniquely designed to assess an 
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instructional program or intervention package.  Within this design, a comprehensive 

exam assessing a multielement training package, course, or instructional program is 

specifically created with multiple subsections, each of which is expressly formulated 

to be representative of a single content area or instructional component.  Each 

subsection is then scored separately and used to define a separate phase or baseline of 

the overall treatment.  The treatment or intervention for each baseline consists of the 

provision of the training corresponding to the content measured by the subsection of 

the achievement test. 

The present study evaluated the effects of the Basic FBA to BIP training series 

upon participants’ conceptual understanding of FBA and BIP.  The Basic FBA to BIP 

program is a multicomponent FBA training series developed by Loman, Strickland-

Cohen, Borgmeier, and Horner (2013) and formatted to be delivered in seven distinct, 

1-hour modules.  Six of the seven modules were utilized within this study, each of 

which represented a separate baseline within the multiple-baseline design employed in 

this study.  

A comprehensive achievement test entitled the FKaST was created to assess 

this training package.  The FKaST was designed with six sections, each created to 

correspond to one of the specific training modules delivered to participants.  All 

participants completed the FKaST prior to the provision of training Module 1, thus 

providing an initial baseline measure.  Each participant was then readministered the 

examination following each training session.  Results for each subsection were 

compared to both the preintervention baseline as well as results from the previous 

module.  
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The use of the multiple-baseline achievement test design allowed a clear 

evaluation of the Basic FBA to BIP training series while controlling for subject-

specific influences.  A causal relationship between the FBA training series and a 

participant’s FBA conceptual knowledge was inferred if the participant’s score on the 

FKaST increased following provision of the Basic FBA to BIP training series.  

Within this variation of multiple baseline, an overall “class” average was 

calculated and served as the prime unit of analysis.  Participant results were averaged, 

graphed, and compared across the 16-week study.  Figure 1 depicts the obtained study 

results.  The x-axis reflects the cumulative duration of the study, whereas the y-axis 

depicts the average percentage of participant correct responses, referred to as the 

“class average” as measured by the FKaST. 
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Figure 1.  Illustration of the design using the obtained data for this study.  The x-axis 

represents weeks of training, and the y-axis represents percentage score correct on the 

Functional Behavioral Assessment Knowledge and Skills Test (FKST). 
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Pretest–posttest comparison.  The second phase investigated the effects of 

the Basic FBA to BIP training program upon the technical quality of the participants 

FBAs and their accompanying BIPs.  Phase 2 was evaluated through a pretest–posttest 

critical review of an FBA and BIP completed by each participant using the FBA/BIP 

TATE rubric (see Appendix B).   

Design standards for single-subject research.  Within the selected single-

subject design, each participant represented an individual case or unit of analysis.  As 

such, each participant provided his or her own control when evaluating the effects of 

the outcome variable.  Kratochwill et al. (2010) created a series of single-case design 

standards to address common threats to validity.  These standards, presented by the 

What Works Clearinghouse in Single-Case Design Technical Documentation 

(Kratochwill et al., 2010), were originally intended to assist What Works 

Clearinghouse reviewers in their critical assessment of studies employing single-

subject designs.  However, the standards also provide a useful heuristic for the 

evaluation of the single-subject design employed in this study. 

The use of the design standards allows experimental designs to be sorted into 

one of three distinct groups: (a) meets evidence standards, (b) meets evidence 

standards with reservations, and (c) does not meet evidence standards.  An explanation 

of each of the criteria for designs that meet evidence standards follows, including a 

description of this study’s relevant design element.  

Systematic manipulation.  “The independent variable (i.e., the intervention) 

must be systematically manipulated, with the researcher determining when and how 

the independent variable conditions change” (Kratochwill et al., 2010, p. 14).  In the 
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current study, the independent variable was systematically presented through six 

preplanned 1-hour training sessions.  Sessions were staggered and presented in 2-week 

intervals over the course of 16 weeks.  Steady state responding was verified within 

each module prior to the introduction of the next training element. 

Interassessor agreement.  “Each outcome variable must be measured 

systematically over time by more than one assessor” (Kratochwill et al., 2010, p. 15).  

The study needed to collect interassessor agreement in each module and on at least 

30% of the data points in each condition (e.g., baseline, intervention), and the 

interassessor agreement must meet minimum thresholds (Kratochwill et al., 2010).  

Per study design, all participants completed the FKaST at repeated and equal intervals.  

An answer key was created and utilized to create the online computerized exam.  All 

administrations were completed using secured Google documentation, and scoring 

was electronically automated.   

For Phase 2, each participant was required to submit two FBAs for critical 

review.  Each of these FBAs was completed electronically using fabricated data 

provided by the principal investigator.  Interrater reliability was obtained for 33% of 

the provided FBAs by a cooperating experimenter.  Both raters scored using the TATE 

rubric, and the obtained interobserver agreement measured via Cohen’s kappa ranged 

between .72 and .89.  

Three points in time or phases.  “The study must include at least three 

attempts to demonstrate an intervention effect at three different points in time or with 

three different phase repetitions” (Kratochwill et al., 2010, p. 15).  The outcome 

variable (FBA knowledge) was demonstrated through the staggered introduction of the 
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training sessions across different points in time.  Further support of causality was 

observed through multiple and systematic replications of the experimental effect.  

Horner et al. (2005) argued that three different replications of effect are generally 

sufficient to demonstrate experimental control.  Kratochwill et al. (2010) asserted that 

the inclusion of additional phase (or module) replications within a multiple-baseline 

design offers the greatest potential for enhancing internal and statistical conclusion 

validity.  The study design included a total of six possible effect demonstrations, 

significantly exceeding the suggested three attempts for demonstrations. 

At least six phases with five data points per phase.  For a phase to qualify as 

an attempt to demonstrate an effect, the phase must have a minimum of three data 

points.  To meet standards, a multiple baseline design must have a minimum of six 

phases with at least five data points per phase (Kratochwill et al., 2010).  The study 

design included six module phases, with each phase being uniquely defined by a 

specific training module contained within the Basic FBA to BIP training series.  

Consistent with single-subject design standards described by Kratochwill et al. (2010), 

each module was evaluated through a visual analysis of the graphed aggregated 

overall class average score for the FKaST at each phase.  Nine data points were 

collected for each administration of the FKaST, resulting in a total of 72 data points.  

However, although four of the six modules included within the design met the design 

standard, two of the modules did not meet the five points described by Kratochwill et 

al.   
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Participants 

This section describes the setting, inclusion criteria, participant recruitment 

procedures and participant demographic data.  Given the researcher’s relationship to 

the participants, particular attention is provided to detail the efforts to limit coercion.  

Participation attrition is also addressed. 

Setting.  The participating district occupies approximately 144 square miles 

within a large south central Texas city.  At the conclusion of the 2017-2018 school 

year, the participating district reported a total enrollment of 64,359 students.  Over 

half of the students attending the district identified as either Hispanic or Latino 

(59.46%).  Individuals describing themselves as White accounted for 25.67% of the 

total enrollment, 7.32% of students identified as African American, 3.75% identified 

as Asian, and 3.43% identified as two or more races.  Of the total student population, 

28,400 attended one of the district’s 46 elementary campuses (serving kindergarten 

through Grade 5), 14,700 were enrolled at one of the 14 middle schools (Grades 6–8), 

and 21,200 were educated within one of the seven high schools serving Grades 9–12.  

Fifty-nine enrolled students were reported to be confined to either their home or a 

hospital setting.  In 2018, the Texas Education Agency reported 10.30% of the 

district’s students were eligible to receive special education services.  

Criteria for participation.  Participants were recruited through a convenience 

sample.  Eligible participants included those currently employed within the 

participating district as “appraisal personnel.”  The participating district reported 

employing 52 evaluation specialists to assist in meeting the needs of the 6,626 

students eligible for special education services.  Experience within the group ranged 



Texas Tech University, Brian Patrick Kelly, May 2020 

67 

from 1 year to 30 years of practice.  The majority of the group were women (n = 48).  

Although the majority of these evaluation specialists, referred to internally as 

“appraisal personnel,” maintained licensures as an LSSP (n = 46), six retained 

credentials from the Texas Education Agency as educational diagnosticians.  With 

minor exceptions, the employing district indicated no distinction was made between 

the two groups with regards to job assignments.  The participating district indicated 

that both roles are routinely tasked with the completion of FBAs as well as with 

assisting special educators with the creation of BIPs for students serviced with special 

education.  All appraisal personnel were offered the opportunity to participate in the 

study.  As indicated within the study rationale, the expanded sample size was 

explicitly planned to address the limitations reported within the Loman and Horner 

(2014) study.   

Recruitment of participants.  The principal investigator initially presented an 

overview of the study objectives and procedures via an interdepartmental e-mail (see 

Appendix C) and later during a monthly professional development meeting.  The 

participating district reported that one day of each month is reserved for internal 

professional development.  Appraisal staff are encouraged to attend these sessions, and 

attendance at these events is typically high. An additional one to two supplementary 

sessions are offered each month to reteach and reinforce district processes and 

procedures.  These sessions are typically 1–3 hours in length and, while available to 

all appraisal personnel, attendance is most often encouraged among those new to the 

district (typically defined as fewer than 3 years within the district).  
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Role of the researcher.  The principal investigator is employed as the 

participating district’s director of psychological services.  In addition to supervising 

appraisal personnel, the director of psychological services is responsible for 

identifying and arranging for monthly internal professional development opportunities.  

Given the potential for conflicting influences, special care was taken to avoid undue 

coercive influence.  The principal investigator initially presented an overview of the 

study’s objectives and procedures via an internal e-mail (see Appendix C).  Although 

the recruitment e-mail was delivered to all appraisal staff through the district’s internal 

e-mail provider, the recruitment e-mail utilized university letterhead and clearly 

indicated the purpose was study recruitment.  The e-mail provided a brief review of 

the study objectives and indicated that additional information was to be provided 

during an upcoming, prescheduled professional development meeting.   

During the meeting, all staff were informed that participation in the current 

study was optional and that no adverse consequences would result from the decision 

not to participate.  Similarly, although the planned study procedures did not differ 

from those routinely utilized by the participating district during internal professional 

development sessions, the principal investigator explained the goals and objectives of 

the study and directly and explicitly disclosed the potential benefits the principal 

investigator would derive from staff participation.   

Those electing to participate were informed that, upon completion of the 

planned training series, they were eligible for a total of six continuing education 

credits.  These credits can be applied toward meeting the requirements of their 

continued licensure/certification.  No other compensation or incentive was offered.   
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Staff were advised that those wishing to attend the trainings without actively 

participating in the study procedures were welcome to do so. Those choosing not to 

participate were provided information describing the Basic FBA to BIP e-learning 

online modules (Loman et al., 2013; see http://basicfba.gseweb.org).  The e-learning 

modules provide a self-paced, online equivalent of the planned live training sessions.  

Those completing the e-learning modules were eligible for an equal number of 

continuing education credits as those electing to participate in the study.  In addition, 

the principal investigator informed those considering participation that those declining 

to participate would be excused from the professional development sessions.  No 

additional or alternate tasks were assigned, and those choosing not to participate were 

allowed to resume their routine work duty.  Following this initial recruitment 

presentation, no addition recruitment efforts were undertaken, and such efforts were 

not referenced or alluded to during any future work-related event or function.  

Furthermore, following the initial recruitment meeting, the principal investigator’s 

direct participation in the study activities ended.    

Cooperating experimenters.  To further guard against any real or perceived 

potential for study participation or performance to influence a participant’s 

employment evaluation, the principal investigator was assisted in the initial intake 

procedures by two cooperating experimenters.  Both cooperating experimenters are 

identified as “lead” LSSPs within the participating district and are routinely tasked 

with leading internal professional development activities.  Following the explanation 

of study procedures by the principal researcher, the cooperating experimenters met 

with interested participants and obtained informed consent.   
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Protection of human participants and informed consent.  The Institutional 

Review Board at Texas Tech University reviewed and approved all methods and 

procedures utilized within this study.  Additional support was provided by the 

cooperating district. 

The materials utilized for recruitment and consent consisted of recruitment e-

mails and letters of informed consent (see Appendix D).  Completed consent 

documents were collected by the cooperating experimenters and stored within a 

secured locked file cabinet.  

Each participant was assigned an enrollment number at the time of consent for 

use on all submitted study documents.  Enrollment numbers were used as the sole 

identifier for all items submitted as part of the study.  The principal investigator had 

access only to the participant’s enrollment number and was not aware of an 

individual’s participation status.   

With the exception of the letters of informed consent, all materials were 

generated and subsequently completed and stored on a secured Google drive.  All 

study data were collected electronically by the cooperating experimenters.  

Participants were informed of the specific nature and planned use of data being 

collected.  Personally identifiable information collected from each participant included 

preintervention demographic data (see Appendix E): (a) name, (b) contact e-mail, (c) 

certification, (d) years of experience, (e) previous ABA coursework, and (f) previous 

FBA training.  Each participant was asked to rate his or her perceived confidence in 

completing FBA on a scale ranging from 0 (no confidence) to 5 (complete confidence).  

Participant confidence was reassessed using this scale at the conclusion of the study.  
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Information contained within the informed consent form (see Appendix D) 

included an explanation regarding the deliberate sequential skill training format of 

sessions and a request that those choosing to participate commit to attending all six 

training sessions.  Participants received scheduled reminders prior to each scheduled 

training session but were fully informed that their participation remained voluntary.  

Those wishing to withdraw from the study were able to do so by either informing the 

investigator (verbally or in writing) or by choosing not to attend the scheduled session. 

Participant attrition.  Informed consent for participation was obtained in June 

2019 in accordance with the described method section.  Of the 52 possible 

participants, 23 attended the informational session and agreed to participate in the 

study.  Appraisal staff are employed on an 11-month contract, which resulted in a 

break of 7.5 weeks before the next step in the study process occurred.     

Per the described methods, all participants were provided a reminder to 

complete the pretraining FBA/BIP document as well as the FKaST pretest following 

the scheduled break.  Respondents initially reported a technological barrier while 

attempting to submit the electronic prestudy FBA/BIP document in the form of the 

district’s internal firewall.  This barrier was promptly addressed but did require 

participants to submit documents through e-mail rather than directly uploading as 

intended.  All participants were provided updated instructions and technical support 

through the two lead LSSPs assisting in the study.  Participants were provided an 

additional reminder on July 31.  This notification reiterated the need to complete both 

documents and reminded participants of the date and time for the initial session.  
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Ultimately, of the 23 initial participants, 12 did not complete the pretest 

FKaST or the pretraining FBA/BIP documents (or both) prior to Session 1.  Per study 

guidelines, these participants were subsequently dropped from the study.  Therefore, 

11 participants remained at the time of the first training session.  Two participants 

failed to attend Session 1 and were therefore also dropped from the study.  

However, despite a large initial attrition rate, study participation was stable 

once the study began, with all remaining nine participants attending each of the six 

subsequent training sessions and completing the accompanying FKaSTs. As the study 

progressed, an additional participant was dropped from the study after failing to 

complete the final, ninth, FKaST administration.  Based upon the stable participation 

during the active study phase, it was concluded that the attribution observed did not 

appear to significantly impact the internal validity of the obtained results.  

Participant demographics.  The participants in this study included eight 

special education evaluation specialists (see Table 1). All eight maintain licensures as 

an LSSP.  Experience within the group range from 3 years to 24 years of practice, with 

an average of 8.6 years of practice.  Seven of the eight participants were women.  

Conversely, participants reported previously completing little to no formal coursework 

in the area of ABA (M = 1.6 courses) and participating, on average, in two or three 

FBA courses or workshops (M = 2.4).  When asked to rate their confidence in 

“completing a comprehensive FBA” on a scale of 0–5, most participants placed 

themselves within the midrange (M = 2.6, mode = 3).  With the exception of 

Participant 7, confidence appeared to positively correlate with years of experience.   
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Table 1 

Participant Demographics 

Participant 

Years of 

experience 

ABA 

courses 

FBA courses or 

workshops 

Pretraining 

confidence 

Participant 2    3 0 0 1 

Participant 3    4 2 4 3 

Participant 4    1 1 2 2 

Participant 5  11 7 3 3 

Participant 6    2 1 1 1 

Participant 7    1 2 1 4 

Participant 8  23 0 4 4 

Participant 9  24 0 4 3 

Note. ABA = applied behavior analysis; FBA = functional behavior analysis. 

Pretraining confidence level on a scale of 0 (no confidence) to 5 (complete 

confidence). 

Independent Variable 

The intervention utilized in the current study was the Basic FBA to BIP 

training program (http://basicfba.gseweb.org).  The Basic FBA to BIP program is a 7-

hour, multicomponent FBA training series developed by Loman et al. (2013) in 

cooperation with the U.S. Department of Education Office of Special Education 

Programs.  As described by Loman et al., the intent of the program is to train school-

based personnel to conduct an FBA to guide the development, implementation, and 

evaluation of a BIP.  The Basic FBA to BIP training sequence was developed to 

conform the principles and practices of ABA and has been approved for 7 hours of 

continuing education credit by the Behavior Analyst Certification Board.  All 

materials are freely available for use through a website hosted by the Portland State 

University Graduate School of Education (http://basicfba.gseweb.org). 
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Each 1-hour training module is designed to train participants in a specific 

content area.  Modules included within the program are as follows: 

1. Defining and Understanding Behavior, 

2. Interviewing, 

3. Observing Behavior, 

4. Critical Features of Function-Based Interventions, 

5. Selecting Function-Based Interventions, 

6. Planning for Implementation, and 

7. Evaluation Planning. 

Two parallel versions of the FBA to BIP training series have been developed: 

live training and e-learning formats.  The live training modules are intended to be 

delivered by an instructor using multiple modalities including traditional didactic 

methods augmented through the use of a premade slide presentation, short applied 

activities, and supplemental prerecorded videos.  Participants are provided with the 

Basic FBA to BSP Participant’s Guide for each session, which includes a copy of the 

presentation and session-specific activities.  Sessions are delivered in a standardized 

manner, with each session beginning with a brief review of the previous module and 

multiple checks for understanding (termed competency checks) embedded within 

each 1-hour training session.   

The present study utilized six of the seven Basic FBA to BIP training modules.  

Module 6, Planning for Implementation, was excluded from the planned sequence 

following a content analysis.  The session’s listed objectives (e.g., “lead a ‘team’ of 

professionals through the process of developing a sample BIP”) and session material 
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primarily targeted broad skills needed to effectively facilitate a team meeting (e.g., 

“identify the specific activities a team leader will engage in before, during, and after 

the team-based BIP implementation planning process”) rather than a distinct and 

differentiated FBA skill set. 

Dependent Variable 1: Knowledge and Skills Measured by the FKaST 

The effects of the training program were evaluated in two phases.  For Phase 1, 

the dependent variable was the participants’ acquisition and maintenance of FBA 

conceptual and procedural knowledge as measured through the mean percentage of 

correct responses obtained on the FKaST (see Appendix A).   

The FKaST is a comprehensive exam created by the principal investigator to 

directly assess participants’ knowledge of the concepts, principles, and procedures 

contained within Basic FBA to BIP training series.  Each of the training modules 

created by Loman et al. (2013) begins by explicitly listing one to six specific 

“Module Objectives.”  Each item included on the FKaST was created to correspond 

to a module-specific objective statement to ensure that items were both module 

specific and differentiated.  The FKaST is comprised of a combination of original and 

adapted content, including items adapted with permission from the FBA Knowledge 

Test (Renshaw et al., 2008) and Versions A and B of the Behavior Support Plan 

Knowledge Assessment created by Loman et al. as a pre- and posttest measure of the 

Basis FBA to BIP training series.    

The FKaST was initially validated through an expert review.  As originally 

drafted, the FKaST was comprised of 50 multiple-choice items, each with four answer 

choices.  Questions included on the FKaST ranged between one and four sentences 
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long and were formatted as either applied (n = 25, 50%) or direct (n = 25, 50%) 

questions.  Applied questions inquired about the use of a particular tool, procedure, or 

skill contained within the Basic FBA to BIP training series.  Direct questions aligned 

with the conceptual rationale and principles underlying the training series.  

Items were divided and submitted to two separate expert groups via an e-mail 

survey.  Direct items, which were created to reflect the broad behavioral theory 

underlying the FBA and BIP process, were submitted to an expert group of four 

individuals.  Experts were defined as individuals who had completed at least 18 hours 

of graduate-level coursework in ABA or currently maintained licensure as a Board 

Certified Behavior Analyst.  Given that the applied items were specifically designed to 

assess the participants’ acquisition and use of the specific tools and skills contained 

within the training series, survey items were submitted to the two of the developers of 

the Basic FBA to BIP modules.  Both sets of reviewers were asked to rate the 

relevancy of items on a scale ranging from 1 (low relevancy) to 3 (high relevancy).  

Experts were encouraged to provide any additional comments to improve the clarity 

and accuracy of the items.   

Overall, results from both set of reviewers suggested consistently high 

confidence in the relevancy of the FKaST items.  Items from the direct and indirect 

question sets were scored similarly; direct items were rated 2.7 on average, and 

indirect items were rated 2.76.  Only one item, “What is a behavioral routine?” was 

rated below the 2.0 relevancy threshold required for inclusion.   

A pilot administration was completed with a group of special educators (n = 4) 

and experts (n = 4).  Special educators selected for participation were required to have 
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completed no formal coursework covering the FBA process or ABA.  Experts were 

defined as individuals who had completed at least 18 hours of graduate-level 

coursework in ABA or currently maintained licensure as a Board Certified Behavior 

Analyst.  Participating members of both groups were provided with a brief overview 

of the test and an electronic link to the FKaST.  Participants were asked to complete 

the examination in one sitting, but no time limits were imposed while taking the exam.  

A significant revision to the FKaST was completed following feedback from 

the first two pilot respondents.  Pilot respondents indicated that, on average, 

completion time of the FKaST ranged between 65 and 75 minutes.  Given that 

participants within the study would be required to complete the FKaST following each 

training session, an hour administration time was identified as a significant threat for 

attrition.  Therefore, the exam was reduced in length, with the revised FKaST 

comprised of 25 multiple-choice items, each with four answer choices.  A failure to 

provide adequate instruction of basic behavioral analytic principles was among the 

most common deficits identified among the training program reviewed as part of the 

current literature review.  As such, 5 of the 25 items included on the FKaST were 

created to assess the foundational conceptual material covered within the first module.  

Each of the remaining five sessions was represented through four exam items.  Items 

on the FKaST are randomly distributed and worth 4 points each, resulting in a total of 

100 possible points.   

During the revision process, questions were removed after considering (a) the 

item’s rated relevancy and (b) observed variability between “expert” and “special 
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education” teacher groups.  Item relevancy was considered by calculating item-level 

content validity ratio (CVR) using methods described by Zamanzadeh et al. (2015): 

CVR = (Ne - N/2)/(N/2), 

where Ne is the number of panelists rating the item as “essential,” defined as a score of 

3 on the relevancy survey completed, and N is the total number of panelists.   

Using this formula, possible CVR values for an item ranged from -1 to 1. As 

shown in Table 2, items were separated by module and item type (applied or direct) 

with the ratio of direct and indirect items being preserved.  Items were then prioritized 

by CVR, with any item rated below a 1 being removed.  However, items for Modules 

2, 4, 5, and 7 contained an excessive number of items meeting the inclusion CVR of 1.  

Therefore, in these cases, edits were made after considering the expected pattern of 

responding.  That is, when considering multiple direct items rated as 1, the item on 

which the expert panel performed the most poorly was removed.  Conversely, given 

that a design intent of the applied items was to explicitly assess techniques and 

procedures specifically associated with the Basic FBA to BIP series, items for which a 

high degree of accuracy among the respondents was reported were prioritized for 

removal.   
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Table 2 

Results of Item Relevancy Pilot Test 

Item 

Direct or 

applied 

Content 

validity ratio 

% answered 

incorrectly 

Module 1 

Which of the following descriptors is a behavior? Direct  0.0     0 

What is a behavioral routine? Direct -0.5   50 

What is the “stranger test?” Direct  0.5   25 

What could be added to increase the clarity and observability 

of the following problem behavior definition for "calling 

out?" “When asked to answer a question during math class 

by her teacher, Jan typically responds with challenging 

and/or hostile remarks (e.g. "you can't make me answer!") 

delivered at a volume level exceeding typical classroom 

levels."   

Applied  0.0   75 

A teacher asks Michelle to complete a math worksheet 

containing 50 addition items.  Michelle complains, and the 

teacher tells her that she doesn’t have to finish the 

worksheet.  Michelle stops complaining.  What is the 

function of the Michelle’s complaining? 

Applied  0.0     0 

Module 2 

Within the FBA to BIP process, dangerous behaviors are those 

that: 

Direct  0.0   50 

What does the acronym D.A.S.H. refer to in the FBA to BIP 

process? 

Applied  0.0   25 

According to the Basic FBA/BIP process, select an 

appropriate function that could be included in a summary 

statement at the end of the Functional Assessment Checklist 

for Teachers/Staff Part-B 

Applied  1.0   75 

All of the following are included on the Functional 

Assessment Checklist for Teachers/Staff except ... 

Applied  0.0     0 

Module 3 

When is it reasonable for an observer to conclude a pattern of 

behavior is occurring?   

Direct  0.0   25 

When can an examiner reasonably determine that he/she has 

obtained an accurate summary statement? 

Direct  0.0   75 

When completing an FBA, when should observations occur? Applied  0.0   50 

When completing an FBA, where should observations be 

conducted? 

Applied  0.0 100 

Module 4 

Within the Basic FBA to BIP process, when is an FBA 

completed? 

Applied  0.0   25 
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Item 

Direct or 

applied 

Content 

validity ratio 

% answered 

incorrectly 

Which of the following describes the most important purpose 

of an FBA? 

Direct  0.5   25 

What is the correct name for the model depicted? Applied  1.0   25 

Select the "Natural Consequence" from the image below: Applied  0.0 100 

Module 5 

Select the best antecedent-based intervention for Katy. Applied  0.0   50 

What is the purpose of a neutralizing routine when included 

within a student's BIP? 

Direct -0.5   50 

When asked to transition to a new activity, 7 sometimes has 

tantrums that result in adult attention. This is more likely to 

occur on days when Karen has missed her morning check-in 

with her favorite office staff member. Which of the 

following strategies should be considered? 

Applied  0.0 100 

What should be the focus of consequence strategies included 

within a BIP? 

Direct  1.0 100 

Module 7 

Contextual fit refers to match between: Direct  0.0   50 

What is a reasonable time frame for a short-term goal? Direct -0.5   75 

What component is missing from the following goal:  “By her 

next annual ARD, when provided with updated instructional 

information within a large-group or whole-class setting, 

Deborah will raise her hand before speaking, as measured by 

a daily point card.” 

Applied  1.0   25 

Which of the following possible conclusions made by a BIP 

review team is supported by Jennifer’s data? 

Applied  0.0   75 

 

The revised FKaST was completed by all pilot respondents.  The ratio of 

applied to direct questions remained largely the same as that utilized within the 

original version (48% applied, 52% direct), but following this reduction, pilot 

responders reported an average administration time of 22 minutes.  Additional results 

by pilot group are presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Average Percentage Answers Correct on Pilot Test of the Functional Behavioral 

Assessment Knowledge and Skills Test:  

Module 

Experts 

(n = 4) 

Special education 

teachers (n = 4)  

1: Defining and Understanding Behavior 80 52 

2: Interviewing 56 44 

3: Observing Behavior 38 12 

4: Critical Features of Function Based Supports 68 56 

5: Selecting Function Based Supports 50 38 

7: Evaluation Planning 50 38 

Total 58 44 

 

Overall, results from the pilot administration suggested that the FKaST 

differentiated between the two groups.  The expert group outperformed those without 

previous exposure to ABA and the FBA process, with experts obtaining an overall 

average score of 58%, versus the special educators’ score of 44%.  The largest 

variation in scores between the experts and special education teachers was observed 

for Module 1, with an observed 28-point difference between the experts (M = 80% 

correct) and special education teachers (M = 52% correct).  The expert group 

consistently answered greater than 50% of the items from each module correctly, 

whereas the special education teacher group failed to earn greater than 50% on four of 

the six sections of the FKaST.  

As previously described, the FKaST was specifically created to reflect both the 

specific procedures and practices contained within the Basic FBA to BIP training 

series as well as the principles and concepts underlying the FBA to BIP process as 

described within the empirical literature base.  As such, it is important to note that 
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50% of content assessed by FKaST is program specific.  Therefore, despite their 

overall ABA expertise, the expert participants had not completed the Basic FBA to 

BIP training series and thus were not anticipated to significantly outperform the 

special education teachers on the applied items.  As illustrated in Table 4,  this 

expectation was borne out in the results, with both groups performing similarly, 

suggesting that previous training in ABA did not confer significant benefits with 

respect to the procedural skills contained within the Basic FBA to BIP training series. 

Table 4 

Average Percentage Answers Correct on Applied Items During Pilot Test of the 

Functional Behavioral Assessment Knowledge and Skills Test  

Module 

Experts 

(n = 4)  

Special education 

teachers (n = 4)  

1: Defining and Understanding Behavior 75 75 

2: Interviewing 50 50 

3: Observing Behavior 38 25 

4: Critical Features of Function Based Supports 88 88 

5: Selecting Function Based Supports 75 62 

7: Evaluation Planning 38 25 

Total 60 54 

 

Conversely, and in addition to the previously establish CVR, content validity 

for the ABA content embedded within the FKaST was further supported through the 

consistently higher score observed among the expert group for direct items (M = 

54%), particularly when contrasted to the low average score obtained by the special 

educators (M = 30%), as shown in Table 5.  Those with previous training and 

experience in ABA significantly outperformed those without such previous exposure.  
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Table 5 

Average Percentage Answers Correct on Direct Items During Pilot Test of the 

Functional Behavioral Assessment Knowledge and Skills Test  

Module 

Experts 

(n = 4)  

Special education 

teachers (n = 4)  

1: Defining and Understanding Behavior 84 66 

2: Interviewing 62 38 

3: Observing Behavior 38   0 

4: Critical Features of Function Based Supports 50 25 

5: Selecting Function Based Supports 25 12 

7: Evaluation Planning 62 38 

Total 54 30 

 

Dependent Variable 2: Pre- and Posttraining FBA and BIP Scored by the TATE 

FBA/BIPs.  Dependent Variable 2 was the technical quality of the 

participants’ completed FBA and BIPs as measured through a pretest–posttest critical 

review of an FBA and BIP completed by each participant.  Each participant was 

required to submit two FBAs for critical review.  The submitted FBAs were evaluated 

for technical adequacy using the TATE.  TATE scoring was completed electronically 

using a secure Google form shared with the author to duplicate the TATE scoring 

document (see Appendix B).   

Each participant was provided a hypothetical case study prior to the first 

training session and again at the conclusion of Session 6.  Given the ambiguity 

described within the literature, the content and format of the FBAs and BIPs 

submitted were structured to be consistent with the procedures described within the 

Basic FBA to BIP training series.  The case study included all data (e.g., descriptive 

narrative, antecedent-behavior-consequence observations, Functional Assessment 
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Checklist for Teachers/Staff interviews, etc.) necessary for the completion of an FBA 

and BIP.  This case study data was adapted from “Shane,” a case study provided by 

the authors of the training series.  Loman et al. (2013) provided a completed version 

of each of the required documents within the training materials, essentially providing 

a scoring key.  No actual student information was collected or included within the 

study. 

Each participant was required to complete an FBA/BIP document prior to 

Module 1 of the training series and again at the conclusion of the final workshop.  

Participants were instructed to utilize the Shane case study data to compete an FBA 

and accompanying BIP using a premade electronic document (see Appendix B).  The 

use of this electronic form allowed for more uniform participant submissions.  The 

completed FBA/BIPs were then evaluated using the TATE (see Appendix B).  

The TATE.  The TATE (Iovannone et al., 2015) is a measurement rubric 

designed to assist educators in evaluating the extent to which school-based FBA and 

BIPs are technically adequate.  The TATE (see Appendix B) was created to reflect 18 

FBA/BIP components determined to be essential within technically adequate 

evaluations. Raters using the TATE are instructed to reference included performance 

characteristics to assign a score of 0 (not addressed), 1 (partially addressed) or 2 

(completely addressed) for each of the 18 components.  Subsequently, scores derived 

from the TATE range from 0–36. 

However, of the 18 components scored by the TATE, three (Components 16–

18) are intended to assess BIP implementation planning items not directly included 

within the Basic FBA to BIP training program.  In particular, Component 16, “A need 
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for a crisis plan is considered, justified and described for sufficient detail if a need is 

indicated,” is inconsistent with the stated training rationale of the Basic FBA to BIP, 

which states, “The Basic FBA/BIP training methods are specifically designed for use 

with students that exhibit consistent problems that are NOT dangerous and have not 

been adequately addressed through previous assessment and intervention.”  Given this 

intended design, Component 16 was excluded from scoring consideration.  Similarly, 

Components 17, “A specific plan for collecting monitoring data on both the problem 

behavior and replacement behaviors following implementation of the behavior plan is 

included,” and 18, “A specific plan for collecting fidelity data on BIP implementation 

is included,” both refer to design elements typically completed as part of a 

multidisciplinary team meeting held after the completion of the FBA/BIP evaluation 

process.  As such, and consistent with the exclusion of Module 6, Implementation and 

Evaluation Planning, of the training series, TATE Components 17 and 18 were also 

excluded from the scoring protocol.  The elimination of these three items reduced the 

total possible score from 36 to 30.  

Of additional note, the structured format created to facilitate the completion of 

the FBA/BIPs resulted in the automatic awarding of several points by default.  As 

described above, all participants were provided with a partially completed Functional 

Assessment Checklist for Teachers/Staff interview document.  The information shared 

within this document was sufficient to provide partial or full credit for several items.  

Item 1 was “Input is collected from multiple/people sources”; as indicated in the 

TATE, because the Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers/Staff utilized 

multiple informants, all participants received full credit of 2 points.  For Item 3, 
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“Baseline data on the problem behavior is collected and summarized,” the structured 

format required participants to complete an antecedent-behavior-consequence 

recording, which was sufficient to earn 1 point.  For Item 10, “Behavior plan is 

developed in timely manner,” the format of the document inherently assumed 

propinquity and resulted in automatic scoring of 2 points.  Conversely,  the structured 

format utilized inherently resulted in the automatic loss of 2 points for Component 6, 

“Antecedent events in which the problem behavior is least likely to occur are 

identified and specified,” as consideration of such a variable was precluded.  Given 

these considerations, TATE scores for the FBA/BIP completed for this study ranged 

from 5–28. 

Competency in the use of TATE was obtaining through a 2-day training led by 

the instrument’s principal author at an regional educational service center.  The 

training included a comprehensive description of the development and use of the 

TATE, including an overview of the instrument’s psychometrics, case study examples 

and supervised practice in its use.   

Interrater reliability.  Cooper et al. (2007) described current conventions for 

single-subject research as recommending interobserver agreement be obtained for 20–

33% of a study’s session.  Interrater reliability was assessed for 33% of the completed 

FBA/BIP documents.  Additional scoring was completed by a peer and classmate of 

the principal investigator.  The secondary rater retained licensure as an LSSP, had 

completed 18 hours of graduate course work in ABA, and had attended the developer-

led TATE training.    
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Given that all scoring was completed by the same set of coders—either (a) the 

primary researcher or (b) the primary researcher and the cooperating experimenter—

interrater reliability was assessed using Cohen’s kappa (k).  Hallgren (2012) asserted 

that Cohen’s kappa is well suited for examining interrater reliability within a fully 

crossed design with exactly two coders.  The Cohen’s kappa statistic measures the 

observed level of agreement, correcting for agreement expected by chance through the 

use of the following equation:  

k = (po – pe)/(1 – pe,)    

where po signifies the observed percentage of agreement and pe reflects the probability 

of agreements expected to occur by chance.  Possible values for kappa range between  

-1 and 1, with 1 indicating perfect agreement.   

Experimental Procedures 

The procedures described below provide a complete explanation of the 

activities completed prior to, during, and after all experimental phases.  The 

participating district reported that one day of each month was reserved for internal 

professional development.  Appraisal staff are encouraged to attend these sessions, and 

attendance at these events is typically high.  An additional one to two supplementary 

sessions are offered each month to reteach and reinforce district processes and 

procedures.  These sessions are typically 1–3 hours in length.  Although available to 

all appraisal personnel, attendance is most often encouraged among those new to the 

district (typically defined as fewer than 3 years within the district).   

All planned training sessions were delivered biweekly during these preassigned 

professional development periods over 12 weeks in 1-hour intervals.  All sessions 
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were held at the same time, on the same day of the week (Friday), at one of the 

locations routinely utilized for internal meeting and professional development.  All 

sessions were presented by the two cooperating experiments, each an LSSP employed 

by the district and routinely tasked with leading internal professional development 

sessions.  

Sessions adhered to the content and format described within the Basic FBA to 

BIP: Trainer’s Manual (Loman et al., 2013).  The included PowerPoint presentations 

and multimedia training elements were provided using a digital projector.  All 

participants were provided a personal copy of the Basic FBA to BIP: Participant’s 

Manual, which is an appendix of the trainer’s manual (Loman et al., 2013).  

Any participant who failed to attend a scheduled training was contacted by the 

supporting researchers and provided an opportunity to attend a make-up training 

session.  These session were arranged to occur as close to the original training date as 

possible and were delivered in the same format as the original offering.  Those 

participants who were unable or unwilling to participate in a supplemental session 

remained eligible to attend subsequent sessions but were excluded from the data 

collection and analysis.   

Prior to training Module 1, all participants completed the first administration of 

the FKaST.  The exam was then readministered biweekly at the conclusion of each 

training session.  Two additional administrations of the FKaST were completed 

following the delivery of the final module; both were completed in the same 2-week 

intervals utilized throughout the active 12-week training period.  All administrations 

of the FKaST during the study were completed online using an electronic document 
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hosted on a secured Google Drive account.  Scoring of the exam was electronically 

automated.     

Consistent with the multiple-baseline design methodology, a stable baseline 

measure was required prior to the introduction of each scheduled training phase.  

Verification of steady responding was obtained through an assessment of each 

participant’s performance upon the most recent FKaST.  Steady responding (i.e., 

stable baseline) was operationalized as correct responses for at least 75% of the 

section-specific items corresponding to the most recent training module on the FKaST.   

Given that all training sessions (i.e., intervention modules) were prescheduled, 

those failing to achieve the requisite score were required to demonstrate competency 

prior to the administration of the next module (i.e., initiation of subsequent 

intervention phase).  Competency was demonstrated by the participant obtaining a 

score of at least 80% on a section-specific “competency check” prior to the 

administration of the next training module.  Competency checks are included within 

each of the Basic FBA to BIP training modules as brief, five-item assessments 

covering the fundamental concepts presented within the corresponding session.  

Competency checks were adapted to an online, computer-scored Google form (see 

Appendix F) for use in the current study.  To minimize test effects, no material from 

these competency checks was included in the FKaST. 

Participants failing to meet baseline criteria (75% correct responses on section-

specific items) during the FKaST administration received an automated notification 

instructing them to complete the relevant competency check (see Appendix F).  

Participants were provided with continual access to these competency checks, all of 
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which were hosted online through Google forms.  Participants’ progress toward 

achievement competency was monitored by the principal investigator, and those 

failing to meet the established performance standard were encouraged to repeat the 

competency check until the requisite score was achieved.  Those continuing to achieve 

the passing standard on a competency check were provided an automated notification 

encouraging them to consider obtaining additional instructional support by accessing 

the most recent module’s parallel e-learning course.  Any participant who failed to 

achieve competency prior to the next scheduled module remained eligible to attend 

subsequent sessions but was excluded from the subsequent data analysis.  

Data Analysis  

The two research questions posed by this study were answered in two phases.  

The existence of a functional relationship between the provision of the Basic FBA to 

BIP training package and the participants’ conceptual understanding of the FBA/BIP 

process was evaluated through a visual analysis of data.   

Kratochwill et al. (2010) explained that single-subject research has long relied 

upon visual analysis as the preferred method for both the identification of functional 

relationships between independent and outcome variables, and when so demonstrated, 

the strength of that relationship.  When employing visual analysis, all data are 

graphed, with the determination of a functional relationship requiring that changes in 

the outcome measure result from the introduction and manipulation of the independent 

variable.    

For Phase 1, the dependent variable (the participants’ understanding of the  

FBA/BIP process) was assessed through six intervention modules, with each 
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measured through the participants’ aggregate performance on a corresponding section 

of the FKaST.  All results were plotted using line graphs, with each graph 

summarizing the participant group’s cumulative performance.   

Results were analyzed using methods described by Kratochwill et al. (2010), 

with possible evidence of a causal relationship between the FBA training series and 

participants’ FBA conceptual knowledge inferred if the participants’ score on a 

specific section of the FKaST increased following provision of the corresponding 

module of the Basic FBA to BIP training series.  As recommended by Horner et al. 

(2005), a causal relationship was identified if the data across all modules resulted in at 

least three demonstrations of an effect at a minimum of three different points in time.  

An effect was documented when the data pattern in one module differed more than 

would be expected from the data observed or extrapolated from the previous module 

(Horner et al., 2005).  Effect was determined through the visual analysis of the 

graphed data.  Kratochwill et al. instructed that six features of a data series are 

examined within visual analysis: (a) mean level, (b) trend, (c) variability, (d) 

immediacy of the observed effect, (e) overlap of data between phases or modules, and 

(f) pattern consistency.  

A secondary analysis was included examining potential differences in 

participants’ learning and conceptual retention explained by the nature of the training 

material.  As described within the explanation of the FKaST, items included within 

each subsection of the exam were divided evenly into direct and applied questions.  

Direct and applied results for each subsection were graphed and visually analyzed 

separately. 
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For Phase 2, the effects of this training upon the technical quality of the 

participant FBA were examined.  Effects were determined through a critical pretest–

posttest analysis of submitted FBA/BIPs using the TATE rubric.  

Summary 

This chapter has provided a comprehensive overview of the study including a 

complete explanation of the experimental design, procedures, instrumentation, 

materials, variables, data collection, setting, and participant characteristics.  Details 

regarding the analysis and conclusions for the obtained data are provided in the final 

chapters.  
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Chapter 4 

Results 

FBA has been recognized as a foundational evaluation practice within the field 

of ABA since 1990 and has been included as a requirement within special education 

since IDEA (1997).  However, despite both legal mandate and empirical support, 

researchers have identified a considerable research-to-practice gap between empirical 

knowledge and implementation of FBA within the school setting (McCahill et al., 

2014; Zirkel, 2017).  Quinn et al. (2001) identified a variety of setting-specific 

obstacles hampering the transition of FBA from its empirical roots to a school-based 

practice.  These limitations centered around the interaction between school-based 

personnel’s limited training, experience, and conceptual understanding of the FBA 

process  and the explicit, yet vague, legal requirements embedded with the IDEA, 

which commonly resulting in erroneous associations between FBA and disciplinary 

procedures (Quinn et al., 2001; Zirkel, 2017).  

Therefore, the purpose of the present study was to evaluate the effectiveness of 

an explicit FBA skills training program provided to a group of school-based applied 

evaluators routinely tasked with the completion of FBAs and the supporting BIPs.  

Out of a potential population of 52 evaluation specialists—LSSPs or educational 

diagnosticians—employed within a large (65,000+ students) urban school district, 

eight completed a multicomponent FBA to BIP training program 

(http://basicfba.gseweb.org) and related assessments.  The independent variable for the 

study was the multicomponent FBA training.  The training series consisted of six 

training sessions of 1 hour each and was developed to be consistent with FBA 
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literature and to conform to the principles and practices of ABA.  Dependent variables 

corresponded to the two research questions and were (a) the participants’ acquisition 

and maintenance of FBA conceptual and procedural knowledge as measured by the 

FKaST, a comprehensive examination created by the principal investigator, and (b) a 

pretest–posttest critical review of the participants’ completed FBAs using the TATE.  

This chapter presents the results of the study, by research question. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The research was guided by two research questions: 

1. How will the provision of a structured multicomponent FBA training 

program influence participants’ conceptual understanding of the FBA/BIP 

process? 

2. How will this training affect the technical quality of the participants’ 

completed FBA and BIPs? 

The corresponding alternate hypotheses were the following: 

H1: The provision of the Basic FBA to BIP training program will result in 

significant increases in the participants’ conceptual understanding of FBA 

as measured through the FKaST, a multicomponent examination.   

H2: Those participating in the Basic FBA to BIP training program will 

increase the number of the essential FBA/BIP elements included in 

submitted FBAs and BIPs when pre- and posttraining FBAs and BIPs are 

compared using an existing tool designed to evaluate these elements.  
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Provision of the Basic FBA to BIP Training Series 

The intervention utilized in the study was the Basic FBA to BIP training 

program (http://basicfba.gseweb.org).  All six of the Basic FBA to BIP training 

sessions were delivered to participants biweekly during preassigned professional 

development periods over 12 weeks in 1-hour intervals.  The multiple-baseline 

achievement test design selected for use in this study resulted in baselines of varying 

lengths for each of the six intervention modules.  Each module began with the initial 

preintervention administration of the FKaST and terminated with the provision of the 

corresponding training session.   

Competency in the Basic FBA to BIP training program was obtained by both 

the principal investigator and the two cooperating experimenters through the live 

training preparation materials provided on the Basic FBA to BIP website 

(http://basicfba.gseweb.org/forms-resources/live-training-materials/).  Training 

standardization was enabled through use of the comprehensive Basic FBA to BSP 

Trainer’s Manual (Loman et al., 2013) which includes the participant’s guide as an 

appendix.  Additionally, as recommended by the program authors, the principal 

researcher and cooperating experimenters further prepared for their role as trainers by 

completing the online e-course series.  Planning and review sessions were held by the 

cooperating experimenters prior to each training session to ensure familiarly with the 

content and to facilitate fluency during the live training sessions.   

Results for Research Question 1 

How will the provision of a structured multicomponent FBA training program 

influence participants’ conceptual understanding of the FBA/BIP process?  The first 
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dependent measure in this study was the FKaST.  Developed by the researcher, the 

FKaST is comprised of six interrelated but independent components, each explicitly 

designed to assess a specific component of the independent variable, the Basic FBA to 

BIP training series.  Given the nature of the dependent variable (participants’ 

knowledge), multiple, identical administrations of the FKaST prior to beginning the 

training series purely to obtain additional baseline observations were determined to be 

both impractical and likely to contribute to participant attrition. 

Each participant was required to complete the FKaST prior to training Module 

1 and again immediately at the conclusion of each of the six training sessions.  Two 

additional administrations of the FKaST were completed following the delivery of the 

final module, resulting in a total of nine FKaST administrations per participant.  Both 

of the additional administrations adhered to the same format and timing of those 

occurring during the active training phases (biweekly). Figure 2 displays the 

participants’ performance for the six training modules comprising the Basic FBA to 

BIP training program as measured by the FKaST.  The participants’ aggregate 

percentage correct, the class average, is plotted on the y-axis. 

The Basic FBA to BIP training program was divided into six distinct but 

interrelated components.  Hypothesis 1 was that, following the completion of each 

training module, participants would demonstrate significantly higher performance on 

the FKaST items corresponding to the recent training, while at the same time continue 

to demonstrate relatively stable performance among those sections (i.e., concepts and 

skills) they had not yet been provided instruction.   
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Figure 2.  Class average percentage correct on nine Functional Behavioral Assessment 

Knowledge and Skills Test (FKaST) administrations for each of the six training 

modules. The x-axis represents weeks of training, and the y-axis represents class 

average (N = 8) percentage score correct on the FKaST. 

0

20

40

60

80

100

Defining and Understanding Behavior

0

50

100
Interviewing

0

50

100
Observing Behavior

0

50

100
Critical Features of FBS

0

50

100
Selecting FBS

0

50

100
Evaluation Planning

0

20

40

60

80

100

PreTest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

FKaST Administration

Global Performance 

P
er

ce
n
ta

g
e 

C
o
rr

ec
t 



Texas Tech University, Brian Patrick Kelly, May 2020 

98 

Global score.  A global FKaST score was obtained prior to the initiation of the 

study as well as during immediately following each training module.  The global score 

provided an approximation of the participant’s overall understanding of the concepts 

presented assessed by the FKaST.  Although not included as a true intervention phase, 

the global score can be interpreted as an A-B design, with A being the single pretest 

and B being the eight subsequent FKaST administrations (see Figure 3).  

 

 
Figure 3. Global performance: Class average percentage correct combined scores on 

nine Functional Behavioral Assessment Knowledge and Skills Test (FKaST) 

administrations. The x-axis represents weeks of training, and the y-axis represents 

class average (N = 8) percentage score correct on the FKaST. 

When given the preintervention FKaST, the participants (N = 9) answered an 

average of 49% of the items correctly.  When considered in relation to the pilot 

administration completed while validating the FKaST, participant results are slightly 

above the average score obtained from the special education teachers (M = 44%) and 

below the expert group (M = 58%).  The overall level of the participants’ performance 

relative to the Basic FBA to BIP training package can be summarized through an 
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examination of the level, trend, and variability of the obtained results.  Level was 

assessed the use of a mean level line. The class average across the intervention phases 

was 64% correct, which can be described at a medium level. Consistent with standard 

visual analysis protocol (Cooper et al., 2007), the data path trend was calculated using 

an ordinary least squares linear regression.  Following the initiation of the Basic FBA 

to BIP training series, a gradual but stable increasing trend (slope = 2.89) was 

observed throughout the training series, with the mean score increasing from 50% to 

72% correct.  Results suggest that the provision of the Basic FBA to BIP training 

series package resulted in stable, consistent, and cumulative gains in the participants’ 

knowledge and skills measured by the FKaST.  Phase- or module-specific analyses 

follow. 

Module 1.  Module 1 was comprised of items designed to reflect the basic 

behavior analytic principals covered as part of the first training module: Defining and 

Understanding Behavior.  Contrary to expectations based upon the reviewed literature 

(Conroy et al., 2000; Weber et al., 2005), the class average of 80% obtained during the 

baseline administration in this area suggested a relatively solid understanding of the 

topic area.  Average performance remained at this high level (M = 86%) across all 

eight remaining FKaST administrations (see Figure 4).  Similarly, the trend of the 

observed data path can be described as stable and relatively flat (slope = .66), with the 

class average increasing over the course of the study from the observed baseline score 

of 80% to the final FKaST administration of 92%. 
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Figure 4. Module 1: Class average percentage correct combined scores on Defining 

and Understanding Behavior items on the nine Functional Behavioral Assessment 

Knowledge and Skills Test (FKaST) administrations. The x-axis represents weeks of 

training, and the y-axis represents class average (N = 8) percentage score correct on 

the FKaST. 

No overlap was observed between the single baseline data point and those 

observed during the intervention phase.  Similarly, with respect to the immediacy of 

effect, the slight improvement in the participants’ scores between baseline and the 

provision of the first phase of the intervention did not suggest that the provision of 

Module 1 resulted in a strong effect upon the participants’ knowledge and skills.  

Consistent with the other treatment phases, the observed increase in the class average, 

although slight, remain stable during the subsequent administrations of the FKaST, 

suggesting retention of the information.  

Visual analysis of this phase is not indicative of an effect.  No significant 

changes were observed in regards to the level, trend, or stability of the participants’ 

measured performance on the corresponding FKaST items for Module 1, Defining and 

Understanding Behavior.    
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Module 2.  Module 2 was Interviewing.  As the second topic presented, the 

baseline for this phase consisted of two data points (preintervention and 

postintervention Module 1).  The observed participant average was stable and at 54% 

across both baseline assessments and can be placed at a medium level (see Figure 5).  

Following the provision of the corresponding training, a significant and immediate 

increase in the mean response accuracy was observed, with scores increasing from the 

baseline mean of 52% to a posttraining class average of 92%.  This improvement 

appeared to be somewhat of an outlier, as a decrease in the mean performance was 

immediately observed at the fourth administration of the FKaST.    

 
Figure 5. Module 2: Class average percentage correct combined scores on 

Interviewing items on the nine Functional Behavioral Assessment Knowledge and 

Skills Test (FKaST) administrations. The x-axis represents weeks of training, and the 

y-axis represents class average (N = 8) percentage score correct on the FKaST. 

Given this outlier, the response level is best estimated using a median level line 

placed at 76% correct.  Similarly, this outlier was excluded when assessing the overall 

data trend.  With this extreme score removed, results exhibited little variability, 
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remaining at a high level with the slope of the best fitting line calculated at .89 and the 

observed scores ranging from 66% to 78%.  

The provision of training Module 2 appeared to result in immediate and 

maintained gains, with no overlap noted between pre- and postintervention scores.  

Despite the exceptionality of the first posttraining FKaST results, the obtained 

response pattern was consistent with those observed during the other posttraining 

module tests, with participants demonstrating significant performance gains (baseline 

M = 54%, intervention M = 78%) following the training, which were maintained 

during subsequent training sessions.   

Visual analysis of this module was indicative of an intervention effect.  

Following the provision of training Module 2, Interviewing, participant performance 

on the FKaST significantly increased from a midlevel score of 54% to a median score 

of 76%, which can be described within the high range.  These gains appeared both 

stable (slope = .89) and persistent, with little variability observed across the remaining 

treatment phases.    

Module 3.  Module 3 assessment consisted of three baseline data points 

assessing participant’s preintervention knowledge and skills with respect to the 

concepts addressed within the Basic FBA to BIP third training module, Observing 

Behavior.  A stable baseline was not observed within this phase; rather, participant 

performance demonstrated an increasing trend from an initial average score of 36% to 

52% prior to intervention (see Figure 6).  Following training, an immediate effect was 

observed, with the average observed response accuracy increasing to 66%.  This gain 
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of 14 percentage points is slightly higher than the increase predicted by the rate of the 

slope of the baseline trend (baseline slope = 8).    

 
Figure 6. Module 3: Class average percentage correct combined scores on Observing 

Behavior items on the nine Functional Behavioral Assessment Knowledge and Skills 

Test (FKaST) administrations. The x-axis represents weeks of training, and the y-axis 

represents class average (N = 8) percentage score correct on the FKaST. 

Postintervention participant response remained in the midlevel (M = 62%) and 

exhibited a stable, slightly decreasing trend (slope = -1.54) with scores ranging from 

60% to 70% correct.  No overlap in scores between baseline and intervention was 

observed.  However, as noted above, the treatment gains resulting from this training 

appeared minimal and dissipating, with results from the final administration of the 

FKaST (M = 60%) nearly returning to baseline performance levels.  This decreasing 

response trend stands in contrast with the increasing trend observed during the 

baseline line phases and was not repeated among the other intervention module tests.   

Visual analysis of results are not suggestive of an intervention effect.  An 

increasing trend was noted during the baseline phase (slope = 8), which indicated a 

possible cumulative intervention effect; that is, results might suggest that the provision 
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of the previous training modules was sufficient to improve the participants’ knowledge 

and skills in FBA observation.  Yet, the immediate gains observed following the 

content-specific training were minimal (M = 62%) and were not maintained by the 

participants as indicated by the variable, decreasing trend (slope = -1.54).  At the 

conclusion of the study, the overall participant average for the FKaST items assessing 

Module 3 content had decreased to 60%, a score only slightly higher than the 52% 

obtained during the final baseline measure.  

Module 4.  Phase 4 items reflected the fourth training module, Critical 

Features of Function Based Supports.  As with the baseline trend observed as part of 

Module 3, the first three data points gathered suggested a relatively sharply positively 

increasing trend (slope = 9), with scores improving from a pretraining average score 

for this component of 44% to 64% correct (see Figure 7).  However, a steep decrease 

in the mean score was observed at Data Point 4, with the final baseline measure 

returning to the preintervention average of 44% correct.  

Posttraining, immediate and significant gains were noted, with participants’ 

average score increasing to 75%.  This increase was maintained throughout the 

remaining training sessions, with the data path remaining stable and flat with no 

significant changes observed (range 72–75% correct).  Although no overlap in 

performance was noted between pre- and postintervention, the scores obtained during 

the treatment test administrations did overlap with those obtained during intervention 

Module 5.  Similarly, as observed throughout the other phases, with the exception of 

testing after Module 3, the provision of Module 4 appeared to result in significant and 

maintained gains, which persisted throughout the rest of the training series.   
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Figure 7. Module 4: Class average percentage correct combined scores on Critical 

Features of Function Based Supports items on the nine Functional Behavioral 

Assessment Knowledge and Skills Test (FKaST) administrations. The x-axis 

represents weeks of training, and the y-axis represents class average (N = 8) 

percentage score correct on the FKaST. 

Visual analysis is indicative of an effect.  Median performance increased from 

a low to midlevel score of 50% at baseline to an intervention median score of 75% 

(high level).  The gains remained over the course of the remaining sessions, with 

posttraining scores remaining stable with a flat trend and ranging from 72–75% 

correct.  

Module 5.  Baseline performance for items assessing Module 5, Selecting 

Function Based Supports, consisted of five data points.  Observations were variable, 

with the first two data points scored at 40%.  Participant averages increased relatively 

sharply during the third administration of the FKaST, with the average score 

increasing to 56%.  This increase is similar, if less dramatic, to the gains observed 

during Modules 3 and 4, which were also within the baseline phases at the time of the 

third FKaST administration.  However, the participants’ elevated score was not 
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sustained, and results for the following administration (Baseline 4) administration 

returned to 40% (see Figure 8).  This loss in baseline performance was again observed 

during the other treatment conditions remaining in baseline (Module 4: 64% to 44%; 

Module 7: 38% to 32%).  Scores slightly increased during the final baseline 

administration, from 40% to a mean of 50%.  Baseline 3 appeared to differ 

significantly from the remaining baseline data points.  When removed, the baseline 

data path can be described as exhibiting a relatively stable increasing trend (slope = 3) 

terminating with a slight increase in performance.  Overall, preintervention is best 

described within the low level with a median score of 40%    

 
Figure 8. Module 5: Class average percentage correct combined scores on Selecting 

Function Based Supports items on the nine Functional Behavioral Assessment 

Knowledge and Skills Test (FKaST) administrations. The x-axis represents weeks of 

training, and the y-axis represents class average (N = 8) percentage score correct on 

the FKaST. 

Following training, the mean performance for participants on the FKaST items 

corresponding to Module 5 increased from the final baseline measurement of 50% to 

62% (see Figure 8).  This gain significantly exceeded that predicted by the baseline 
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slope.  Performance continued to trend gradually upward (slope = 2.6) from the mid to 

high range (M = 68%), with scores ranging from 62–75%.  When assessing the 

immediacy of effect, the last three data points remained at a relatively stable, high 

level; when compared to those seen during baseline, posttraining results suggested 

training resulted in immediate effect.  Results did appear to overlap with those 

observed for intervention Module 2.  The trend of the behavior path was similar to that 

observed for Module 1, with a relatively consistent performance level and little 

variability noted.    

Visual analysis is indicative of an effect with an immediate increase in 

participant performance following the completion of training Module 5.  Treatment 

module results demonstrated variable, increasing (slope = 2.6) results increasing from 

a median baseline score of 40% (low level) correct to a posttraining median score of 

68% (high level).    

Module 7.  The six baseline data points gathered for the training module, 

Evaluation Planning, were consistently placed at a low level (M = 29%).  Some initial 

baseline variability was noted, with performance exhibiting a slight increasing trend 

between Modules 1 and 3 evidenced by scores increasing from the pretraining mean 

scores of 25% to 38% (see Figure 9).  However, a decreasing trend was observed 

during the final three baseline data points, with participant gains essentially eliminated 

by the fifth training session (Baseline 6 = 28%).  Overall, despite the slight variability 

observed, scores remained within a low level through baseline (median = 28%).   
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Figure 9. Module 7: Class average percentage correct combined scores on Evaluation 

Planning items on the nine Functional Behavioral Assessment Knowledge and Skills 

Test (FKaST) administrations.  The x-axis represents weeks of training, and the y-axis 

represents class average (N = 8) percentage score correct on the FKaST. 

A consistent data path was not observed during the treatment phases, with 

scores ranging from 34–46% correct.  The average posttraining performance was 

calculated at 42%, which remained within the low to midlevel.  The immediacy of the 

effect of the intervention was assessed by comparing the average of the three 

posttraining participant scores with those observed during the final three baseline 

administrations of the FKaST.  An immediate but modest increase in performance was 

noted following training, with the mean score increasing from the final three baseline 

scores (M = 28%) to the posttraining mean of 46%, with the final three data points 

averaging to 41%.  Although similar in level, no overlap in scores was observed 

between the intervention and baseline phases.  The variability noted during this 

module was similar to those observed during the previous module, Selecting Function 
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Based Supports, albeit without the increased level occurring following the previous 

training.   

Visual analysis is not indicative of a treatment effect.  Although an increase in 

mean performance was observed following training (baseline M = 28%, intervention 

phase M = 41%), intervention results were variable and remained within the low level 

(range 24–46%). 

Participant performance by FKaST item format: Direct versus applied.  A 

secondary analysis was included to examine potential differences in participants’ 

learning and conceptual retention explained by the nature of the training material.  As 

described within the explanation of the FKaST, items included within each subsection 

of the FKaST were divided into direct and applied questions.  Applied questions 

inquired about the use of a particular tool, procedure, or skill contained within the 

Basic FBA to BIP training series.  Direct questions aligned with the conceptual 

rationale and principles underlying the training series.  

Table 6 displays the participants’ average percentage of correct response on the 

FKaST across the six modules included in the Basic FBA to BIP training.  The 

participants’ overall performance is disaggregated by item type, direct or applied.  

Figure 10 depicts the participants’ performance relative to the nine administrations of 

the FKaST.  The respondents’ percentage correct is plotted on the y-axis. 
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Table 6 

Participant Average Percentage of Correct Responses by Functional Behavioral 

Assessment Knowledge and Skills Test Item Type (N = 8) 

Module 

Applied items 

% correct 

Direct items 

% correct 

1: Defining and Understanding Behavior 92 80 

2: Interviewing 67 80 

3: Observing Behavior 70 56 

4: Critical Features of Function Based Supports 92 42 

5: Selecting Function Based Supports 76 38 

7: Evaluation Planning 18 48 

Global 68 58 

 

  
Figure 10. Percentage correct by item type across all Functional Behavioral 

Assessment Knowledge and Skills Test (FKaST) administrations.  The x-axis 

represents weeks of training, and the y-axis represents class average (N = 8) 

percentage score correct on the FKaST. 

In general, the observed data do not indicate a significant difference with 

regards to participant acquisition and retention of concepts by item type.  Instead, 

results suggest that the provision of the Basic FBA to BIP training resulted in 
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consistent and cumulative gains in the participants’ knowledge and skills as assessed 

by the FKaST.  These gains were observed for both applied and direct items and were 

similarly maintained across the treatment phases and throughout the 14-week study.  

Participant confidence.  As previously described, participants were asked to 

rate their confidence in “completing a comprehensive FBA” on a scale of 0–5 as part 

of the intake and study exit procedures, with higher scores representing greater 

confidence.  Prior to training, most participants rated their confidence within the 

midrange (M = 2.6, mode = 3).  Participation in the Basic FBA to BIP training series 

appeared to result in consistent gains (mean improvement= 1.62) in the study 

participants’ self-reported confidence with respect to their ability to complete a 

comprehensive FBA, as shown in Table 7.   

Table 7 

Participant Confidence Ratings Pre- and Posttraining  

Participant 

Years of 

experience 

Pretraining 

confidence 

Posttraining 

confidence 

Participant 1   3 1 3 

Participant 2   4 3 5 

Participant 3   1 2 4 

Participant 4 11 3 4 

Participant 5   2 1 4 

Participant 6   1 4 5 

Participant 7 23 4 5 

Participant 8 24 3 4 

Note. Confidence level rated on a scale of 0 (no confidence) to  

5 (complete confidence). 

Participation in the Basic FBA to BIP training series appeared to result in 

consistent gains in participant confidence regarding their ability to complete a 
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comprehensive FBA.  Following training, all participants reported a higher level of 

self-confidence relative to their preintervention score (M score = 3.77, mode = 4).  

These gains are statistically significant, with results from a paired-samples t test 

placed within the statistically significant range (t = -6.177, p < .001).  As 

recommended by Gardner (2001), the homogeneity of variance was assessed using the 

Pitman-Morgan test (Morgan, 1939).  A t value of -1.01 was obtained indicating that 

variances appeared to be equal across time. 

Results for Research Question 2 

Research Question 2 was answered through a pretest–posttest critical review of 

an FBA and BIP completed by each participant.  Each participant was provided with 

the “Shane” case study data prior to the first training session and again at the 

conclusion of Module 6.  Participants were required to complete an FBA and BIP 

using a premade electronic document comprised of the following (see Appendix G): 

 Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers and Staff,  

 Antecedent-Behavior-Consequence Recording Form, 

 FBA Summary of Behavior, and   

 BIP. 

Interrater reliability.  Several heuristics for interpreting kappa have been 

offered, with those offered by Landis and Koch (1977) among the most commonly 

utilized (Hallgren, 2012).  Landis and Koch recommended that values ranging 

between .41 and .60 be regarded as suggestive of moderate agreement, kappa values 

ranging between .61 to .80 be viewed as evidence of substantial agreement, and values 

exceeding .80 be considered perfect or near perfect agreement.  Table 8 shows the 
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calculated Cohen’s kappa (k) for the FBA/BIP scored using the TATE rubric as part of 

this study.  Interrater reliability ranged between .79 and .88, suggesting an acceptable 

level of agreement between raters.  

Table 8  

Interrater Reliability: Cohen’s Kappa 

Participant Pre- or posttest  Cohen’s kappa 

Participant 1 Pretest .79 

Participant 8  Pretest .89 

Participant 9  Pretest .88 

Participant 2  Posttest .76 

Participant 3  Posttest .72 

Participant 6  Posttest .76 

 

Each FBA/BIP was then assessed for its inclusion of specific, essential 

elements using the TATE rubric.  Table 9 displays each participant’s pre- and 

posttraining FBA/BIP score.  

Table 9 

Pre- and Posttraining FBA and BIP scores on the TATE 

Participant Pretraining FBA/BIP Posttraining FBA/BIP 

Participant 1 17 23 

Participant 2   16 21 

Participant 4   17 19 

Participant 5   22 22 

Participant 6  20 23 

Participant 7  20 25 

Participant 8  19 24 

Participant 9  21 24 

Note.  Possible scores ranged between 5 and 28.  FBA = functional  

behavioral assessment; BIP = behavior intervention plan; TATE =  

Technical Adequacy Tool for Evaluation. 
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Testing Hypothesis 2.  Hypothesis 2 was that provision of the Basic FBA to 

BIP training series would result in participants increasing the number of essential 

elements included within their completed FBA/BIPs as assessed using the TATE.  

Treatment effectiveness was assessed through a comparison of the participants’ total 

TATE score obtained.  

Pre- and posttraining results indicated a consistent gain in the technical 

adequacy of the participants’ submitted FBA/BIPs as observed through increases in 

the total TATE score of seven of the eight participants.  Prior to training, participants 

obtained an average total TATE score of 19, out of a possible 28.  On average, 

completion of the Basic FBA to BIP training series resulted in an improvement of 3.6 

points on the TATE rubric, with an average posttraining score of 23.  As presented in 

Table 10, a review of pretraining results identified seven specific components 

consistently scored either a 0 or 1 by most of the eight participants.    

Of the lower scored components, TATE Components 7 and 14 appeared 

particularly likely to be lacking or deficient among the preintervention FBA/BIPs, 

with six of eight participants scoring a zero for Component 7 and five scoring a zero 

for Component 14.  Conversely,  every participant obtained maximum credit for 

TATE Component 8, “Function of behavior is one identified in research literature, 

provides specificity, and is linked to the FBA data.”  On average, the posttraining 

FBA/BIP documents submitted obtained a total TATE score of 23, with most 

participants awarded the maximum score of 2 for 12 of 15 scored components.   



Texas Tech University, Brian Patrick Kelly, May 2020 

115 

Table 10 

Mode and Frequency for Each Score for TATE Components Consistently Scored 

Below 2  

Component 

Pretraining 

 

Posttraining 

Mode 

Score 

Mode 

Score 

0 1 2 0 1 2 

2. Problem behaviors identified and 

operationally defined; it is clear which 

behaviors are the focus of the FBA. 

1 0 5 3  2 0 4 4 

4. Setting events (i.e., antecedents that 

provide the context for a higher 

likelihood of problem behavior) are 

considered, identified, and the 

contingency to the problem behavior 

is described.  

1 3 4 1  2 4 0 4 

7. Consequences (i.e., how others 

respond immediately after problem 

behavior) are identified. 

0 6 0 2  0 6 0 2 

11. Hypothesis developed from the FBA 

is included or referenced on the BIP. 

1 1 7 0  1 0 5 3 

12. Strategy directly addresses and 

modifies antecedent events listed in 

the “when” component of the FBA 

hypothesis; strategy is identified and 

described in enough detail for 

implementation.  

1 0 5 3  2 0 3 5 

14. Strategy to reinforce the replacement 

behavior and provide the same 

outcome/function as did the problem 

behavior is identified and described in 

enough detail to implement  

0 5 2 1  2 0 1 7 

15. Strategy eliminates the maintaining 

consequences (i.e., function) 

identified in the hypothesis and 

is described with sufficient detail 

to implement. 

1 1 6 1  2 0 3 5 

Note. All items scored 1, 2, or 2. FBA = functional behavioral assessment; BIP = behavior intervention 

plan; TATE = Technical Adequacy Tool for Evaluation. 

Moreover, of the seven TATE components characterized by consistently lower 

scores prior to FBA to BIP training (see Table 10), all but two were consistently 

scored a 2 following the intervention.  Most noteworthy was Component 14, on which 

five participants were scored zero preintervention; following the intervention, all but 



Texas Tech University, Brian Patrick Kelly, May 2020 

116 

one of the eight participants’ FBA/BIPs obtained a 2.  Despite the relatively global 

gains observed, improvement was not observed for Component 7, consequences.  No 

change was indicated with regard to the frequency or distribution of scores awarded 

for this item postintervention, with six of the eight participants continuing to receive a 

score of zero.  

Summary 

 Research Question 1 asked whether the provision of a structured 

multicomponent FBA training program would influence participants’ conceptual 

understanding of the FBA/BIP process. The hypothesis was that the provision of the 

training would result in significant increases in the participants’ conceptual 

understanding of FBA as measured through the FKaST, a multicomponent 

examination.  Results suggest that the provision of the Basic FBA to BIP training 

series package resulted in stable, consistent, and cumulative gains in the participants’ 

knowledge and skills measured by the FKaST.  For Module 2, Interviewing, 

participants demonstrating significant performance gains following the training, which 

were maintained during subsequent training sessions.  For Module 4, Critical Features 

of Function Based Supports, and Module 5, Selecting Function Based Supports, visual 

analysis of results indicated an effect.  Module 1, Defining and Understanding 

Behavior; Module 3, Observing Behavior; and Module 7, Evaluation Planning, did not 

result in an effect upon the participants’ knowledge and skills.  Participation in the 

Basic FBA to BIP training series appeared to result in consistent gains in the study 

participants’ self-reported confidence with respect to their ability to complete a 

comprehensive FBA. 
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Research Question 2 asked how the training would affect the technical quality 

of the participants’ completed FBA and BIPs.  The hypothesis was that those 

participating in the Basic FBA to BIP training program would increase the number of 

the essential FBA/BIP elements included in submitted FBAs and BIPs when pre- and 

posttraining FBAs and BIPs were compared using the TATE.  Pre- and posttraining 

results indicated a consistent gain in the technical adequacy of the participants’ 

submitted FBA/BIPs as observed through increases in the total TATE score of seven 

of the eight participants. 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion  

Summary of Purpose and General Discussion  

The use of FBA to assist in the programming of supports and services for 

students exhibiting problem behaviors in the school setting is well established (Lane et 

al., 2007; Quinn et al., 2001; Renshaw et al., 2008; Scott et al., 2003).  As an 

evaluation, FBA exists primarily as a means of informing a comprehensive, efficient, 

and effective BIP (Horner, 1994; Ingram et al., 2005).  The importance and promise of 

an FBA and BIP for improving school-based supports are evident in the legal 

requirements embedded within the IDEA (1997, 2004).   

However, despite the wide recognition of the role of FBA within the special 

education process, a considerable research-to-practice gap continues to exist between 

the empirical literature describing FBA and its actual practice within applied settings 

(McCahill et al., 2014; Zirkel, 2017).  Zirkel (2017) asserted that much of the 

inconsistency surrounding the use of FBA/BIP in school settings can be attributed to 

interaction between the vague and limited language explicitly requiring the use of 

FBA and BIP included within the most recent reauthorization of IDEA (2004) and the 

subsequent failure of the legislation to specify or require those conducting FBA to 

have received specific training or credentialing.    

As a result of these factors, the form and content of FBA and BIPs often vary 

dramatically, not only between school districts, but even among practitioners 

conducting the assessments within the same organization.  Van Acker et al. (2005) 

described a variety of deleterious outcomes resulting from insufficiently trained 
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evaluators, including subjective definitions of target behaviors, an overuse of aversive 

techniques, and the failure to include function-based supports within the 

accompanying student treatment or BIP.  Given these potentially disastrous results, 

those conducting FBAs require appropriate training.  

The present study utilized a multiple-baseline achievement test design to 

evaluate the effectiveness of a multicomponent training program developed by Loman 

et al. (2013) called Basic FBA to BIP upon the knowledge and skills of eight school-

based evaluators.  The study further assessed the impact of this training with regards to 

the technical adequacy of an FBA/BIP submitted by each of the participants.  

Participants were eight school-based evaluators employed within a large, 

urban, public school district.  All participants retained credentialing as LSSPs and 

were routinely tasked with the completion of FBAs and BIPs.  Seven of the eight 

participants were women, and participants had experience ranging from 3–24 years of 

practice.  Participants reported limited formal coursework covering ABA (M = 1.6 

courses) or FBA experience (M = 2.4 workshops) prior to the training provided as part 

of this study.  

During the study, participants were provided six of the seven workshops 

comprising the Basic FBA to BIP training series.  The study was separated into six 

intervention phases, with each testing phase corresponding to one of the workshop’s 

training modules.  Intervention effects were measured through the use of the FKaST, 

an assessment created by the primary researcher.  All participants were required to 

complete the first administration of the FKaST and an FBA/BIP prior to initiation of 

the study.  Workshops were then offered biweekly over 12 weeks, with each 
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intervention phase terminating with the readministration of the FKaST.  Participants 

completed the second, and final, FBA/BIP document at the conclusion of the training 

sequence. 

The purpose of the study was to examine the impact of the Basic FBA to BIP 

training program upon the conceptual knowledge and applied FBA procedural skills of 

a group of school-based evaluators.  The intent of this study was to expand upon 

Loman and Horner’s (2014) study and to act upon the authors’ recommendations to 

evaluate the effectiveness of the training program when provided by school-based 

trainers.  Given this intent, as well as the experimental design and sample size, results 

were analyzed and considered at the individual educator, rather than population, level.  

Research Question 1: The Impact of the Basic FBA to BIP Training Program on 

Participant Knowledge and Skills 

Despite its recognized origin within ABA, Weber et al. (2005) concluded that 

many educators appeared to lack the necessary training and guidance needed to 

complete FBAs as originally developed within the behavior analytic research 

contributing to its inclusion within IDEA 1997.  Indeed, a wide body of evidence has 

suggested that the school-based professionals typically tasked with completing FBAs 

and BIPs exhibit little uniformity or consistency with regards to previous training 

programs; many training sessions contained little to no explicit training in ABA or the 

FBA to BIP process (Johnston & O’Neill, 2001).  Furthermore, those trainings 

provided for school personnel have tended to occur as single, stand-alone in-services 

and have been widely criticized with regard to their effectiveness to provide the skills 

necessary to conduct FBAs (Lane et al., 2007; Quinn et al., 2001; Scott et al., 2003).  
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Nevertheless, previous research has repeatedly suggested that educators can 

obtain competency in FBA and BIP regardless of their previous training and 

experience (Hanley, 2012; Jolivette et al., 1998; Johnston & O’Neil, 2001; Lane et al., 

2007; McCahill et al., 2014).  Of particular relevance to the current study, results from 

Loman and Horner’s (2014) study suggested that the use of a structured, regimented 

training protocol appeared to facilitate educator access to the FBA process.  As 

previously stated, the current study was designed to replicate and expand upon Loman 

and Horner’s findings through the use an abbreviated version of the Basic FBA to BIP 

program.  Consistent with results obtained by Loman and Horner, results from the 

current study indicated that the provision of the Basic FBA to BIP training series 

package resulted in stable, consistent, and cumulative gains in the participants’ 

knowledge and skills measured by the FKaST, with participant performance 

improving from an average preintervention score of 49% (SD = 7.02, range = 36–60) 

to a final mean score of 72% of items correct (SD = 13.92, range = 44–80).  

Visual analysis of the six experimental module phases identified evidence of 

intervention effects for Modules 2, 4, and 5.  Noneffects were observed for Modules 1, 

3, and 7.  Therefore, per the Single Case Design Technical Documentation guidelines 

provided by Kratochwill et al. (2010), results were determined to have provided 

“moderate evidence of a causal relationship, with reservations,” between the provision 

of the Basic FBA to BIP training series and the observed improvements in the 

participants’ measured knowledge and skills.   

No appreciable difference in participant performance was observed with 

respect to nature of the workshop material presented, with participants appearing to 
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acquire and retain both direct and applied content in a similar manner.  However, an 

analysis of participant response by intervention time or module did reveal performance 

differences by training module, with three of the six modules not demonstrating an 

experimental effect.  Given the identified logistical constraints inherent when 

providing professional development in the school setting, these differences may prove 

useful for those selecting or designing educator training programs.  

For instance, a failure to provide adequate instruction of basic behavioral 

principles was among the most common deficits identified among the training 

programs reviewed as part of the current literature review (Conroy et al., 2000; Weber 

et al., 2005).  Conroy et al. (2000) specifically identified knowledge and application of 

ABA as one of five critical skill areas for inclusion within programs aspiring to 

increase competency in FBA.  Given these previous recommendations, results for 

Module 1, Defining and Understanding Behavior, may be particularly noteworthy.  

Participants’ average preintervention score for Module 1 (M = 82%) suggested 

that despite their self-reported limited training (M = 1.6 courses in ABA, M = 2.4 FBA 

courses or workshops), study participants began the training series with a relatively 

solid understanding of the fundamental ABA concepts identified for inclusion by the 

training developers.  Although the provision of the intervention did result in slight 

maintained gains in the measured content, no significant changes in performance level 

were observed, and a nonexperimental effect for this module was determined.  Given 

this finding, as well as the pretraining performance, results somewhat contradict 

previous assertions regarding the importance of emphasizing direct instruction of 

ABA principles in subsequent FBA/BIP training sequences.    
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An examination of completed competency checks may provide additional 

insight in regards to the two remaining modules for which instances of noneffect were 

noted. As previously described, and consistent with the multiple-baseline design 

methodology, competency checks were included to ensure that each participant 

successfully demonstrated a stable baseline for each treatment phase prior to the 

introduction of the subsequent training phase (i.e., the next training module of the 

Basic FBA to BIP training series).  Steady responding (i.e., stable baseline) was 

operationalized as a participant correctly answering at least 75% of the section-

specific items corresponding to the most recent Basic FBA to BIP training module on 

the FKaST.  Those failing to achieve the requisite score were required to achieve a 

score of at least 80% on a supplementary, section-specific, competency check prior to 

the administration of the next module.   

As shown in Table 11, two of the eight participants successfully met the 

predefined competency level for each of the training modules provided.  Six were 

required to complete competency checks for at least one module.   

In general, a positive relationship was observed between the number of 

participants required to complete competency checks and the likelihood of a training 

module demonstrating an intervention effect.  For example, all eight participants 

successfully met the preestablished competency levels for Module 2 (Interviewing) 

without the need for supplemental instruction.  This trend coincided with a notable 

treatment effect with participant performance on the FKaST significantly increasing 

from a mid (52%) to high (92%) level, which was then consistently maintained 

throughout the remaining treatment phases.    
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Table 11 

Required Competency Checks  

Module 

Participants requiring  

competency check No. attempts 

Module 1   Participant 7 

Participant 9 

2 

1 

Module 2 None  

Module 3 Participant 3 

Participant 5 

Participant 6 

Participant 8 

1 

2 

2 

1 

Module 4 Participant 3 1 

Module 5 Participant 3 

Participant 5 

Participant 6 

Participant 7 

Participant 8 

2 

3 

1 

1 

1 

Module 7 Participant 3 

Participant 5 

Participant 7 

Participant 9 

 

 

A similar correspondence between posttraining competency and treatment 

effects was observed during Module 4.  Immediate and significant gains were 

observed following training, with participant’s measured performance increasing from 

the final baseline measure of 44% to a 75%, while seven of the eight participants 

successfully met the preestablished competency standards.  These gains were 

maintained through the study with posttraining scores ranging from 72% to 75% 

correct.   
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Conversely, participant failure to demonstrate competency was consistently 

observed during Modules 3 and 7, both of which were later determined to be 

noneffects.  FKaST performance for those items specific to Module 3 (Observing 

Behavior) resulted in half of the participants being required to complete the additional 

checks; two of the four required two administrations of the competency check before 

meeting the prerequisite 80% accuracy level.  Visual analysis of Module 3 later 

determined the training module did not result in significant improvement in the 

participant’s FBA knowledge and skills.  Participant’s subsequent performance across 

the remaining phases was inconsistent with minimal immediate gains observed 

following the content-specific training (M = 66%), which were not maintained by the 

participants over the remaining phases of the study.   

Six of eight participants did not achieve the requisite 75% of items correct for 

FKaST items corresponding with the final training module, Evaluation Planning.  As 

observed for Module 3, participant failure to achieve competency standards following 

training coincided with an inconsistent and low-level intervention response.   

Nevertheless, when considered as a whole, the present findings support 

recommendations put forth in several previous studies suggesting the utility of using a 

structured, regimented FBA/BIP training program in an applied setting such as a 

school (Lane et al., 2007; Loman & Horner, 2014; Renshaw et al., 2008).  Overall, 

those participating in the Basic FBA to BIP demonstrated significant gains in both 

their measured conceptual and applied FBA and BIP related skills.    
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Research Question 2: The Impact of the Basic FBA to BIP Training on the 

Technical Quality of Participants’ FBA/BIPs 

The benefits of utilizing an FBA to BIP process when creating behavioral 

supports to address student problem behaviors have been widely noted.  For example, 

Ingram et al. (2005) reported that BIPs incorporating FBA results are more likely to 

have features designed to (a) neutralize and eliminate variables that trigger the 

problem behavior, (b) teach the students skills that increase their independence, and 

(c) arrange the environment to establish consequences that encourage appropriate 

behavior and decrease inappropriate behavior.  However, although requirements for 

FBA and BIP are explicitly included within the federal guidelines mandating the 

practice of school psychology within public education, there is no legal guidance 

regarding the form, content, or methodology required for their completion.  Similar 

ambiguity exists within the literature base, with no agreed-upon or universal set of 

FBA procedures or fundamental BIP format reported.  

The second phase of the current study investigated the impact of the Basic 

FBA to BIP training series upon the technical adequacy of an FBA/BIP submitted by 

each of the participants.  Each participant was provided with a complete case study 

and asked to complete an FBA and BIP using a premade electronic document prior to 

the first training session and again at the conclusion of Module 6.  Treatment effects 

were assessed through a pretest–posttest critical review of each participants’ submitted 

FBA/BIP using a modified TATE rubric with documents scored for their inclusion of 

specific, essential elements.  Possible scores ranged from 5–28. 

Results from the current study suggest that, overall, participation in the Basic 

FBA to BIP training led to consistent gains in the technical adequacy of the 
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participants’ submitted FBA/BIPs.  Prior to training, study participants obtained an 

average total TATE score of 19, out of a possible 28.  Improvement was observed 

among seven of the eight study participants, with an average increase of 3.6 points on 

the TATE rubric observed posttraining.   

A review of preintervention results indicated that most participants obtained 

partial, or no, credit for seven of the 15 components included on the TATE.  Of these, 

two TATE components, Components 7 and 14, were found to be particularly likely to 

be lacking or deficient among the preintervention FBA/BIPs of six of the eight 

participants.  At the conclusion of the training, five of these seven TATE components 

were consistently scored a 2.  Most noteworthy was Component 14, on which five 

participants scored a zero preintervention.  Following the intervention, seven of the 

eight participants’ FBA/BIPs obtained a 2 on the component.  

Moreover, the observed gains in technical adequacy were accompanied by 

concurrent increases in the participants’ self-reported confidence in their skills.  All 

participants were asked to rate their confidence in “completing a comprehensive FBA” 

on a scale of 0–5 at the time of consent and then again at the conclusion of the study.   

Initially, most participants estimated their confidence within the midrange (M = 2.6, 

mode = 3).  When asked at the conclusion of training, all participants reported a higher 

level of self-confidence relative to their pretraining score, with most expressing a high 

level of confidence (M = 3.77, mode = 4).   

Given their descriptive nature and small number, these data do not support any 

broader conclusion or deeper analysis.  Nevertheless, educator lack of confidence in 

use and completion of FBA has been repeatedly cited as a potential barrier to the 
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widespread adoption of FBA within the school settings (Conroy et al., 2000; Nelson 

et al., 1999; Quinn et al., 2000).  As such, results may provide a level of tentative, 

preliminary support for the use of a structured training program as a means of 

combatting educator uncertainty.  

Furthermore, a level of ambiguity remains regarding the appropriate level of 

structure and specificity recommended for use with the FBA to BIP process.  Several 

researchers have expressed concern that traditional educator training models are more 

likely to result in educators relying on prefabricated documents, resulting in a 

“cookbook” approach to FBA/BIP (Weber et al., 2005).  Although the intervention 

series utilized as part of the current study was specifically designed to overcome 

several of the shortcomings typically included within traditional training programs, a 

prefabricated form was utilized by participants to complete the required FBA/BIPs.  

This study’s author noted use of this form was specifically included within the study 

design to ensure consistency with the Basic FBA to BIP training program and to 

allow for greater uniformity among participant submissions.   

Despite their limited confidence and previous training, participants obtained an 

average preintervention FBA/BIP TATE score of 19 out of 28.  It was noted within 

the methods section that, due to the specific and highly structured format utilized 

within this study, participants using the form automatically were awarded of 5 of the 

28 possible points receivable on the TATE.  Although impossible to ascertain the 

extent that the structured form exerted upon the initial score, it seems likely to be 

considerable.  For example, although participants were required to provide all 

relevant information while completing the FBA/BIP document, the form utilized did 
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include a series of blanks and prompts cueing the participant to include many 

essential FBA/BIP items that might easily be overlooked.  For example, several 

prompts or questions specifically addressed setting events.   

However, regardless of its source, the FBA/BIP document was subject to 

scoring for technical adequacy with the TATE.  Van Acker et al. (2005) and Quinn et 

al. (2001) lamented the ubiquity of FBA/BIPs containing such severe methodological 

flaws as to render them useless.  When contrasting their findings with the relatively 

high average pretraining technical adequacy score observed among the participants, 

results may suggest the need to reconsider potential risks and benefits of using 

structured or semistructured forms to guide the creation of FBA/BIPs.    

Overall, findings from the current study are consistent with the previous 

research conducted in this area (Lane et al., 2007; Loman & Horner, 2014; Maag & 

Larson, 2004) describing the effective use of a structured program to train educators 

to utilize a systematic, uniform process in order to complete an FBA.  Further, 

findings suggest that the use of such a program may serve to combat the widely 

reported research-to-practice gap.  

Limitations 

Several limitations within the current study must be noted.  Chiefly among 

these is the small sample size (N = 8).  Although this sample was sufficient for the 

single-subject design selected for use in this study, the small number of participants 

imposes inherent limitations upon the extent to which results may be extended.   

Phase 1 of this study utilized a single-subject multiple-baseline achievement-

test design.  Consistent with design requirements, the author created the FKaST to 
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specifically assess participants’ knowledge of the concepts, principles, and procedures 

contained within the Basic FBA to BIP training series.  The FKaST was originally 

created as a 50-item, multiple-choice measure.  However, following results from a 

pilot administration, the FKaST was reduced to 25 items, with each subsection 

reduced from eight to four items.  Although these changes were determined to be 

necessary in order to combat participant attrition, the edits undoubtedly affected the 

instrument’s sensitivity.  

In addition, Phase 1 results for this study were evaluated using single-subject 

design standards described by Kratochwill et al. (2010).  Results for each module were 

examined through visual analysis of the graphed aggregated overall class average 

score for the FKaST at each phase. Although the first four of the six modules included 

within the design met the design standards described by Kratochwill et al., Modules 5 

and 7 were unable to provide the five data points per phase required.  As a result, with 

regards to the design standard utilized, the final determination of intervention 

effectiveness was made with reservations. 

Moreover, when considering the cumulative specificity of the selected training 

program (the Basic FBA to BIP) and the method and materials (FKaST and the 

FBA/BIP protocol) used to evaluate results, any conclusions drawn regarding the 

acquisition and retention by the participants of FBA and BIP knowledge and skills 

must be limited to the context of the specific training program and the eight unique 

participants.  Consequently, despite its potential to guide practice, the limited 

generalizability of these findings significantly impedes the potential for results to 
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contribute to the closing of the sizable research-to-practice gap noted throughout the 

literature base (e.g., McCahill et al., 2014; Zirkel, 2017).  

Future Research 

Findings from the current study present several areas for future research.  

Much of the previous research exploring training personnel in the use of FBA and BIP 

has tended to identify explicit instruction in the principles of ABA as a critical 

instructional element.  However, although those participating in the current study 

universally reported little to no formal coursework in ABA, participants demonstrated 

a high level of proficiency among the items assessing foundational ABA concepts 

prior to their introduction into the training program.  Furthermore, participant 

proficiency did not significantly improve following the subsequent provision of formal 

training.  The current study discussed the rapid and increasing prevalence and 

recognition of FBA and BIP within the school setting since its inclusion within IDEA 

(2004).  Given this expansion, as well as the inherent interrelationship between ABA 

and FBA, school personnel may be able to acquire sufficient expertise in the relevant 

ABA concepts through the opportunities embedded within the FBA/BIP process.  

Future research should consider identifying ABA concepts essential for educators and 

the FBA and BIP and examining in-service teachers’ familiarity with the concepts. 

Conversely, the remaining two training modules that did not result in an 

experiment effect were comprised of largely applied content.  Both sessions were 

reflective of highly process-oriented elements, with Module 3 centered on the 

completion of direct observations and Module 7 focused upon training participants to 

lead a multidisciplinary team through the FBA to BIP process.  In addition to these 
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content differences, results from both of these modules were distinguished by an 

increased number of participants requiring supplemental competency checks.  Given 

the relatively large number of participants completing competency checks for both 

modules, the lack of intervention effect observed might have resulted from the 

participants’ difficulty mastering the material as presented rather the material covered.  

That is, the limited response observed may reflect limitations inherent in the training 

series’ structure.  Conclusions offered in research previously conducted have 

suggested that mastery and expertise in the FBA process may require repeated and 

applied experiences in authentic contexts (Lane et al., 2007; Quinn et al., 2001; Scott 

et al., 2003).  Previous research has indicated that arranging for these opportunities 

within a structured training program is challenging.  Despite including specific 

provisions for practice and feedback within their training programs, Maag and Larson 

(2004) and Renshaw et al. (2008) cited teacher data collection as significant 

limitations in their findings.  Future research is needed to determine the optimal 

methods of including effective and efficient applied opportunities within FBA and BIP 

training programs.  

Recommendations for Policy  

Findings from the current study have several implications for policy makers.  

A review of the current literature found several repeated and longstanding limitations 

regarding the use of FBA and BIP within the school setting.  Among such limitations 

are those offered by Conroy et al. (2000) and Weber et al. (2005), who cited the 

overwhelmingly descriptive nature of the guidance offered to local education agencies 

as well as the largely atheoritical and unscientific format typically utilized with 
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educator training programs as significant barriers to educator competency.  Results 

from the current study suggest that the use of a structure training program increases 

both educator knowledge and proficiency of FBA and BIPs.  Although these findings 

are limited to the specific training program utilized (the Basic FBA to BIP training), 

results do suggest that the use of such training programs may serve to address the 

current limitations noted by researchers studying the use of FBA and BIP within the 

public education setting.  Policy makers should consider developing more explicit 

guidelines defining required components of educator training programs.  

Similarly, Weber et al. (2005) expressed concern that the nebulous nature of 

the resulting pre- and in-service training programs would lead to an increase in the use 

of nonspecific, predefined “cookbook” approaches when conducting FBAs and 

creating BIPs.  The current study did indeed require participants to utilize a highly 

structured predetermined format for the FBAs and BIP completed as part of this study.  

However, an analysis of preintervention FBAs submitted found that, prior to formal 

training, participants using the FBA protocol obtained credit for 67% (19 of 28) of the 

components contained on the TATE rubric.  Given the level of pretraining technical 

adequacy observed, policy makers should consider establishing more universalized 

recommendations regarding the procedural completion of FBAs and BIPs within the 

school setting.   

Finally, a longstanding consensus is that the language currently contained 

within IDEA (2004) has largely relegated the use of FBA and BIP to within the special 

education disciplinary process.  This practice not only limits a greater expansion and 

understanding of FBA but also is counter to the intended purpose of the process.  A 
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review of the existing literature base described the BIP as inexorably linked with FBA, 

described within the literature as existing solely to improving the delivery of function-

based supports provided as part of a BIP. Policy makers should consider amending the 

language currently requiring FBA only as part of the manifestation determination 

process and instead adding to or expanding U.S. Code § 1415 (IDEA, 2004) to require 

FBA as part of the development of a student’s BIP. 

Recommendations for Practice 

As evident in the low level of confidence reported by participants at the 

beginning of this study, educators have tended to regard the use of FBA with 

skepticism and uncertainty (Nelson et al., 1999).  Existing research has suggested that 

much of this uncertainty stems from a longstanding lack of agreement or 

standardization surrounding the FBA to BIP process within the educational setting. At 

the same time, and as argued by Conroy et al. (2000) two decades ago, the provisions 

included in IDEA 1997 requiring the use of FBA as part of the special education 

disciplinary process serve to potentiate these existing weaknesses and have directly 

contributed to a plethora of ill-defined and often ineffective training programs (Sailor 

et al., 2000).  

Despite the limitations noted within the current study, the current study 

presents findings that may be useful for educators completing FBAs and assisting in 

the creation of BIPs.  Most notably, results from this study identified a positive 

relationship between the Basic FBA to BIP training series and the measured 

conceptual knowledge and applied skills among a group of school-based evaluators.  

The training series included in this study was presented in a workshop format, a type 
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routinely offered to teachers.  Overall, findings support previous findings suggesting 

that educator competency in FBA and BIP are attainable when appropriate training is 

provided.  As such, practitioners of all experience levels are encouraged to seek out 

professional development opportunities in this area.  

However, the current findings are somewhat counter to previous studies 

evaluating FBA and BIP training programs.  Despite their ubiquity, previous research 

evaluating in-service programs consistently has found them to be ineffective in 

developing competency in FBA and BIP creation skills (Lane et al., 2007; Sailor et al., 

2000; Scott et al., 2003).  Conroy et al. (2000) argued that these failures appeared 

related to both the educational field’s failure to establish a definitive FBA to BIP 

process and the concurrent unfamiliarity of those leading the offered training programs 

with the FBA literature.     

The training program offered as part of this study was specifically designed to 

conform to behavioral analytic principles and to be delivered by instructors familiar 

with the material in a deliberate and systematic manner.  With these elements in 

place, participants in this study demonstrated meaningful gains in their understanding 

of both the FBA evaluation process and the subsequent translation of results into a 

BIP.  As such, results suggest that practitioners seeking competence in the FBA to 

BIP process should be discerning in their choice of training opportunities and seek 

out programs designed to be consistent with the principles and practices of ABA and 

led by instructors versed in its content. 

Finally, and as discussed within the recommendations for policy, a comparison 

of the pre- and posttraining FBAs and BIPs suggested that the Basic FBA to BIP 
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training series may effectively address a major limitation of the school-based FBA and 

BIP process by providing participants with a specific procedure and format to frame 

their evaluation and recommendations.  Therefore, unless and until a specific industry-

wide format is adopted, current practitioners are encouraged to locate and utilize one 

of the many FBA to BIP processes identified within the current literature base.   

Conclusions 

The current study evaluated the use of an explicit, multicomponent training 

program entitled Basic FBA to BIP and provided to a group of eight school-based 

evaluators.  The intervention was comprised of six one-hour training sessions 

presented by two school district employees in a workshop format over the course of 12 

weeks.  Effectiveness was assessed through two dimensions.  Improvements in the 

participants’ conceptual knowledge and skills were evaluated through a multiple-

baseline achievement test design using the investigator-created FKaST (see Appendix 

A).  The participants’ applied skills were assessed through a pre- and posttest 

submission of a mock FBA and BIP scored using an evaluation tool designed to assess 

technical adequacy.    

Overall, functional relationships were established for three of the six included 

intervention phases or modules, providing significant evidence for the effectiveness of 

the Basic FBA to BIP training series as a method of engendering educator competency 

in the completion of FBAs and BIPs.  Similar improvement was noted with respect to 

the technical adequacy of the pre- and postintervention FBA and BIPs submitted by 

participants.  Results from this study have implications for school policy, future 
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research, and practice regarding the training of both new and existing educators tasked 

with the completion of FBAs and their corresponding BIPs.   
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TATE Rubric 
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Note. From Iovannone, R., Christiansen, K., & Kincaid, N. (2015). FBA and BIP 

Technical Adequacy Tool for Evaluation (TATE): Scoring form. Tampa: University of 

South Florida. Retrieved from https://new.apbs.org/sites/default/files/conference-2016 

/presentations/h7_fba_bip_tate_tool-apbs2016.pdf 



Texas Tech University, Brian Patrick Kelly, May 2020 

163 

Appendix C 

Recruitment E-Mail 

 

 
Hello, 

 

As many of you already know, I am currently in the process of completing my 

doctoral studies at Texas Tech University. The purpose of this email is to invite each 

of you to participate in an upcoming research project intended as the primary 

component of my doctoral dissertation. The research study entitled, “Evaluating a 

Functional Behavioral Assessment Training Package for School-based Evaluators”, 

arose from my own experience as a LSSP within this district.  Conducting Functional 

Behavioral Assessments (FBA) and assisting with subsequent Behavior Intervention 

Plans (BIP) has been a frequent topic of discussion within the district’s evaluation 

team.  My preliminary research on this topic suggests that while FBA is required by 

the IDEA in specific circumstances, neither federal law nor any of our educational 

professional practices standards provide clear directions on either the format or 

content of these evaluations.   

It is the intent of my study to evaluate the effectiveness of a training program 

specifically developed to teach school-based professionals with flexible positions 

(such as yourselves) how to conduct Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBA) as 

well as how to use the gathered data to develop function-based Behavior Intervention 

Plans (BIP).  This training series, entitled “Basic FBA to BIP” will consist of six, one-

hour trainings.  I will deliver each training in one-hour increments over the course of 

12 weeks.  Trainings will be completed in the afternoon following our regular monthly 

meetings during the time already set aside for internal professional development (i.e. 

“coaching sessions”).  Each session will present information through a variety of 

methods including traditional lecture, multi-media examples and embedded applied 

activities. I will provide a comprehensive overview of all study details during the 

professional development session scheduled for [Date, 2019] at 1pm. 

Although I believe this study is directly relevant to our work, your 

participation may also provide me with personal benefits by assisting me in meeting 

degree requirements.  Therefore, it is important that you understand that your 

participation in this study is optional.   As with any of our department’s other 

professional development opportunities, there is no need to explicitly “opt out” of 

participation.  You can indicate your declination by not attending the [Date, 2019] 
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information session.  No additional recruitment efforts will occur following this 

session. 

If you are interested in participating, I will ask that you agree to allow me to 

collect and analyze the following information: (a) results from the embedded training 

activities (b) results from a brief, and repeatedly administered, multiple-choice exam 

designed to measure training-relevant knowledge and skills (c)a pre- and -post FBA 

you will be asked to complete using hypothetical data provided during the study. In 

addition, I will also collect basic demographic information about you (e.g., years of 

experience, previous coursework, etc.).  This information, without any personally 

identifiable information, will be used to evaluate the Basic FBA to BIP training 

program.  All information gathered will be treated as confidential.  Each participant 

will be assigned an enrollment number at the time of consent for use on all submitted 

study documents.  Study data will be gathered electronically and stored on an 

encrypted cloud drive requiring two-factor authentication for access.  All data will be 

stored indefinitely.   

Due to the sequential nature of the training series, participants will be asked to 

commit to attending each of the scheduled training sessions.  An electronic reminder 

will be delivered 24 hours prior to each session.  Those missing a scheduled training 

will be dropped from the study.  Those dropped will remain eligible to attend any 

subsequent training sessions but will not participate in data collection measures and all 

previously collected data will be excluded from the data analysis.  

Your participation in this study will remain voluntary; you may choose to 

leave the study at any point with no penalty or loss of access to study materials.  

Should you wish to withdraw from the study, you may either inform me in writing or 

simply cease attending sessions.  Upon withdrawing or being dropped from the study, 

former participants will receive written acknowledge of their status as well as 

directions on accessing the e-course equivalent training materials. 

There are no known risks for your participation in this study.  Potential 

benefits include the opportunity for improved/refined job-related skills as well as the 

opportunity to earning up to six continuing education credits.  Your schools and 

student clients may receive an ongoing benefit from an increase in the use of 

functional based interventions resulting from the training you will receive.  

Thank you very much for your willingness to consider participating in this 

research project.  I look forward to providing additional details during the 

informational meeting.  If you have any immediate questions please feel free to 

contact me.   For any questions regarding your rights as a research participant, please 

contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Texas Tech University at (806) 742-

3905 or vpr.communications@ttu.edu. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Brian Kelly 

PhD Candidate  

Texas Tech University 

mailto:vpr.communications@ttu.edu
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Appendix D 

Informed Consent Form 

 

Informed Consent for Evaluating a Functional Behavioral Assessment Training 

Package for School-based Evaluators 

 

This Informed Consent Form is for Licensed Specialists in School Psychology 

(LSSP)s and Educational Diagnosticians employed by the [Name] School District.  I 

am inviting you to participate in research evaluating the effectiveness of a multi-

component training package.  The title of the research project is “Evaluating a 

Functional Behavioral Assessment Training Package for School-based Evaluators.” 

 

Name of Principal Investigator: Brian Kelly 

Name of Organization: Texas Tech University 

This Informed Consent Form has two parts: 

 Information Sheet (to share information about the research with you) 

 Certificate of Consent (for signatures if you agree to take part) 

 

You will be given a copy of the full Informed Consent Form 

 

PART I: Information Sheet 

 

Introduction 

I, Brian Kelly, am currently in the process of completing my doctoral studies at Texas 

Tech University. I am conducting research on a training program developed to teach 

school-based professionals with flexible positions how to conduct Functional 

Behavioral Assessments (FBA) as well as how to use the gathered data to develop 

function-based Behavior Intervention Plans (BIP). I am going to provide you with a 

detailed explanation of this study and invite you to participate.   You are under no 

obligation to decide whether to participate today.  Please stop me if you would like 

additional clarification at any time during my explanation.  I am also happy to answer 

any additional questions that may arise following our discussion.  
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Purpose of the Research 

Although educators are required by the Individual with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA) to complete, and utilize Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBA) and BIP in 

several specific circumstances, neither federal law nor any of our educational 

professional practices standards provide clear directions on either the format or 

content of these evaluations.   

 

A 2014 study completed by Loman and Horner reported successfully training a small 

group of school-based support staff in the completion of FBA and BIP using a 

structured training program entitled, “Basic FBA to BIP.”  My study will attempt to 

replicate and expand upon these finding by providing a slightly extended version of 

the “Basic FBA to BIP” training series to a larger group of school-based evaluators.   

 

Type of Research Intervention 

The version of the “Basic FBA to BIP” training series that will be used in this study 

consists of six, one-hour trainings.  I will deliver each training in one-hour increments 

over the course of 12 weeks.  Trainings will be completed in the afternoon following 

our regular monthly meetings during the time already set aside for internal professional 

development (i.e. “coaching sessions”). You will not be asked to attend any training 

sessions outside of your regular work hours.   

In addition to attending the training sessions, your participation will also include the 

completion of a brief multi-choice exam designed to measure your understanding of 

concepts relevant to the FBA/BIP process after each training session.  Depending upon 

your performance on this exam, you may also be asked to complete a short “competency 

check” to ensure that you have mastered the content presented in the most recent training 

session.  All participants will also be asked to complete two FBAs using case study 

information provided to you during the study.   

 

Participant selection 

You are being asked to participate in this study because role includes routine 

participation in the FBA and BIP processes.  Although previous research has indicated 

educators of any experience level can achieve competency in FBA and BIP, studies 

suggest that many of school professionals receive inadequate, ineffective or no formal 

training at all.   

 

Voluntary Participation 

Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary. There is no need to actively 

“opt out” of this study; you may choose not to participate either by declining to sign this 

informed consent or by not attending the scheduled training sessions.  

 

Procedures and Protocol 

A. Description of the Process 

During this research, you will participate in six, 1-hour training sessions.  Each of 

these sessions is intended to provide instruction over a specific set of objectives, 

referred to by the developers as a “module.” All sessions will be led by one of the 
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district’s Lead LSSPs and will adhere to the content and format described within the 

“Basic FBA to BIP: Trainer’s manual.”  Information will be presented in a variety of 

formats including a PowerPoint lecture, multimedia vignettes and short, interactive 

exercises.  You will be provided a personal copy of the “Basic FBA to BIP: 

Participant’s Manual”  for use during these sessions.   

 

B. Description of Data Collection Procedures 

I am asking your permission to gather limited, personally identifiable information 

about you.  Before the first session, I will ask that you complete a pre-training 

information sheet that includes the following Information:  

 Name 

 A contact email for use in sharing electronic documents and scheduled 

reminders. 

 Professional certification held 

  Years of experience  

 Number of courses in Applied Behavior Analysis completed  

 Number of courses/training workshops attended which provided training in 

Functional Behavioral Assessment (FBA)  

 Your confidence in completing an FBA on a scale ranging from 0 (no 

confidence) to 5 (complete confidence).    

 

As part of this study, you will be asked to complete a 50 item, multiple-choice 

examination designed to assess your understanding of the knowledge and skills 

covered within the training series.  This examination will be completed prior to the 

first training session, and then again after each session is concluded.   I will review the 

exam results after each session to ensure that all participants have demonstrated 

sufficient proficiency with the material covered.  Those not meeting the pre-

established proficiency standard will be asked to complete a brief “competency check” 

assessment to assure proficiency.  Participants are free to complete the “competency 

check” as many times as necessary to achieve proficiency.   

 

You will be asked to complete two FBA as part of this study.  The first will be 

complete prior to session 1.  The second will be completed following session 6.  You 

will be provided with a set of hypothetical case study data for both FBAs; no actual 

student data will be gathered in this study.  

 

Duration  

This study will take place over a 12-week period.  In total, you will participate in six 

training sessions. Each session will include a 1-hour training module as well as up to 

two hours to complete the multiple-choice exam.  Sessions 1 and 6 will also allot time 

for the completion of the pre- and post- training FBAs.  Sessions will occur bi-weekly 

at the same time (1pm), on the same day of the week (Friday) at the same location (a 

conference room located within the district’s central administration building).   
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The “Basic FBA to BIP” is a sequential training series, meaning that each module 

builds upon the content previously covered.  It is important that you attend each of the 

scheduled sessions.  Therefore, you will receive a printed copy of the scheduled 

session dates and times at the time of your consent. An electronic reminder will be 

sent 24-hour prior to each training session.  Failure to attend a session will be 

considered a request to withdrawal from the study.  In these cases, you will remain 

welcome at any subsequent session but will not be administered the post-training 

assessment nor participate in second FBA.  

 

Risks 

There are no known risks for your participation in this study.    

 

Benefits  
Potential benefits include the opportunity to improve/refine relevant job-related skills 

as well as the opportunity to earn up to six continuing education credits.  Your schools 

and student clients may receive an ongoing benefit from an increase in the use of 

function-based interventions resulting from the training you will receive.  

 

Confidentiality 
I will not be sharing the identity of those participating in this study nor will I be 

advertising or discussing the study beyond those invited to participate.  However, it is 

possible that others within the district might become aware of the study and ask you 

questions.   The information I collect as part of this study will be kept confidential.   

You will be assigned an enrollment number at the time of consent for use on all study 

documents.   All documents submitted during this study will be completed online and 

stored on a secured and encrypted google drive.  

 

Sharing the Results 

The information gathered during this study will be utilized with my doctoral 

dissertation.  I will share relevant, on-going details with the members of my dissertation 

committee as appropriate. Confidential information will not be shared.  Following its 

completion, I will schedule a large-group informational session to share the results of 

this study with interested participants prior to widespread publication.   

 

Disclosure of Interests and Right to Refuse or Withdraw 

Although I believe this study is directly relevant to our work, your participation will 

also result in direct benefits to me by assisting me in meeting degree requirements.  

Furthermore, there is the possibility that my role as your supervisor may potentially 

influence your decision to participate in this study.  Therefore, it is important that you 

understand that your participation status in this study will not influence your 

professional evaluation or standing in any way.  No additional duties or consequences 

will occur if you choose not to participate, or withdraw from the study.  No additional 

recruitment efforts will held or alluded to following the initial recruitment meeting.   

You may also choose to discontinue your participation at any time either by notifying 

me verbally, in writing or by failing to attend a scheduled training session.  If you choose 
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not to participate or later withdrawal, you may obtain equal access to the potential 

benefits by choosing to complete the equivalent, self-paced version of this training 

series located on the developer’s website:  

http://basicfba.gseweb.org/behavior-specialist-training/ 

 Please note that the original “Basic FBA to BIP” training series consists of seven 

modules.  The current study excludes module 6, “Implementation Planning.”   

 

Who to Contact 

This proposal has been reviewed and approved by the institutional review boards 

(IRB) of both Texas Tech University and the [Name] School District.  The IRB is a 

committee whose task it is to make sure that research participants are protected from 

harm.  If you wish to find about more about the IRB, contact Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) of Texas Tech University at (806) 742-3905 or 

vpr.communications@ttu.edu and/or the [School District Department of 

Accountability, Planning, Research and Evaluation]. 

 

You can ask me any more questions about any part of the research study, if you wish 

to. Do you have any questions?   

 

 

PART II: Certificate of Consent 

 

I have read the foregoing information, or it has been read to me. I have had the 

opportunity to ask questions about it and any questions that I have asked have been 

answered to my satisfaction. I have been fully informed that the current study is being 

completed by Brian Kelly in his role as a Ph.D. candidate at Texas Tech University, and 

that while sanctioned by [Name of School District], the training to be provided was not 

designed nor offered as district-sponsored event.  I consent voluntarily to participate as 

a participant in this research. 

 

Print Name of Participant__________________      

Signature of Participant ___________________ 

Date ____________________________________ 

 (Day/month/year) 

Enrollment Number   _______________________   

 

Statement by the researcher 

I have accurately read out the information sheet to the potential participant, and to 

the best of my ability made sure that the participant understands that the following will 

be done: 

 

1.  Participants will be provided the “Basic FBA to BIP” training series 

2. Participant’s progress will be monitored and evaluated electronically through several 

evaluations, including the multiple-choice comprehensive exam and pre- and post- 

training FBAs.  

http://basicfba.gseweb.org/behavior-specialist-training/
mailto:vpr.communications@ttu.edu
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I confirm that the participant was given an opportunity to ask questions about the 

study, and all the questions asked by the participant have been answered correctly and 

to the best of my ability. I confirm that the individual has not been coerced into giving 

consent, and the consent has been given freely and voluntarily.  

   

 A copy of this ICF has been provided to the participant. 

 

Print Name of Researcher/person taking the consent________________________ 

    

Signature of Researcher /person taking the consent__________________________ 
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Appendix E 

Demographic Data Collection Form 
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Appendix F 

Competency Check Online Form 
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Note. Competency check materials were created for the Basic FBA to BIP training 

series by Borgmeier, Loman, and Strickland-Cohen.  All materials are freely available 

and be accessed at http://basicfba.gseweb.org/ 
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Appendix G 

Training FBA 

 
Adapted by B. Kelly (2019); Modified by C. Borgmeier & S. Loman (2011) from R. Van Norman (2008) 

 

ABC Recording Form 

Observer:              Student:  Shane     

  

Routine/Setting (Subject, gym, hall, etc.)  Math  Date & Time: Aug 1, 2019   

 

What to 

Look for: 

(from FBA 

Interview 

summary) 

Activity/Task Trigger/Antecedent Behavior Outcome/Consequence 
                          

# Time:  Activity/Task Trigger/Antecedent Behavior Outcome/Consequence 

1       Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  

      

 

 

 

2       Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  

      

 

 

 

 

3       Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

 

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  

      
 

 

 

4       Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  
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 Adapted by B. Kelly (2019); Modified by C. Borgmeier & S. Loman (2011) from R. Van Norman (2008) 

 

 

General Observation Notes: 
      

# Time:  Activity/Task Trigger/Antecedent Behavior Outcome/Consequence 

5       Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  

      

 

 
 

 

6       Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  

      

 

 

 

7       Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  

      
 

 

 

8       Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

 
 

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  

      

 

 

 

9 

 

      Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

 
 
 

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  
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Adapted by B. Kelly (2019); Modified by C. Borgmeier & S. Loman (2011) from R. Van Norman (2008) 

 

 

 

General Observation Notes: 

      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

General Observation Notes:      

# Time:  Activity/Task Trigger/Antecedent Behavior Outcome/Consequence 
10       Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  

      

 

 

11       Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  

      

 

 

 

12       Large group 

instruction 

Small group work 

 Independent work 

Unstructured time 

Specify: 

      

Given task/asked question 

Given directive/correction 

 Isolated (No attention) 

 No activity/unclear directions 

Peer Comment 

With Peers 

Preferred activity removed 

Transition: Change in activity 

Other/Notes:  

      

      Adult Attention Provided 

Peer Attention Provided 

Got Preferred Activity/Item 

Got Other ____________ 

Adult Attention Avoided 

Peer Attention Avoided 

Task/Activity Avoided 

Avoided Other ___________ 

Other/Notes:  

      

 

 

 

TALLY 

ABC 

Results 

 

Within each column (Activity/Trigger/Outcome) identify the most frequently observed event & write it next 

to #1 in the corresponding box below. Total the number of observed occurrences of #1 in the numerator of 

the ratio… & the total intervals observed in the ratio denominator (Ratio=  # occurred / # total intervals) 

Activity/Task Trigger/Antecedent Behavior Outcome/Consequence 

#1      

  

 Ratio  __ __ / _ ___ 
   

#1      

   

 Ratio  _ ___ / __ __ 

      #1      

       

   Ratio  _ ___ / __ _ 

Adapted by B. Kelly (2019); Modified by C. Borgmeier & S. Loman (2011) from R. Van Norman (2008) 

 

ABC OBSERVATION SUMMARY 

Routine/Activity Trigger/Antecedent Behavior Outcome/Consequence 

DURING… 

      

WHEN… 

      

THE STUDENT WILL… 

      

BECAUSE THIS HAPPENS… 

      

 

So, the Pay-Off/Function for the 

student is to Get  or Avoid  

What?__     ____________________

___  
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Behavior Intervention Plan 
Developed from a Functional Behavioral Assessment 

 

Student:       Date:                                Participant:       

                           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.   Desired           

      Behavior 

 
      

6.  Consequence/Outcome 

 
      

Routine 

 

      

2. Antecedent 

 
      

1.   Problem  

      Behavior 

 
      

3a.   Consequences 

 
      

 
 3b.      Function 
      

4.  Setting Event 

 
      

7.   Alternative/Replacement      

                Behavior 

 
      

IDENTIFY INTERVENTION STRATEGIES 

 

Setting Event 

Strategies 

Manipulate Antecedent to 

prevent problem & prompt 

Replacement/Desired behavior 

Teach Behavior  

Explicitly Teach Replacement  

& Desired Behaviors 

Alter Consequences to  

Reinforce Replacement & Desired 

Behavior; Redirect & Minimize 

Reinforcement of Problem Behavior 

 

 

 

 

      

 

 

 

      

 

 

 

      

 

 

 

      

 

 

 

 

Prevent problem behavior 
 

 

 

      

 

 
      

 

 

 

 

Prompt 

Replacement/Desired 

Behavior 

 
      

 

 
      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Teach Replacement 

Behavior 

 
      

 

 
      

 

 

 

 

Teach Desired Behavior/ 

Academic/ Social Skills 

 
 

      

 

 

 

      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reinforce Replacement & 

Desired Behavior 

 
      

 

 
      

 

 

 

 

Redirect to Replacement 

Behavior & Minimize 

Reinforcement of Problem 

Behavior 

 
      

 

 
      

 

 

Adapted by B.Kelly (2019) from multiple sources: S. Loman (2009); R. Van Norman (2008); C. Borgmeier (2002) M. Bergstrom and D. Crone (2000); March, 

Horner, Lewis-Palmer, Brown, Crone & Todd (1999); O’Neill, Horner, Albin, Sprague, Story, & Newton (1997); Palmer & Sugai (2000); and Sprick, Sprick, & 

Garrison (1993); Martin, Hagan-Burke, & Sugai (2000) 
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FBA Summary of Behavior 

  
 

Participant: ____     ___________________  

Student: ____     ______________________   Date: ___     ___________ 

 Antecedent Behavior Consequence/Function 

Teacher/Staff Interview Summary 

Routine:__     _____________________ 

Setting Event 

      

 

 

                  

 

 

ABC Recording Form Summary 

Routine:_     ______________________ 
DURING… 

      

 

 

WHEN… 

      

THE STUDENT WILL… 

      

BECAUSE THIS 

HAPPENS… 

      

FUNCTION: 

☐Get   or      ☐ Avoid 

What?        

Final Summary of Behavior 

Routine:_     ______________________ 
Setting Event: 

      

WHEN… 

      

 

THE STUDENT WILL… 

      

BECAUSE THIS 

HAPPENS… 

      

 

Therefore the function is to 

Choose an item.:  

What?       
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2 

2 
Adapted by B.Kelly (2019) from C. Borgmeier (2005) from March, Horner, Lewis-Palmer, Brown, Crone & 

Todd (1999) 
 

Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers and Staff (FACTS-Part A) 

 
Student:   Shane     Grade  8th    Date:            

Staff Interviewed:  Mr. T         Interviewer:            

 

Student Strengths: Identify at least three strengths or contributions the student brings to school. 

Academic strengths –reading skills are adequate, very good in keyboarding& likes computers.      

Social/Recreational - Good at sports, athletic, knowledgeable of music, well liked by peers, popular     

Other – Good sense of humor, usually respectful         

 

ROUTINES ANALYSIS: Where, When and With Whom Problem Behaviors are Most Likely. 
Time Activity & Staff 

Involved 

Likelihood of Problem 

Behavior 

Specific Problem 

Behavior 

Current Intervention for 

the Problem Behavior 
8:30-

8:40 

Home room/ 

Mrs. K 

Low                           High 

1      2      3      4      5      6 

Late to class Send to office 

8:40-

9:40 

Math/ 

Mr. T 

 

1      2      3      4      5      6 

Refuses to work, does not 

follow directive, disruptive 

 

9:40-

10:40 

Language Arts/ 

Mrs. K 

 

1      2      3      4      5      6 

Doesn’t participate/work 

not done, talks to peers 

 

10:40-

11:40 

Science/ Mr. T  

1      2      3      4      5      6 

Refuses to work, does not 

follow directive, disruptive 

Send to office 

11:40-

12:00 

Lunch  

1      2      3      4      5      6 

None  

12:00-

12:20 

Computer/ 

Ms. P 

 

1      2      3      4      5      6 

  

12:20-

1:20 

US History/ 

Mr. H 

 

1      2      3      4      5      6 

Doesn’t participate/work 

not done, talks to peers 

 

1:20-

2:20 

P.E./ 

Mr. V 

 

1      2      3      4      5      6 

None  

 

List the Routines in order of Priority for Behavior Support: Select routines with ratings of 5 or 6.  Only 

combine routines when there is significant (a) similarity of activities (conditions) and (b) similarity of 

problem behavior(s).  Complete the FACTS-Part B for each of the prioritized routine(s) identified.  

 Routines/Activities/Context Problem Behavior(s) 

Routine # 1             

Routine # 2             

 

BEHAVIOR(s): Rank order the top priority problem behaviors occurring in the targeted routine above: 
__     _ Tardy _     __ Fight/physical 

Aggression  

__     _ Disruptive __     _ Theft 

__     _ 

Unresponsive 

__     _ Inappropriate 

Language 

_     __ 

Insubordination 

_     __ Vandalism 

__     _ Self-

injury 

__     _ Verbal Harassment _     __ Work not 

done 

_     __ Other 

_     _______________ 
Describe prioritized problem behavior(s) in observable terms:  ______________________________________ 

_     ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

What is the frequency of the Problem Behavior in the targeted routine (# x’s /day or hour)?       

What is the duration of the Problem Behavior in the targeted routine (in seconds or min)?       

Does Behavior Pose Immediate Danger? Yes     

No 

If Yes, refer case to district behavior specialist 
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3 

3 
Adapted by B.Kelly (2019) from C. Borgmeier (2005) from March, Horner, Lewis-Palmer, Brown, Crone & 

Todd (1999) 
 

Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers & Staff (FACTS-Part B) 
 

Identify the Target Routine: Select ONE of the prioritized routines from FACTS-Part A for assessment. 

Routine/Activities/Context Problem Behavior(s) – make description observable 
      

 

 

      

 

ANTECEDENT(s):  Rank Order the strongest triggers/predictors of problem behavior in the routine above.  

Then ask corresponding follow-up question(s) to get a detailed understanding of triggers ranked #1 & 2.   

Environmental Features (Rank order strongest 3) Follow Up Questions – Get as Specific as possible 

 a.  task too hard        g.  large group instruction 

 b.  task too easy       h.  small group work  

 c.  bored w/ task       i.  independent work 

 d. task too long         j. unstructured time 

 e. physical demand   k. transitions 

 f. correction/reprimand    l. with peers  
 Other      ___________ m. isolated/ no attn 

describe___________________________________ 

If a,b,c,d or e - describe task/demand in detail ___________ 

     _____________________________________________

____ 

If f - describe purpose of correction, voice tone, volume etc. 

     _____________________________________________

____ 
If  g, h, I, j or k - describe setting/activity/content in detail 

     _____________________________________________

____ 

If l – what peers? 

     __________________________________ 

If m – describe -       

 

CONSEQUENCE(s): Rank Order the strongest pay-off for student that appears most likely to maintain the 

problem behavior in the routine above. The ask follow-up questions to detail consequences ranked #1 & 2. 

Consequences/Function As applicable -- Follow Up Questions – Get as Specific as possible 

    a.  get adult attention            

    b.  get peer attention        

    c.  get preferred activity  

    d. get object/things/money  

    e. get other, describe _        
     ____________________ 

    f. avoid hard tasks/failure  

    g. avoid undesired      

               task/activity  

    h. avoid physical effort 

 

     i. avoid peer negatives  

     j. avoid adult attention 

     k. avoid reprimands  

     l. avoid/escape other, describe      

        

__     ______________________ 

If  a or b -- Whose attention is obtained?_____________________________ 

     __________________________________________________________ 

How is the attention provided? _____________________________________ 
       
 

If  c or d -- What specific item, activity or sensation is obtained? __________ 

     __________________________________________________________ 

If  f, g or h – Describe specific task/ activity/sensation avoided? __________ 

     __________________________________________________________ 

Be specific, DO NOT simply list subject area, but specifically describe type 
of work within the subject area (be precise)?___________________________ 

     _________________________________________________________C

an the student perform the task independently?   Y   N 

Is academic assessment needed to ID specific skill deficits?   Y    N 

If  i, j or k -- Who is avoided? 

     _____________________________________ 

 Why avoiding this person?      

 

SETTING EVENT(s):  Rank Order any events that happen outside of the immediate routine (at home or 

earlier in day) that commonly make problem behavior more likely or worse in the routine above. 

_ _ hunger    conflict at home   conflict at school    __ missed medication   illness   failure in previous class    

_ _ lack of sleep    change in routine   homework not done  _ _ not sure  _ _ 

Other     ___________________________ 
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Adapted by B.Kelly (2019) from C. Borgmeier (2005) from March, Horner, Lewis-Palmer, Brown, Crone & 

Todd (1999) 
 

SUMMARY OF BEHAVIOR 
Fill in boxes below using top ranked responses and follow-up responses from corresponding categories above. 

ANTECEDENT(s) / Triggers Problem Behavior(s) CONSEQUENCE(s)/ Function 

                  

 

 

SETTING EVENTS 

      

 

 

  


