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Abstract
The Effects of Self-Monitoring and Performance Feedback on the Treatmenttly of
Behavior Support Plan Implementation
by
Angela Mouzakitis
Advisor: Georgiana Shick Tryon, Ph.D.
Advisor in Absentia: Robin Codding, Ph.D.

This study evaluated methods to improve and maintain treatment integritgr(TI)
behavior support plans (BSP) for children with Autistic Disorder. While performance
feedback (PFB) has been identified as the most effective method to suppod fimé-
consuming and expensive. This study examined self-monitoring (SM) asta way
maintain target levels of Tl, possibly better than a PFB package that doedunte Biv.
This study also examined generalization effects of training to a &S#hfch no training
occurred. Finally, this study explored the relationship of Tl to student behaviour-A
tiered multiple baseline design with changing conditions was used to evakiate
effectiveness of SM compared to SM and PFB. Eight students with BSPs padiaipate
the study. Teachers were trained with SM and PFB for four of the students’tB&Ps
remaining four students were used to assess generalization effédraining. Results
indicate that SM was effective for two teachers to maintain target lef/€lsollowing
PFB, and sufficient for one teacher to achieve target levels of Tl with no PR@&. O
teacher in the study required additional PFB to attain target levels of idings
indicate that three of the four teachers generalized BSP implementatonitwvi

additional training. It was also found that Tl and student behavior are highly tedrela
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CHAPTER |

Students with developmental disabilities often evidence considerable problem
behaviors that can interfere with their ability to learn and access educaitmhal
community settings (Dunlap & Kern, 1993). Autistic Disorder (AD) is a pervasive
developmental disorder that affects different areas of functioning; theselungls/ioften
present with substantial problem behaviors. As defined in the Diagnostic asticalati
Manual of Mental Disorders — Fourth Edition (DSM-IV TR) (American Psydbia
Association [APA], 2000), the diagnostic criteria for AD include deficits imadoc
interaction, communication, and behavior. While there may be several reasons why
students with AD engage in problem behavior, some authors suggest that these students
often lack functional language skills and utilize problem behavior to communicate the
needs and wants (Carr & Durand, 1985).

Problem behavior can interfere with academic and social development
necessitating the development of a behavior support plan (BSP). The ultimatéaoal
BSP is to render an interfering behavior ineffective, irrelevant, andareeftithrough
interventions that modify the environment, while consistently maintaining appropriate
reactions to the interfering behavior that prevent it from functioning suadgg§nell &
Brown, 2006).

BSPs require a great deal of management to ensure that the team members
implement them with treatment integrity (also referred to as trewtinelity.)

Treatment integrity (TI) refers to the proper implementation of interesior

treatments (Gresham, 1989; Moncher & Prinz, 1991). Itis only with correct



implementation of the behavioral plan that one can evaluate its effectivemeskdfa,
1989).

The responsibility for implementation of the BSP generally belongs to the
classroom teacher and related service personnel (McDougal, Clonan, &$12@80).
Results of previous studies indicate that the initial TI of BSPs is high, but sheere i
significant decrease in Tl levels over time in the absence of supervision land dpl
(Noell, Duhon, Gatti, & Connell 2002; Noell, Witt, LaFleur, Mortenson, Ranier, &
LeVelle, 2000). Telzrow (1995) suggests that in order to maintain TI, a supervisor must
provide support to personnel implementing BSPs.

The literature identifies methods to improve Tl of BSPs include teacieinty
(Taylor & Miller, 1997), treatment manuals (Ehrhardt, Barnett, Lentzlg8tdl Reifin,

1996), guided practice (Hirallal & Martens, 1998), self-report (Wickstrom, Jones,
LaFleur, & Witt, 1998), data review (Noell et al., 2002), negative reinforcement,
(DiGennaro, Martens, & Mcintyre, 2005), and performance feedback (Noell et al., 2005).
Of these, research shows that performance feedback is a particularigipgomocedure

to improve the behavioral consultation process (Noell et al., 2005).

Performance feedback (PFB) refers to the monitoring and provision of feedback
related to the implementation of BSPs (Mortenson & Witt, 1998). Substantial researc
identifies the use of PFB as an essential tool necessary to maintain appiepakst of
TI (Gillat & Sulzar-Azaroff, 1994, Martens & Witt, 1988; Noell et al., 2002; Noelltt\Wi

Gilbertson, Ranier, & Freeland, 1997).

Currently, the literature on PFB focuses on component analyses (i.e.,

determination of the effective elements of TI) in order to streamline thegg@nd make



its use more feasible in applied settings (Mortenson & Witt, 1998; Noell et al, 2002; Wi
Noell, LaFleur, & Mortenson, 1997). One reason that researchers conduct component
analyses is that implementation of PFB packages can be rather time-consheneiny t
potentially presenting a barrier to effective consultation (ConstenbadartzS® Petrix,
1992). Researchers search for time-efficient ways to improve TI.

Another component that deserves examination is the identity of the feedback
delivery person in relation to the intervention implementer. In the previolstitey
two different persons (i.e., the school psychologist and the teacher, respectively)
performed these two roles separately with the school psychologist providing Bt
teacher; but no one has investigated if the implemented and supervisor can be the same
person. One way to help the development of the feedback delivery person role is through
the use of self-monitoring. Self-monitoring (SM) is the recognition of theromace of
a behavior as well as the maintenance of an accurate record of the behavturéd
1986) by the individual himself or herself. Bandura (1986) identifies three major
components of SM: observation, judgment, and reaction. Several authors have used SM
to produce positive behavior changes in children with behavior disorders (Lam, Cole,
Shapiro, & Bambara, 1994; Rhode, Morgan, & Young, 1983), autism (Coyle & Cole,
2004), internalizing problems (Shapiro & Cole, 1994), academic difficulties (Lam e
1994), and learning disabilities (Harris, 1986). SM has also effected positive behavior
changes in residential staff (Burgio et al., 1990; Richman, Riordan, Reiss,&Yyles,
Bailey, 1988) and school staff (Petscher & Bailey, 2006).

Addressing generalization of teacher skills without provision of spediiaitig

would decrease training time needed for each student with a BSP. Additionally,



maintenance of Tl through SM would also make supervision more effective andéfficie
as teachers would need less training and supervision to maintain high levels of TI.
Purpose of the Present Study

The main purpose of this dissertation was to evaluate if SM could improve TI of
BSPs. While research supports the effectiveness of PFB in improvititgeiié are
several weaknesses associated with PFB: it can be time consunsrsyilajact to effects
of reactivity, it is resource intensive as it requires the identificati@nsoipervisor, it has
poor maintenance data, and it is sometimes unacceptable to teachers (Mort&vigon &
1998). SM has shown some potential to improve Tl in non-special education settings
(Burgio et al., 1983; Petscher & Bailey, 2006). Given the preliminary success oh SM
staff behavior, it might be useful to determine if SM can be used to not only mdreas
in BSPs, but to improve generalization and maintenance of gains in Tl. If Sutcebs
would address the current limitations associated with providing individualizedstonisi
PFB and therefore would be an important tool for school psychologists to aid in
monitoring the Tl of BSPs. If effective, SM procedures could extend the resofirces
school psychologists, decrease time necessary to monitor Tl, limit cerafeaactivity
to an outside observer, prove to be more acceptable to teachers than direct mdayitoring
school psychologists, and improve maintenance of Tl over time. The goals of this
dissertation attempt to address the deficits of PFB through the addition ofiSikgtfar
teachers.

The first goal was to evaluate if training teachers to self-monitar dlagi
implementation of BSPs would improve Tl to acceptable levels. Training tedachers

self-monitor their own implementation would address the time-consuming natur&.of PF



While PFB might still be necessary to bring teachers to target lef/&€ls PFB may be
faded more quickly if SM is incorporated which would mean less supervision is
necessary.

The second goal was to evaluate if training teachers to self-monitor their
implementation of BSPs in addition to PFB would improve the maintenance of Tl once
PFB was removed. As the literature is currently looking at components thateri*iaB
(Mortenson & Witt, 1998; Noell et al, 2002; Witt, Noell, LaFleur, & Mortenson, 1997),
SM may be a component that fills addresses the deficits of poor maintenan@noé T
PFB is removed. This also addresses the third goal of the study which wasi&teeifal
SM would not only improve the maintenance of Tl, but if it would improve maintenance
of Tl to greater levels than a PFB package that did not incorporate SM astpart of
package.

A fourth goal of this study was to evaluate if teachers can generalizetski
were trained on from one student’s BSP to another student’s BSP without childespecifi
training. Another missing component in previous research on Tl is that there has been
limited investigation of maintenance and generalization of teacher $kdldgnson &

Witt, 1998). If it were identified that teachers could in fact generalize skidls in BSP
implementation from one student to another, this would have implications for training in
schools. Teacher generalization of skills from one BSP to another would mean that
school psychologists and consultants would not have to spend time training teachers on
each BSP; instead they could train the teacher on one BSP and that teacher would the

generalize the implementation to other similar plans in the classroom. Theraddit



SM may improve generalization effects of BSP implementation, as ttieeteaould
already be taking responsibility for her own implementation of BSPs and mogitdri

The final goal of this study was to examine the relationship of Tl to student’s
behavior. Theoretically, if a BSP targets the function of a student’s problewidreha
the correct implementation of that plan would decrease the problem behavior and
increase this or her appropriate behavior; however this depends on Tl. If a BSP
implemented with high Tl does not improve a student’s behavior, it needs to be modified.
Tracking student behavior in addition to tracking Tl would support modifying ineféecti
plans or maintaining effective plans. This again speaks to the need to maintain high
levels of Tl in order to identify the effectiveness of a plan. This monitoring coddals
used in teacher training to illustrate the importance of Tl, which could als@timpa
teacher’s correct implementation of the BSP.
Current Findings

Four teachers participated in the study with varying results. SM trainthgwi
PFB was only able to bring one out of the four teachers to target levels of TI. Howeve
three out of the four teachers were able to maintain target levels of Tl onceaBFB w
removed, relying only on SM as support. The levels of Tl of these plans were also
maintained at higher levels when PFB was removed than what has been identiféed in t
literature which implies that the use of SM will in fact help teachers niainigher
levels of Tl once PFB is removed, more so than a PFB package that does not include SM.
The fourth teacher required additional PFB and was not able to achieve tarigediéve

through SM. It appears that SM is a component that can enhance the effectiveness of a



PFB package, however this might also be specific to unique characteristic$eaidher
and setting.

This study also found that three out of the four teachers that participated veere abl
to generalize their training to other student’s BSPs in the classroom. WaesBSPs
for which the teachers had not received PFB nor had been trained to self-monitor the
implementation of these plans. This implies that less time can be spent treauhgrs
on individual student’s behavior support plans as they can generalize their skills
independently. The use of SM may also play a role in this, supporting generalization of
skills through SM.

Finally, for all four teachers and their respective students, there stasg
correlation between BSP implementation and student behavior. As Tl improved, so did
student behavior, and when Tl was low, student’s on-task behavior decreased. This
further supports the need to maintain appropriate levels of Tl in order to identify the

effectiveness of a BSP.



CHAPTER I
Literature Review and Rationale

The following is a detailed literature review of the issues, concernsesearch
relevant to the current study. This literature review will begin with thgndistic criteria
and characteristics of autistic disorder according t@iagnostic and Statistical Manual
of Mental Disorders, Fourth Edition, Text Revisi@SM-IV-TR; APA, 2000).
Following this there will be a discussion of the specific deficit in the domain of
communication and its relationship to problem behavior that children with Autistic
Disorder often evidence that interferes with appropriate social and learmelgpiaent.
The chapter then presents a review of the process used to address the inbsffienay
(i.e., behaviors that interfere with individuals’ ability to participate in arehdtto
learning opportunities presented in their school and natural environment). This
presentation will lead to the primary focus of the literature review: rthlysis of the
current methods used to facilitate TI with implementation of BSPs.
Pervasive Developmental Disorders

Pervasive Developmental Disorders (PDD) as defined by the DSM-IYAPR,
2000) represents a spectrum of disorders characterized by severe and pervasive
impairment in several areas of development: social interaction, communicaltien ski
and/or the presence of stereotyped behavior, interests, and activities.| &isvedars
meet these requirements and comprise the PDD category: Autistid&igaD), Rett’s
Disorder (RD), Childhood Disintegrative Disorder (CDD), Asperger’s Disdiis), and
Pervasive Developmental Disorder Not Otherwise Specified (PDD-NO®)ptSms of

these disorders are usually evident within the first few years ariflemay be



accompanied by mental retardation. This section reviews PDD disorders othebthan A
to illustrate the PDD spectrum. The section following this one reviews AD in depth, a
youth with AD are the focus of this dissertation.
Rett’'s Disorder. Rett's Disorder has many behavioral similarities to AD. In
Rett’s disorder there is generally a 6-18 months period of typical developmientil
by substantial and sudden loss of skills and mobility. This disorder’s link to a single gene
defect distinguishes it from other PDDs. Additionally, Rett’'s Disordeeiffrom AD
in that it is present only in girls, and the course of the disorder affects @hysic
development resulting in widespread loss of appropriate hand-use, coordinationt,and gai
and the ability to ambulate becomes increasingly compromised (APA, 2000).
Childhood Disintegrative Disorder. Substantial deficits in communication,
socialization, and narrow interests characterize Childhood Disintegrasoeeder
(CDD). While these characteristics are similar to those found in childagnaed with
AD, the courses and etiologies of the disorders differ (APA, 2000). Children with CDD
generally appear to have typical development until the age of 2 years.thidtpoint,
the children experience immediate loss of previously acquired skills (eddebla
control, adaptive behavior, expressive receptive language, motor skills, etc.). Some
evidence suggests that CDD affects children more substantially than AD arttbsa
more extensive impairment in communication skills (Volkmar & Rutter, 1995).
Asperger’s Disorder. Typical language development without any apparent
delays in communication characterizes Asperger’s Disorder (AS). Wimienanication
development in early childhood appears typical, there are evident delays ingeingua

adolescence and adulthood. Individuals with Asperger’s Disorder may have High ver
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ability and knowledge in a particular subject matter; however, they appeak sotaal
aspects of languages including non-verbal behavior and gestures, eyg cecif@ocal
nature of conversation, and listening skills. Whereas in AD communication skillarappe
to be the primary deficit and they have an impact on socialization, in Aspergsoisi&r
socialization deficits appear to be the most important deficit and impedimentassuc
(APA, 2000). Children with Asperger’s Disorder may have difficulty assgsbe
impact of their language on others, which leads to lack of friendship development and a
tendency to alienate themselves in social situations (APA, 2000).
Pervasive Developmental Disorder — Not Otherwise SpecifiedRervasive
Developmental Disorder — Not Otherwise Specified (PDD-NOS) is usediagraosis
when children meet some of the PDD criteria, but not enough to meet the criteria for a
particular disorder. In children diagnosed with PDD-NOS, there is a peesédeficits
or atypical development similar to AD in communication, socialization, and behavior.
In summary there are several disorders and presentations of charestander
the umbrella of PDD. Of these disorders, AD has been an important focus of the PDD
literature and strategies to support children with AD academically, so@all
behaviorally have a considerable amount of research. Interventions focusing omproble
behavior found in children with AD are the focus of this literature review andrcbsea
proposal. Thus, an in depth discussion of AD follows.
Autistic Disorder (AD)
AD (a.k.a., autism) differs from other types of PDD. Readers should note that
this dissertation uses the terms autism and AD interchangeably. As congpehnédren

with AS and PDD-NQOS, children with AD have more noteworthy impairments in
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communication and social skills, and have more limited interests and behavior
repertoires. Compared to children with RD and CDD, children diagnosed with autism
have the potential to make sizeable gains in language, social, and behavior domains
(APA, 2000).

AD is a PDD that affects several different areas of functioning. efisetl in the
DSM-IV-TR (APA, 2000) the diagnostic criteria for AD include deficits acial
interaction, communication, and behavior. These deficits are often accothpgnie
deficiencies in cognitive functioning, learning, attention, and sensory procéasiAg.

While the etiology of autism is unclear, research suggests that AD is necablogi
in origin (APA, 2000). AD occurs more often in males than in females and indarofli
all socioeconomic and ethnic backgrounds (Fombonne, Simmons, Ford, Meltzer, &
Goodman, 2001). While there are discrepancies among various reporting sources,
generally accepted prevalence rates of children with autism spectonmedigdicate
that 1 in 110 children have a PDD, which includes AD, AS, CDD, PDD-NOS, and RD
(Centers for Disease Control [CDC], 2007).

AD typically develops within the first three years of life. A diagaagiAD is
made when there are a specific number of characteristics listed in thd\DERI
present. The criteria for a diagnosis of AD are two areas of defitdial interaction,
one area of deficit within communication development, and one area of detfndrt the
behavior domain (APA, 2000).

Social symptoms. Individuals with AD have substantial impairments in social
development. This is generally evidenced by a decreased use of non-verbal belgavior a

language (e.g., eye contact, expressions, gestures), difficulty oefealdevelop
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friendships with peers, and a general lack of interest in peers and people. Raegxam
individuals with AD may have difficulty engaging in reciprocal enjoyment, @stst and
sharing of experiences and achievements. As a result, they may prefer togrigage

in solitary activities rather than interact with others (APA, 2000).

As per the DSM-IV (APA, 2000), in order to meet criteria for AD, at least two of
the following social skill deficit must be present. (a) marked impairmaritgeiuse of
nonverbal behaviors (e.g., eye-to-eye gaze, facial expression, body pastdrgsstures
to regulate social interaction); (b) failure to develop peer relationships@jgie to
developmental level; (c) lack of spontaneous seeking to share enjoyment,snterest
achievements with other people; or (d) lack of social or emotional reciprocity (p. 71)

Communication symptoms. Individuals with AD have considerable
impairments and delays in the development of both verbal and non-verbal
communication skills. This may present as a delay in, or a complete lack of, verba
language. Additionally, individuals with AD who have verbal ability evidence dlffic
initiating and sustaining conversation with others, engage in odd or repetitvats
and may present with awkward pitch, intonation, and inappropriate stress in spoken
language. Syntax and grammar usage may be inappropriate and awkward, and may
include rote phrases memorized from prior conversations, movies, television shows, or
songs. Comprehension is an area of significant impairment, and individuals with AD
may not understand questions, directions, contextual cues, and implications of demands
not explicitly stated.

In order to meet criteria for AD, at least one of the following must be mieirwit

the communication domain (APA, 2000): (a) delay in or total lack of development of
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spoken language, (b) if speech is present, marked impairment in the abiitiate or
sustain a conversation with others, (c) stereotyped and repetitive use of language or
idiosyncratic language, and/or (d) lack of varied, spontaneous make-believe plapbr so
imitative pay appropriate to developmental level.

Behavior symptoms. Individuals with AD engage in restricted and repetitive
behaviors. In order to meet criteria for AD, at least two of the following musiethe
(APA, 2000): (a) preoccupation with one or more stereotyped and restricted paftterns
interest that is abnormal either in intensity or focus, (b) apparentlyilbifexdherence to
specific, nonfunctional routines or rituals, (c) stereotyped and repetitive motor
mannerisms, and/or (d) persistent preoccupation with parts of objects. Individinals wi
AD often focus on a narrow and restricted range of interests, insist upon samehess i
routines, engage in stereotypy (e.g., rocking, hand flapping, finger-flidkiagvalking,
and odd hand movements), and demonstrate fascination with part of objects and
movement of objects (e.g., spinning wheels).

A severe and pervasive impairment in several areas of development (i.e., social
interaction, cognitive functioning, communication, and repetitive patterns of loelzend
activities) characterizes AD (APA, 2000). Based on the DSM-IV-TR (APA, 2000)
criteria, researchers have identified both social and educationalsiéfioi of the most
prominent characteristics of children with autism is their inability to aeqppropriate
and functional speech (Kanner, 1943). Even when children with autism do acquire
expressive verbal language skills, they rarely exhibit spontaneous speeitiater i

conversations with others (Krantz & McClannahan, 1993). This lack of fluent and
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spontaneous speech leads to frustration in communication, often resulting in problem
behavior.

Associated problem behaviors Deficits in social, linguistic, and play in
children with autism present significant challenges for educators and tieepiscan
be difficult to manage in the classroom (Jarrold, Boucher, & Smith, 1996). As aafesult
skill deficits, specifically within the communication domain, students with deveéntal
disabilities and autism often evidence substantial problem behavior that céarentath
their ability to learn and access educational and community settings pCuilarn,
1993). A wide range of problematic behavior can interfere with a child with Albilgy
to learn in the natural environment and to respond to instruction, including tantrum
behavior, dropping to the floor, screaming, kicking, flailing arms, aggressive behaviors
(e.g., scratching, pinching, hair-pulling), and self-injurious behaviors gem@tching,
skin-picking, hair-pulling, and head-directed self-injury) (Buschbacher & Fox, 2003)
These behaviors in isolation are enough to interfere with an individual’s abileégrn.
However, in AD several of these behaviors can present themselves together,
compounding the challenges to modify them and the degree to with which they enterfer
with learning (Buschbacher & Fox, 2003).
Functions of Problem Behaviors

Although though there are several reasons why students with disabilities may
engage in problem behavior, some researchers have suggested that for studéis wit
a primary reason for their displays of problem behavior is the absence of functional
language skills (Carr & Durand, 1985). That is, children with AD may utilize @nobl

behavior to communicate their needs and wants, such as escaping or avoiding an
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undesirable stimulus, accessing preferred attention or a tangible itenugdithg pain, or
receiving automatic or sensory stimulation (lwata, Vollmer, ZarcoriRpdgers, 1993).
As discussed later in this review, investigators refer to these reas@amgéging in
problem behavior aiinctionsof behavior. Functions of behavior generally fall into five
categories:medical(e.g., seeking relief of paingscape/avoidande.g., leave a non-
preferred activity)attention(e.g., praisexangible(e.g., food, toy or preferred activity),
andsensorystimulation, (e.g., pressure) (lwata et al., 1993). When developing
interventions to target interfering or problem behavior, psychologists observaayzia
the problem behavior to identify the function of the behavior. Identification of the
behavior’s function helps the interventionist, therapist, or school psychologist tdyidenti
an appropriate intervention, thereby directly linking treatment to the reason, tiorfiinc
of the problem behavior. The following paragraphs will describe how each need (i.e.,
medical, escape/avoidance, and attention/tangible, automatic) can benfalhctioked

to problem behavior for children with AD.

Relieving pain is considered to benadicalfunction of behavior as it
communicates discomfort and desire to alleviate discomfort. A problematic tiehavi
may occur to lessen the pain the individual is experiencing. For example, aduativi
with communication impairment may engage in violent head-directed behavior in order
to relieve the pain of a headache or toothache. If observation and analysiy ttantif
the function of a problem behavior is to relieve pain, then school psychologists should
seek medical treatment for the child in addition to, or in replacement of, behavioral

programming (lwata, Dorsey, Slider, Bauman, & Richman, 1994).
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As previously indicated, some problem behaviors may emerge in oregcdpe
or avoid something undesirable. An individual who has a deficit in communication may
engage in hitting or kicking behavior to avoid being in a room with a lot of people (lwata
et al., 1994). That is, because the child is unable to communicate to a teacher that he or
she is afraid or anxious in a roomful of people, he or she engages in problem behavior to
avoid entering the room.

Problem behavior may also function for an individual to access something
preferred, includingttention(e.g., negative or positive, from adults or peers) or some
type oftangible(e.g. preferred food, toys, activities, items). A student may hit another
student playing with a toy in order to gain access to that toy. Once again, many
researchers argue that because the student is not able to make requestshef his or
classmate to play with or share the toy the student engages in problematioti@havi
order to have access to the toy (Durand & Carr, 1985; Iwata et al., 1994). In another
situation, a child may not have the skills to engage in a friendly conversation, oe iaitia
greeting, and instead will cry in order to gain the attention of his teachenmt,parpeer
(lwata et al., 1982).

Finally, problem behaviors that psychologists often observe in children with AD
may result from the need to access sensory stimulation. Due to the lacksahsitid
child with autism has, not only social and communication, but also play skills, the child
evidences other types of self-stimulation (Quill, 1997). In order to keep themselves
occupied, entertained, or to stimulate themselves independently, children witlyAD m
engage in self-stimulatory behavior in order to receive sensory feedback that

pleasurable and calming. Examples of sensory-seeking behavior may include,rnit a
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limited to, running in circles, hand-flapping, closing their eyes for visualudiion,

rhythmic body-rocking, repeatedly watching credits to movies, and making non-
contextual vocalizations (Turner, 1999). Turner (1999) provided an example of child
who repeatedly opened and closed the door to his bedroom while keeping one eye at the
opening, watching the images appear and disappear for over two hours.

Although one goal of behavioral programming and assessment is to identify the
reason most likely associated with problem behavior, it is important to note &gt oft
problem behavior may be the result of multiple functions or reasons (Ilwata et al., 1993).
For example, a child may bite in order to escape an actindyo receive attention from
the teacher. Additionally, the function of behavior may change over time (herma
lwata, Smith, Zarcone, & Vollmer, 1994). While a child may initially play the piano in
order to avoid disapproval from parents, the child may later play piano to receive
attention from an audience or peers.

Applied Behavior Analysis

As the interfering behaviors (i.e., behaviors that prevent children from accessing
social and academic opportunities in their schools and natural environments) often
present in children with autism are challenging to modify and impact learning,
researchers must identify methods to provide support to these students so that they may
learn and progress. Several authors have identified behavior intervention based on
Applied Behavior Analysis (ABA) as the most effective group of interventiomsach
appropriate behavior and to modify and decrease inappropriate behavior in chiltiren wit
autism (Buschbacher & Fox, 2003; Carr, Dunlap, & Horner, 2002; Eber, Sugai, & Smith,

2002; Sugai & Horner, 2002). That is, these researchers have analyzed the
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aforementioned reasons for or functions of problem behavior and provided corresponding
treatments using the techniques described as ABA.

Different researchers describe and define ABA from varying petisps.
Sulzar-Azaroff and Mayer (1991) define ABA as the systematic study oblesithat
influence the behavior of an organism. Cooper, Heron, and Heward (2007) term ABA as,
“The science in which the tactics derived from the principles of behaviopplie@to
improve socially significant behavior and experimentation is used to identify the
variables responsible for the improvement in behavior” (p. 16). Similarly, Alberto and
Troutman (2006) define ABA as “...the systematic application of behavioral pesdipl
change socially significant behavior to a meaningful degree.” (p. 22). In sumheary, t
essential components of ABA must include an adherence to the principles of behavior
(e.g., reinforcement, shaping, and extinction), systematic application efghasiples,
and a system to monitor the relationship between the application of the principles and the
change in an organism’s socially relevant behavior. ABA has as its fochange the
environment in order to decrease interfering behavior and promote succesgoalkfe
that include learning, accessing friends, accessing employment, acgpang in the
community (Carr & Durand, 1985). Therefore, not only are ABA professionals
interested in reducing maladaptive behaviors, they are simultaneously focusegdiog sha
children’s strengths to create and promote adaptive behaviors. That is, the/&BAl of
is to help the child function as independently as possible while rendering the
inappropriate and interfering behaviors irrelevant, inefficient, and ctefée

Behavior interventions such as ABA have a large body of literature to support

their effectiveness in decreasing inappropriate behavior in children witmau8tudies
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report successful reduction of specific behaviors often exhibited by childiemutism,
including self-injurious behavior (Iwata et al., 1994; Kahng, Ilwata, & Lewin, 2002),
aggressive behavior (DeLeon, Fisher, Herman, & Crosland, 2000), and stereotypy
(Ahearn, Clark, Debar, & Florentino, 2005; Durand & Carr, 1997). Several reviews of
the literature have outlined and summarized the effectiveness of behavioentiters to
reduce problem behavior and to increase appropriate skills for individuals with AD
(Horner, Carr, Strain, Todd, & Reed, 2002; Kahng et al., 2002). For example, Horner et
al. (2002) conducted a review of 41 studies on behavior interventions targeting
interfering behavior in children with autism. Interfering behaviors contyreported in
children with AD (0-8 years) included aggression, tantrum, self-injury, @neogypy.
This review supported the use of behavior analysis, including the analysis ofdablog
events, antecedents in the environment, and maintaining consequences, and interventions
based on this analysis effectively decreased targeted behaviors in childramtrgin.
Several studies have also identified behaviorally based interventionsvefiact
teaching academic and social skills (Krantz & McClannahan, 1998; Lovaas, 1987,
McGee, Morrier, & Daly, 1999) to children with AD. Studies report the increase of
specific behaviors including replacement communication skills (Carr &riou85;
Durand & Carr, 1992; Hagopian, Fisher Sullivan, Acquisto, & LeBlanc, 1998; Kahng et
al., 2002: Roane, Lerman, & Vorndran, 2001; Wacker et al., 1990), daily living skills
(Cuvo, Jacobi, & Sipko, 1981), and academic skills (Anderson, Avery, DiPietro,
Edwards, & Christian1987; Birnbrauer & Leach, 1993; Daly & Martens, 1994; Fenske
et al., 1985; Lovaas 1987; McEachin, Smith, & Lovaas, 1993). Moreover, meta-analyses

show that, collectively, studies focusing on behavior interventions based on operant
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learning were more effective for teaching individuals with autism and develgpm

delays than alternative methods (Bushbacher & Fox, 2003; Didden, Duker, & Korzilius,
1997). An important component of the literature supporting behavioral interventions is
that these procedures are not only effective across target behavior® botsalsool and
home settings (Harding et al., 1999).

For example, Roane et al. (2001) used a behavior intervention designed according
to the ABA principles to decrease the screaming of an individual with autisne, whil
teaching an appropriate replacement behavior. Roane et al. identified timakiicrial
screamed and threw materials when presented with a non-preferred taskityr act
While the individual did not have verbal ability within his repertoire, Roane et al.
successfully taught him to place a plastic block in a bucket to signify “| needld bre
order to effectively communicate his displeasure with the activity.

Kahng et al. (2000) successfully implemented the behavior intervention of non-
contingent reinforcement (NCR) in order to decrease the interfering behaxior (
aggression and self-injury) in three individuals with autism and developmental
disabilities. Following an analysis of the function of the behavior (i.e., attention
seeking), the researchers provided the individuals with non-contingent attention
throughout the day. Following this intervention, all three individuals had significant
decreases in both self-injury and aggression across multiple settings.

In summary, behavior intervention and its application in ABA is the most
promising intervention to decrease inappropriate problem behavior in individuals with

developmental disabilities and autism (Bushbacher & Fox, 2003; Didden et al., 1997).



21

Behavior Support Plans and Functional Behavioral Assessment

As a result of the evidence in support of behavior intervention to decrease
interfering behaviors and increase appropriate replacement behavior iduradbwvith
AD and other disabilities (e.g., developmental disabilities, behavior disorder4)997
amendment to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; P.L. 105-17)
requires that school personnel implement Behavioral Intervention Plansg@efein the
literature and from hereon in as Behavior Support Plans) (BSP) with studenifseidlent
as exhibiting inappropriate behavior in school. The law states that once school personnel
identify a problem behavior that interferes with academic developmentnilingty
implement a BSP based on a functional behavior assessment (FBA) (IDEA, 1997).

Behavior intervention and ABA also meets the requirements set forth in the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB; P.L. 107-110, 2001). The main purpose of the NCLB is
to increase educational accountability for states, school districts, andsscddhe four
main areas within NCLB (teacher quality, student testing, scieadtifibased research,
and school choice), scientifically-based research is germane to this.redigA, as
discussed earlier in this paper, is scientifically based and has subsii@néiflre to
support its use as an effective methodology to modify problem behavior for children wi
autism and developmental disabilities. As the literature identifies this loehavi
intervention as the most effective intervention, it is the responsibility of grofesds in
education to utilize ABA when working with children with autism within the public
education system to decrease problem behavior that interferes with acadsregss

The process of developing a BSP has several stages as outlined by Bambara and

Kern (2005). While members of a school-based support team (e.g., school psychologist
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teachers, social worker, related service providers) all collaborate oB#hartd BSP,

the school psychologist and behavior consultant typically conduct the assessment,
coordinate plan development, and supervise plan implementation. Initial steps in this
process require the team to prioritize and define the target problem behaviarthislex
team conducts a FBA in order to identify the function of the behavior (i.e., why the
behavior occurs). Following the FBA, the team develops several hypotheses based on the
FBA, and may engage in hypothesis testing in order to identify the functibe of t
student’s target behavior. Once the team has identified one or more hypothesasnthe
members develop a BSP that addresses antecedents and setting evemgfgehantfi
occasion the behavior, teach appropriate alternative or replacement behel/mutlme
response strategies should the problem behavior occur. The final and ongoing stage of
the BSP development is to evaluate its implementation integrity and eéfeesis.

Functional behavior assessmentFBA is a process used to determine how
conditions in the environment influence and support a student’s behavior (McDougal et
al., 2000). In order to identify these conditions, school psychologists collect vital
information from a variety of sources in order to identify the context in which the
behavior occurs, using direct assessment information from observations and indirect
assessment information from informant data in order to identify the purpose or function
of the problem behavior (Carr & Durand, 1985; Sugai et al., 2000). As discussed earlier,
problem behavior has five categories of function (medical, escape/avoidieceor,
tangible, sensory). By identifying the function of the problem behavior througBAan F
school psychologists can distinguish environmental modifications, teachitepyssa

and replacement strategies that support the problem behavior. Through this aconmulati
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of information, the FBA will help professionals to generate hypotheses as tmttieh
of the behavior.

Direct assessment methods included in an FBA are event-recording and time
interval sampling (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). Event recording focuses on
recording the target behavior each time it occurs. There are severates@ding
methods: a narrative ABC record, a frequency count, and a scatter-plaanaly
narrative ABC record tracks the antecedent (A) to the problem behavior, thle actua
behavior (B), and the consequence (C) that followed the problem behavior. This tool is
useful in identifying what occasions the problem behavior to occur and what
consequences may be maintaining the behavior. A frequency count records the behavior
each time it occurs. A frequency account gives information as to how often tiweobeha
occurs. It does not provide much information about what contingencies may affect the
behavior; however, it provides the assessor with information regardingicafeeguency
that the assessor can used as a baseline for the current rate of behavitter-filsta
analysis is used to determine patterns in behavior. The school psychologist tracks the
occurrence of each behavior on a grid that incorporates time of day and day of the week.
This tool gives useful information about when and where the behavior is more likely to
occur.

Interval sampling is used to track behaviors that occur at a high ratediyigre
down observations into manageable intervals (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). Types
of interval sampling include whole-interval recording, partial intervalrding, and
momentary time-sampling. Whole-interval recording requires the schodigeycst to

indicate if the target behavior occurred throughout the entire interval. Patetiadal
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recording requires psychologists to indicate if the behavior occurred atialy thue
interval. Momentary time-sampling requires that the observer note at prespmes
if the behavior occurred at the exact time of the observation.

Indirect assessment methods include the use of self-report, rating scales
completed by self or others, and interviews with parents and professionaisielinte
used to collect information usually include a discussion about the target behavior, when it
appears to occur more often, and under what circumstances it occurs. School
psychologists often use structured interviews to obtain informant information. Once
psychologists have accumulated information from the FBA, they develop arhagjsot
as to the function of the behavior and based on the hypothesis, a BSP.

A substantial amount of research indicates that BSPs derived from FBAs tend to
evidence more success when applied to students with considerable problem behaviors
than do other interventions (Carr & Durand, 1985; Dunlap, Kern-Dunlap, Clarke, &
Robbins, 1991, Sugai, et al. 2000). In a review of the research, Repp, Karsh, Johnson,
and VanLaarhoven (1994) found that interventions based on an FBA tend to be more
successful than interventions that were not functionally relevant. SimilarRaul and
Eckert (1997) conducted a review of the literature for interventions for ehilaith
ADHD and also identified that interventions based on an FBA were more effdiive t
interventions based solely on response cost or reinforcement.

Behavior support plans (BSPs).Once the school psychologist has prioritized
and defined the target behavior, completed an FBA, and developed hypotheses, the

psychologist can develop a BSP. Common components of a BSP include: (a) antecedent
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and setting event strategies, (b) replacement and alternative beha\horgesdiategies,
and (c) response strategies (Bambara & Kern, 2005; Carr & Durand, 1985).

Antecedent/setting event strategies (Bambara & Kern, 2005) are suppbrts tha
specifically address antecedents to problem behavior. The focus is on reducing problem
behavior through prevention in order to provide more teaching opportunities for the new
and replacement behaviors. Antecedent or setting event strategies/ét mroblem
behavior from occurring, (b) quickly modify the environment to provide the student with
success, (c) correct a faulty environment, and (d) enhance instructional emntenm
Antecedent strategies accomplish these things by restructuring thenenent to
prevent problem behavior from occurring.

Some examples of antecedent strategies are written rules to provide visual
supports for challenging tasks (Chandler & Dalquist, 2006), outlines or taskes&iys
a new task (Chandler & Dalquist, 2006), social stories to review prior to edithiat
elicit problem behavior (Gray & Garand, 1993), reminders of forthcoming positive
contingencies (Chandler & Dalquist, 2006), quiet for task completion (Horner, Day,
Sprague, O'Brien, & Heathfield 1991), removal or modification of antecedents (Hxirner
al., 1991), and modification of mode of instruction. When events that school
psychologists are not able to modify (e.g., divorce, medication) occasion problem
behavior, they can modify the interaction with the student by reducing noise level,
removing distracting stimuli, and alternating between difficult and eaky (a®rner et
al., 1996).

Teaching strategies are critical components of a BSP (Bambarang 204)5).

FBA identifies inappropriate behaviors as communicative in function, and school
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psychologists need to teach students how to achieve the same outcomes through
alternative communicative skills that are more effective, efficient, acidll/ acceptable
than the current interfering and problematic behavior. School psychologist neathto tea
replacement skills for use in the same situations that elicit the problem drshavi
conjunction with antecedent strategies, and should target the replacemepriskilis
the occurrence of the target behavior (Carr, Dunlap, & Horner, 2002; Carr & Durand,
1985). School psychologists need to assure that the effort required for the student to
perform the alternate behavior is comparable to the effort required taexieeyproblem
behavior, that the quality of the outcome is the same or better than the problem behavior
outcome, that reinforcement is immediate and consistent, and that there is algichini
probability of punishment (Bambara & Kern, 2005). Additional examples of skills that
school psychologists can target for instruction as part of a BSP includentgachi
functional communication to a student in order for him or her to communicate more
effectively (Bambara & Kern, 2005). For example, a psychologist can tezdthl a
wishing to escape a non-preferred activity to appropriately reject tikdya@sk for
help, or request a break. A psychologist can teach a child who is using problem behavior
currently to access a tangible to obtain preferred materials independemtlgst
assistance to access the item, or request the item to be readily awtltie completes
the work. If a child is engaging in problem behavior to receive attention, the
psychologist can teach him appropriate methods to access attention by sayihgrlook
providing a tap or sign to receive attention.

BSPs might include teaching strategies that are specific to the functioa of t

behavior. Researchers have used several strategies to target the probleon \wblea
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they have identified the function of the problem behavior as escape. Some axaimple
these strategies or interventions are modification of demand difficulty ¢G&ribenny,
1996), building preferred activities into the assigned activity (Dunlap & Kern, 1993;
Dunlap et al., 1994), decreasing task length (Dunlap et al., 1991), modify mode of task
completion (Dunlap et al., 1991), increasing predictability of activitiesk€Ja

Worcester, & Dunlap, 2002), using behavioral momentum (Horner et al., 1991), and
increasing the functionality of goals that may prevent the individual frontingato

escape (Dunlap et al., 1991). Examples of strategies that target behavian¢tians to
access an item or activity can include providing a warning of the upcomingitnansit
warning of upcoming loss of the activity (Mace, Shapiro, & Mace, 1998), and using a
transition activity (e.g., a preferred item that the child can accesgdutransition

(Dunlap et al., 1994)). For behaviors that appear to have a sensory or self-stimulatory
function, school psychologists can provide an alternate mode of sensory stimulation
(Luiselli, 1994), can enrich the environment with sensory stimulation acceasible

ease (Luiselli, 1994), and can provide sensory stimulation on a set schedule allowing the
child to access massage, visual stimulation, vibration pillows, and other sensemgalsa
(Kern, Koegel, Dyer, Blew, & Fenton, 1982).

Should the problem behavior occur, the staff working with the student need to
exhibit a consistent response to the problem behavior. The goals of response
interventions include a reduction of outcomes for problem behavior, prevention of
escalation of problem behavior, allowing for natural consequences of inappropriate
behavior, and teaching alternative appropriate behavior within the context obienpr

behavior in certain situations (Bambara & Kern, 2005). School psychologists need to
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provide support for appropriate behavior while withdrawing current supports for the
challenging behavior (Chandler & Dalquist, 2006). Examples of reactive onssspo
strategies include removing the supports that currently maintain the problemobbehavi
(extinction), providing reinforcement for appropriate behavior, redireatiaggaropriate
behavior to engage in appropriate behavior, or ensuring loss of a preferred item
activity contingent upon the inappropriate behavior (Alberto & Troutman, 2007).

Given the research available, it is clear that school personnel can effecbatly
many of the primary (social and communication problems) and secondary (amgressi
self-injury, etc.) problems experienced by children with AD using ABA. Spatlif, the
cited research demonstrates that an FBA that identifies the root reasonpfimtileen
behavior may be a necessary component to generating an effective behavior pla
Implementation of Behavior Support Plans

Research demonstrates that following a specific protocol, which includes
conducting an FBA to generate a BSP, leads to decreases in severe problemsbehavior
and increases in appropriate behaviors for children with AD and other disabilities
(Bambara & Kern, 2005). Of course, this process requires that school professionals
effectively employ the intervention plan. Once they complete the plan, school
professionals need to create a system to implement the plan correctly, momiantbe
effectiveness, and modify the plan as needed. While there are different methods t
monitor the implementation of BSPs, direct consultation from a school psychologist,
behavior consultant, or teacher supervisor is the method used most frequently (Noell et
al., 2006). A confounding variable in the implementation of BSP is that the individuals

implementing the plan (e.g., classroom teachers, teacher assistantgvednad the
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least input into the BSP development (Noell et al., 2006). This is a concern, as the
teachers and assistants may have limited understanding of the components of the pla
and may have less practice than plan developers in implementing plan components,
which may impact the accurate implementation of the BSP. Thus, consultation from the
school psychologist or professional responsible for generating the FBA and BSP is
necessary to monitor teacher implementation of BSPs (Mortenson & Witt, 1998).
Monitoring of a BSP is a necessary component in the evaluation of treatment
effectiveness and of effective classroom consultation (Mortenson & Witt, 1998)e Ther
needs to be a supervisor to monitor the proper implementation of the BSP in order to
identify the effectiveness of the plan, the need for a plan change or modification, or
development of a new plan. Adherence to a treatment plan by the person implementing
the plan (usually the classroom teacher) is called Tl (Gresham, 1989).

Behavior consultation is a model in which a psychologist or consultant works in
collaboration with a teacher in order to develop, implement, and evaluate a BSP for a
student (Erchul & Martens, 2002)Vithin behavioral consultation, the teachers and
classroom staff are responsible for BSP implementation (Gutkin &Ca&09). While
this is a model commonly used, there are several limitations associ#tgtis/process.

First, BSP implementation training is not sufficient to maintain Tl (G&&eid, 1991;
Kovaleski, Gickling, Morrow, & Swank, 1999; Noell, Gansle, & Allison, 1999). Second,
there is no system within behavior consultation that assures sustained impliemerta

a BSP (Happe, 1982). Jones, Young, and Friman (2000) found that teacher compliance
with BSPs did not improve with consultation alone, and teachers demonstrated thcrease

Tl only when provided with feedback about their specific performance. Third, a direct
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examination of the standard behavior consultation model and its comparison with two
additional support strategies illustrated that behavior consultation alone is noestiffi
to improve TI (Noell et al., 2005).

Tl refers to the proper implementation of interventions (Moncher & Prinz, 1991)
or the degree to which the teacher implements a plan as intended (Gresham, 1989). It
imperative to have good Tl in order to determine the effectiveness of a BESh&@,

1989). Itis only with correct implementation of the plan that one can determine the
effectiveness of the plan (Gresham, 1989). Without the proper implementation of an
intervention, it is not possible to interpret an intervention as effective or ine&ear to
determine if poor outcomes are a result of poor Tl (Gresham et al., 1993). Witdayut cl
evidence of implementation of the independent variable (i.e., the plan) as intended, there
can be no definitive conclusions regarding an FBA (Johnston & Pennypacker, 1980).

Gresham (1989) identified three steps to use to design a system to assess TI.
First, one must identify and define the components of the treatment or intervention plan
in an observable and measurable way. The three levels of component identification that
Gresham outlined include: global, intermediate, or molecular. On a globaldaeel
identifies components of an intervention plan broadly. In the example of a child who
engages in pinching behavior, a school psychologist may generate a BSithiatsahe
following global components: (a) a token system, (b) a visual schedule, (aphahct
communication training of break, and (d) scheduled attention as part of his BSP. At this
level, the BSP would consist of four parts that psychologists would observe toiascerta
TI. On an intermediate level, a school psychologist may measure each dbthrese

components for Tl with more specificity. For example, the psychologist mak tite
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token system into several components to analyze, such as identifying the eesforc
providing praise, and reviewing implementation of reinforcers at the end of th€©dagy.
molecular level, the psychologist would identify and break down each step of each
intermediate component into even smaller steps. For example, while on an intermedia
level, the psychologist identifies three components of the token system germfor
identification, provision of praise, and provision of reinforcers), on a molecular legel, t
psychologist would further divide the components of the token system to include every
step necessary to properly implement the token system. This may include minor
components such as the creation of the materials, selection of tokens, location ged stora
of materials, specification of the rapidity for providing reinforcemantl designation of

the rate of exchange for tokens.

Second, after the school psychologist has identified components of the plan, he or
she must observe and record their accurate implementation. The psychologist can
accomplish this by measuring occurrence, non-occurrence, and inaccurate
implementation of the plan (Codding et al., 2005). Third, the psychologist computes the
percentage of plan components implemented correctly as written. Typibally,
psychologist displays these data visually by graphing the percentageeadtc
implementation across observation sessions (Noell et al., 2002).

Results of several descriptive studies suggest that as Tl increases) desi
behavior change will also increase. The success of strategies auylegssety
(Vermilyea, Barlow, & O’Brien, 1984), the use of peer tutors (Greenwood, ;Tercy
Arreagu-Mayer, & Finney, 1992), social skills training, (McEvoy, Shoreshhy,

Johnson, & Fox, 1990), and multiple component plans (Henggler, Melton, Brondino,
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Scherer, & Hanley, 1997) support this assertion. Despite the necesstgdioerts to
implement treatment plans as written in order to determine the effecsveha BSP, it
is challenging to achieve high levels of TI. Foxx (1996) argues that Tl yor an
intervention, either academic or behavioral, is a more substantial challengeethan t
development of the intervention itself. Variables that affect Tl can be groufeed i
variables specific to the person (person variables) and variables speetiic
intervention plan (plan variables).
Within the group of person variables, adult behavior change is needed to
implement BSPs, which may create more complicated variables that confdandrexe
to the plan (Noell et al., 2005). In other words, school psychologists must train adult
teachers in behaviors necessary for plan implementation. This usualheseigaichers
to learn new ways of behaving toward the child. Factors that may be unique to adult
behavior change include the newness of the target behavior, the effort involved in
engaging in the target behavior, lack of skill and/or resources for each individual, and
working in an environment that has multiple demands that compete for adult attention
(Noell et al., 2005). Plan variables present additional challenges. One magsaddry
of these challenges by considering the complexity of a plan, time requiraglement a
plan, number of materials required, and treatment agents needed (Gresham, 1989).
Complexity of treatment refers to the number of components of a plan and the
skills required to implement the plan (Gresham, 1989). As plans become more
complicated, with larger number of components and strategies that requireredditi

training and skill, Tl decreases (Yeaton & Sechrest, 1981). For example, ™ beul
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higher on a 5-step BSP that a trained and experienced teacher implementddahan T
inexperienced para-professional implementing a 15-step BSP.

Another factor linked to Tl is the time required to implement a strategy or pla
component. If a plan component requires a substantial amount of time to implement,
taking away from time in the classroom, it may decrease the probabilith¢éhacher
will implement that portion of the plan appropriately, if at all (Gresham, 1989). The
availability of additional resources needed to implement a plan may alsoarois@ITI.
Interventions that required the teacher to create, access, buy, or locatsabditi
resources have lower levels of Tl (Bergan & Neumann, 1980).

The cost of plan components (e.g., reinforcers for a reward system) tends to
negatively influence Tl (Gresham, 1989), because teachers are responstide for t
maintenance and distribution of reinforcers. As supplies run low (reinforecused up
and not replaced), teachers may not implement the reinforcement component of the
behavior support correctly, thereby affecting Tl of the plan.

Plans that require more than one treatment agent reduce Tl because these plans
also tend to be more complex (Gresham, 1989). For example, a plan that requires both
parent and teacher involvement may be more complex, time-consuming, and ddficult
coordinate, compromising Tl and thereby compromising the effectivenesspiathe
Based on this literature, consultants who generate BSPs that include deweEments,
using materials already present in the school environment, and consider tloy @fftba
which teachers can implement these plans in the classroom will obtain lzetteartel.

In addition to these contextual variables, the treatment agent’s perception of the

effectiveness of the plan and his or her motivation to carry out the plan (Gresham, 1989)



34

can also influence TI. Likewise, the opposite is true. If a teacher disagitbea plan

and believes that it will not be effective, her motivation to implement it as needed m
affect Tl (Witt & Elliott, 1985). This is linked to another factor that affects Tl
addressing the motivation of the treatment agent. The teacher’s matitcairoplement
the plan may play a factor in either increasing or decreasing Tl. Ifdheation of the
teacher is to remove the student from her class due to interfering behavior tteatrsbte
manage within the classroom, she may be less motivated to implement a plaaythat m
reduce the child’s interfering behavior (Ysseldyke, Christenson, Piantag@& Ahe,
1983).

The literature reviewed in this section highlights the various factors that m
hinder proper implementation of BSPs in schools (e.g., complexity of plan, perceived
effectiveness of plan, motivation of teacher, training of professionals, etee)tol@he
difficulty of acquiring and maintaining Tl and the many variables treat decrease it,
Noell et al. (2002) and Noell et al. (2000) suggest that school psychologists mudé provi
supports in order to create an environment that fosters the proper implementation of
BSPs.

Behavioral Consultation

Several methods and strategies have targeted improving Tl of BSPs including
behavior consultation (Reschly & Wilson, 1995), teacher training (Taylor &Miill
1997), use of treatment manuals (Ehrhardt et al., 1996), guided practice with supervisor
support (Hirallal & Martens, 1998), self-reports (Wickstrom et al., 1998), direct
observation (Gresham, 1993), data review with the consultee (Noell et al., 2002), and

PFB (Noell et al., 2005). Researchers have explored different levels of sapport
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effective methods to improve Tl along a continuum from the least support to the most
support. The least support that one can give is no support. In this situation, the
consultant creates the BSP and provides it to the classroom teacher, but provides no
follow-up support.

Several authors identify behavior consultation as the most widely used model to
address behavioral concerns in classrooms (Sheridan & Steck, 1995; Watkins, &rosby
Pearson, 2001). In their review of the literature, Sheridan and Steck (1995) found that,
while there were limitations in many models of consultation, all areas of school
consultation had studies with negative eff@ntseptfor studies employing behavior
consultation models. Sheridan and Steck (1995) explored the acceptability of conjoint
behavior consultation among 409 school psychologists. Conjoint behavior consultation is
a collaborative model of behavior consultation that includes the parents and t@aehers
collaborative process together with the school psychologist to address a clattEsnac
and behavioral deficits. They used a consultant questionnaire to assess théilgcepta
of behavior consultation. While results showed that the behavior consultants and school
psychologists believed that inclusion of parents in this model was challergng, t
principles of behavior consultation were overwhelmingly acceptable to school
psychology practitioners.

In another survey of 522 school-based professionals comprised of teachers,
administrators and psychologists, Watkins et al. (2001) explored how school
psychologists prioritize their roles and responsibilities. They conductestiuithe in
southern Texas. Watkins et al. provided school psychologists, teachers, and

administrators with surveys assessing the importance of the differenvfalashool
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psychologist within the school. Among the top priorities for roles and responssbilitie
were behavior management and behavior consultation, indicating that not only are thes
acceptable practices in schools, but they fulfill necessary and valued roleshacelssas
well.

Various researchers have explored several strategies or models within the
behavior consultation model: staff training (Taylor & Miller, 1997), trainindn\piériods
of observation (Green, Reid, Perkins, & Gardner, 1991), additional trainer training
(Gonzalez, Hanson, & Costanzo, 1988), reciprocal obligations (Noell et al., 2005), and
weekly meetings (Noell et al., 2005). Additionally, studies have used broad siguervis
to oversee the implementation of BSPs. Telzrow (1995) suggests that in order to maintain
TIl, a supervisor must provide support to personnel implementing BSPs; more
specifically, the supervision should be the responsibility of the school psychologist. A
teachers tend to be the primary staff members who implement BSPs, supervision of
teachers’ adherence to the BSP is necessary (McDougal et al., 2000).

Taylor and Miller (1997) assessed the effectiveness of BSPs utilizieeptitn
procedures. They provided training to three teachers at the start of the imarvent
however, they did not provide additional feedback on the implementation of the time-out
procedure. Taylor et al. discussed possible study limitations relative toctiresistent
results of the study. The authors mainly focused on the lack of an FBA prior to the
development of the BSP. However, an additional limitation of the study was a lkack of
system to monitor Tl of the intervention. The authors noted that more staff training

would be necessary for proper treatment implementation. Taylor et al. did ndyident
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poor Tl as the most important limitation of their study, and it was unclear how Tt mig
have affected the outcome of the study.

Green et al. (1991) also utilized a behavior staff training model to support four
staff members in the appropriate implementation of work responsibilities arsliB&P
residential facility for 20 individuals with developmental disabilities. Greteal. also
incorporated the use of staff observations during work time in addition to the staff
training. The authors identified periods of the work day when they could provide training
without interfering with the attention and support that the residents of théyfacili
required. The authors conducted observations of Tl on a variable schedule throughout
the day. The staff members were not aware of the times when the observatiahs woul
occur, but were aware that there would be observations of their work behavior daily.
Observations focused on on- and off-task behavior of the residential staff. The use of
observations in conjunction with the staff training appeared promising, with staff
members showing an increase in on-task behavior during observations; however, because
observers were present and visible to staff when collecting data on the target on-t
behavior, reactivity may have affected the results in a manner that is unclear
Additionally, there was limited follow-up on the maintenance of staff perform@aece
on-task behavior).

Noell et al. (2005) explored the use of reciprocal obligations to increase H. Thi
study compared several strategies designed to enhance behavior consuitdtiding
the use of PFB and social influence (i.e., commitment emphasis), in order totlassess
effects of these variables on TI. Participants included 48 teachers antefl trahavior

consultants. In the weekly meeting, consultants conducted component, problem
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evaluation interviews, a standard component of the four-step behavior consultation
model, with the teachers. During this meeting, consultants discussed aviewfaéthe
week and answered any questions about the plans. They did not review materials and
data unless the consultees specifically asked for clarification ctasse.

Commitment emphasis was a social influence technique during which the
consultant led each teacher through a discussion of five aspects of commiNoethéf(
al., 2005). First, the consultant reminded the teacher of the frequency commitments tha
the teacher made and then broke. Second, the consultant highlighted the importance of
the commitment not only to the consultant relationship, but also to the family and child.
Third, the consultant discussed the loss of credibility as a result of broken cosnisitm
Fourth, the consultant discussed the important of Tl and the necessity for a cemmitm
to Tl. Finally, the teacher and consultant discussed steps that the teachealatod t
support her own commitment, and how to access the support she needed.

The PFB package included weekly meetings between the consultant and
consultee, graphical review of student data, graphical review of Tl datagwew of
any permanent products (i.e., checklists). Following discussion of the grapbplald]
the consultant reviewed and discussed any missed steps and answered questions.

Results of the study showed that PFB maintained the highest levels of 1, wit
commitment emphasis demonstrating the second highest levels of integrity,ektg we
meetings representing the lowest level of Tl (Noell et al., 2005). However, thesauthor
cautioned that the difference between the commitment emphasis condition and the use of
the PFB package was not statistically significant, and recommend furkearck in the

use of social influence to maintain TI.
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This research shows that there are various ways to follow a behavior comsultati
model; however, it is evident that some form of supervision and feedback is necessary in
order to maintain Tl (McDougal et al., 2000). The findings by Noell and colleagues
(2005) illustrate that, while behavior consultation (in its various forms) is a valued and
acceptable model to provide support to classroom teachers in the implementatios of BSP
(Sheridan & Steck, 1995; Watkins et al., 2001), there are several limitations to the
behavior consultation model (Gresham & Kendell, 1987; Noell et al., 2002, Noell & Witt,
1996; Sheridan & Gutkin, 2000), and school psychologists need to address these
limitations to enhance this model (Reschly &Wilson, 1995).

Gresham and Kendell (1987) discussed several limitations to a traditional
behavior consultation model, including its non-experimental nature. Their discussion
points to the lack of data collection to monitor the effectiveness of the recontioaada
provided by the consultant or school psychologist, in addition to the lack of data (or
evidence) that the teacher has implemented the intervention as written, ané tfe lac
data concerning the effectiveness of the intervention. Overall, the lack of dati@ol
within the behavior consultation model is disconcerting and represents a pifeatice
school psychologists need to change.

Although there is considerable research support for the behavioral consultation
model as a means to collaborate with school professionals to generatgestiadti
contextually relevant treatment plans (Green et al., 1991; Noell et al., 200&)t
research demonstrates that behavioral consultation, although necessary, fEcresttsuf
to ensure that teachers implement the plans generated as intended (Sheridam& Gutki

2000). Rather, the research suggests that a there must be a specific systesrtan plac
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monitor Tl and provide ongoing support to school professionals (Mortenson & Witt,
1998; Noell et al., 2000; Reschly &Wilson, 1995).
Methods to Enhance Behavior Consultation and Increase Tl

As described earlier, considerable research has found the behavioralatmmsult
model to be the most effective version of consultation. That being said, behavioral
consultation is limited in the following ways: a general lack of procedural greta
behavior consultation, a lack of systematic feedback, a lack of systene#ticds of
staff training, and a lack of a systematic method to monitor treatment plan
implementation (Noell et al., 2002). Recently, Noell and colleagues have raise
particular concerns regarding whether plan implementation meetings faceesuto
ensure Tl (Noell et al., 2002; Noell et al., 2005). The findings from these prafym
studies suggest that behavioral consultation needs to be enhanced with a spasiba foc
facilitating TI. Some specific ways in which the consultation process canhHaanced
that are germane to this review and study include providing PFB.

Performance feedback (PFB).PFB is the most effective way to enhance the
behavioral consultation model. In fact, some authors suggest that PFB is aaleéssént
necessary to maintain appropriate levels of Tl (Mortenson & Witt, 1998; No¢l| et a
2005). PFB refers to the monitoring of and providing of feedback on the implementation
of BSPs (Mortenson & Witt, 1998). A study by Mortenson and Witt (1998) illustrates
the application of PFB with BSPs.

Mortenson and Witt (1998) implemented PFB to improve the Tl of a reinforcer-
based classroom intervention for four student-teacher dyads. The expesmenter

observed TI for the intervention. Once they observed that Tl percentages wky®ista
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decreasing, they implemented the PFB phase. PFB consisted of weekly obseavations
meetings at the beginning of the day with teachers. These weekly meetingtedoofs
several components. First, the consultant presented the teacher with T| gereeiita
student performance data. Then the consultant provided positive feedback regarding
proper implementation of the treatment, followed by corrective feedback ordmitt
incorrect steps of the intervention. Following this review, the consultant arnéteac
discussed the teacher’s questions, and the teacher gave a verbal corhtoitoatinue

to try to implement the procedure correctly. At the end of the meeting, theguset

the next meeting. Each meeting averaged 6 minutes in duration.

Following the intervention, the consultant implemented PFB. Mortenson and
Witt (1998) modeled PFB after previous research exploring the use of PFB toencreas
TI. The PFB package in this study included brief meetings with the teaetiew of
checklists and additional permanent products that resulted from the interverdjrs gr
of student behavior, and graphs of the teacher’s level of TI. At BPS meetings, the
consultant provided the teacher with positive and corrective feedback about
implementation of the steps of the intervention. The teacher and consultant engaged in
problem-solving strategies on how the teacher consultee could avoid making the same
treatment implementation errors in future and schedule the next meetings stuthy,
the consultant implemented PFB daily until Tl was at optimal levels and then feBed P

systematically.

Others have used PFB to improve Tl in the implementation of BSPs with
professionals that have varying levels of training and across differangsetiat

included school teachers (Martens et al., 1997) and residential staff i@Geteat, 2005).
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Using a single-subject design, Martens et al. (1997) successfully incexgh&@B to

increase teacher use of praise statements to effectively decredesd groblem

behavior. The teacher and researcher agreed on individual goals of how many praise
statements to provide each target student throughout the day. Following obsenrvation b
the researcher, the researcher provided written feedback to the teacltaimgdiche

met her goal for that day or if she needed to improve her Tl. The written &edba
included suggestions and reminders as to how to the meet the goal in the instance that it
was not met. Results indicated that problem behavior in two target students with

emotional and behavior disorders decreased.

PFB has also shown efficacy in improving the behavior of 30 staff members in a
residential facility (Guercio et al., 2005). Guercio et al. utilized seeeraponents in a
PFB package in order to increase the implementation of behavior programs in a
residential facility for individuals with acquired brain injury. The expentess used
individual public posting and group public posting of Tl data. During the baseline
condition, the authors observed staff during work hours while implementing behavior
programs for the residents. Following baseline, staff participated in ggaiAnthis
time, consultants modeled appropriate implementation of the plans, answered questions,
and provided opportunities for staff to discuss the intervention and to make suggestions
as to what other strategies they believed would help the residents. Duringdlphése,
investigators posted group Tl data publically in the staff office. The fourepha
maintained the group posting, but added information concerning individual staff
members’ implementation of the behavior programs. Finally, consultantfetrads

responsibility of the feedback and public posting to the residence supervisors. The
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researchers successfully improved behavior program implementation, althmugh i
unclear what effect the sequencing of the interventions may have had and which

component of PFB was the more effect component.

Investigators have used PFB to improve TI of interventions targeting increases in
behaviors, such as academic performance (Mortenson & Witt, 1998; Witt et al., 1997),
peer tutoring (Noell et al., 2000), and praise statements (Cossiart, Hal, &ldop8v 3;
Jones et al., 1997; Martens et al., 1997). For example, Witt et al. (1997) used daily PFB
with four elementary school teachers working with four students for an academi
intervention using task analyses. They trained teachers in the target inderagk
provided them with all the materials they would need to implement the intervention

effectively. The authors used PFB to improve Tl for all four participants irtudg.s

In a slightly different vein from Witt et al. (1997), who targeted the
implementation of a strategy to teach a specific skill, Noell et al. (2000)auB&B
package to address academic concerns for students whom teachers fi@facademic
intervention in order to improve Tl in a classroom based peer tutoring intervention. The
PFB incorporated a phase for teacher training and brief contact with thertéaltowing
the observation to review the intervention and student performance. Results indicate tha

PFB was successful at improving Tl for four of the five teachers.

In addition to targeting Tl in the implementation of academic interventions,
researchers have used PFB to target teacher implementation of BSP ihephnesaaon
class. Noell et al. (2002) used PFB to increase Tl of behavior treatment plaixs for
second-grade students with behavior concerns. They trained teachers in the

implementation of the plans and used graphical supports to display the increase of Tl
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over time. Results indicated that while the authors provided PFB, Tl remained at high

levels.

Cossiart et al. (1973) successfully used PFB to increase three elensehtzol/
teachers’ positive statements to students. The researchers noted positiee tea
statements and provided the teachers with feedback on the frequency and quatiy of ea
instance of praise. PFB paired with social praise produced positive chaniges i
praising behavior of the teachers. Jones et al. (1997) found similar results wigen usi
PFB to successfully increase the praise behavior of three teachers wuaithkitigree
students in student-teacher dyads. When experimenters provided spedifactee
regarding the frequency of positive statements to their students, temcheased
frequency of praise to students. This increase in teacher praise behavappdared to
have a positive impact on student behavior. Collectively, research suggests that school
psychologists can use PFB to increase Tl of intervention plans targetangty of

behaviors.

Variations of performance feedback. As the above research has identified PFB
as an effective and necessary strategy to increase and maintain Rfddl¥er research
has analyzed which are the necessary PFB components to include in order thiereate t
most effective and streamlined PFB package for appropriate use in apfiliegkse
(Mortenson & Witt, 1998; Noell et al., 2002; Witt et al., 1997). Within PFB, research has
explored level of initial teacher training (Noell et al., 1997, Witt et al., 1%@hedules
used to provide feedback (Codding et al., 2005; Mortenson & Witt, 1998; Noell et al.,

1997; Constenbader et al., 1992), inclusion of a review of student data (Noell et al., 2002;
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Noell et al., 1997; Noell et al., 2000; Witt et al., 1997), dadhtion of contact between

the consultant and consultee (Jones et al., 1997; Noell et al., 2000).

Although the occurrence of some formal training is implied when teachers
implement a BSP or academic intervention in the classroom, researchertsbhave a
incorporated initial training into PFB packages. Witt et al. (1997) included lzeteac
training component in their PFB package to help ensure proper implementation of the
intervention. Prior to the start of the study, the consultant worked in the classroom and
trained the teacher in the proper implementation of the intervention to ensure yaoéurac
the intervention. While initial training appears to be a necessary part oftR&Bot a

sufficient component to support high levels of TI.

Another variation in the PFB literature is the latency with which consultants
provide PFB. Variations include the provision of PFB immediately following
observation (Noell et al., 1997); in the same day, but not immediately after dloserva
(Noell et al., 2002; Noell et al., 2000); the following day (Witt et al., 1997); on a weekly
basis (Mortenson & Witt, 1998); and bi-weekly (Codding et al., 2005). For example,
Mortenson and Witt (1998) deduced that weekly feedback was less effective tlgan dail
feedback. However, while the most positive changes are associated with the mos
frequent feedback provided (Mortenson & Witt, 1998), less frequent PFB has also

effected and maintained positive changes in Tl (Codding et al., 2005).

Researchers have incorporated corrective feedback into PFB packagesehow
research has not identified the effects of positive feedback compared to negative
feedback. In fact, some research has found that teachers will incteaseder to avoid

consultation meetings that required practice of the incorrect BSP comybi@atnaro
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et al., 2005). The implication of this research is that teachers view thetatinauhs
aversive, a view that might result from the consultant’s corrective feedl@ek effort
to improve the consultee/consultant relationship by focusing on positive PFB, my pilot
study (Mouzakitis & Codding, 2006) explored the efficacy of including corrective
feedback in a PFB package in a self-contained school for students with AD. Three
student-teacher dyads participated in the study. All three students hatt&eHn
FBAs that teachers were already implementing in the classrpoando the start of the
study, and teachers had been trained by in-school classroom supervisorgmoenipl
these BSPs. However, there was no system to monitor Tl of the plans. Thessdady
multiple baseline with changing conditions design. Phases of the interventiostednsi
of baseline, PFB with positive feedback only (PFB-P), and PFB with positive and
corrective feedback (PFB—PC). | counterbalanced phases across dyadsto order
identify any sequence effects.

During baseline, | conducted observations on each student-teacher dyad and
completed the Tl data sheet with no PFB provided. During the PFB-P phasedéegdrovi
teachers with positive written feedback only on components that they implemented
correctly, while ignoring incorrectly implemented components. DurindgP#@&-PC
phase, | gave teachers written feedback, providing positive statemerasfooreents
implemented correctly and corrective statements for how to improve missed or
incorrectly implemented components. A checklist that corresponded to the students
behavior support plans provided the written feedback. | observed dyads three times a
week for 30-minute intervals each and provided written PFB to teacherslataeaT

sheet. The data sheet included positive statements and corrective statements. An
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example of a positive statement was, “You provided each choice for the token board very
clearly and waited for the student to make a selection with no error.” An exafigple
corrective statement was, “While you provided him with a choice, you prompted him to
make a selection without giving him time to choose his reinforcer. Next tiraehgn 5
seconds to make the choice.”

| calculated percent of components completed correctly as Tl. For exahaple
plan had 20 components, and the teacher implemented10 of them correctly, Tl was 50%.

Results varied among the three dyads. | ordered Dyad 1's phases as follows:
baseline, PFB-P, baseline, PFB-PC. The teacher demonstrated staldéTathging
baseline, with Tl averaging 32%. During PFB-P, Tl increased from aagevef 32% to
an average of 67%. This implies that positive feedback was effective for imgrbi
however, Tl did not rise to acceptable levels (80%; e.qg., Codding, Feinberg, & Pace,
2005). Return to baseline showed a decrease in Tl (from 67% to 56%). During the final
phase of PFB-PC, there was a significant increase in Tl from an averagf# afccuracy
to an average of 89% accuracy.

| counterbalanced intervention phases for Dyad 2 as follows: baseline, PFB-PC,
baseline, and PFB-C. During baseline, Teacher 2 showed a mean of 49% accuracy TI.
When | implemented the PFB-PC, Tl increased to a mean of 92%. By the end of this
phase, Tl had reached 100% accuracy across 3 days. Return to baseline showed no
effect, as this teacher maintained accurate BSP implementatioouivit FB.

Dyad 3 followed the same sequence as Dyad 1 (baseline, PFB-P, baseline);

however, due to time constraints, | had no opportunity to implement the PFB-PC phase.
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During baseline, Teacher 3 averaged 41% TI. During PFB-P, Tl increased to 69%.
However, there was no change in mean Tl with return to baseline.

This dissertation will extend the pilot research by analyzing th@ooents of
corrective feedback. Research in PFB has incorporated corrective feadhzak of a
PFB package; however, it has not isolated corrective feedback as a component of PFB
The pilot results appear to show that corrective feedback is a necessary aampane
PFB. Furthermore, the results demonstrate that positive feedback alone doesease
Tl to acceptable levels (i.e., 80%). While positive feedback did appear tosedrea
across all three dyads, positive feedback alone was not enough to bring Tl to appropriate
levels.

Another variable of interest in the PFB literature is the duration of contact
between the consultant and the teacher. Research has explored duration of contact
between consultant and teacher as a possible factor that may affédelllet al. (2000)
began consultation and PFB by providing daily observations and daily PFB for 3-5 five
minutes, while Jones et al. (1997) provided teachers with shorter contact only during set
observation periods. Although there are clear variations in the literaturdirggar
duration of contact, no one has made direct comparisons among durations, and therefore,

one cannot draw conclusions regarding optimal duration of consultation contact and TI.

Although there are variations in the presentation of PFB that including variations
in frequency and duration of contact, latency of provision of feedback, and presentation
of data, it is evident in the research that PFB is an effective interventiahzeduto

increase TI for behavior and academic interventions. While it is an effective
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intervention, there are limitations to PFB. Of most concern is the poor maintenance of

high levels of Tl once PFB is withdrawn.

Follow-up and maintenance strategiesResearchers have consistently found
that when they remove PFB, Tl decreases, although there is variability among
individuals. Noell et al. (1997) found that while PFB effectively increased Ty wiee
consultant removed PFB, Tl levels dropped significantly, occasionally fatlibgseline
levels of TI. Witt et al. (1997) also show large decreases in Tl followingetheval of
PFB. Although two out of four teachers in this study maintained acceptabledéVéls
post PFB, follow up data were limited and it is unclear how long acceptable dévéls
would be maintained in the absence of PFB. Other studies (e.g. Jones et al., 1997;
Martens et al., 1997) do not report on maintenance of TI, limiting conclusions that one

can draw.

To avoid the return to baseline levels of Tl, Noell et al. (2000) employed a
systematic fading of PFB in an attempt to maintain acceptable levels W¥file they
were able to maintain integrity levels above baseline level, substanta igd data
were only available for one out of five teachers, limiting the generalizatithresé
findings. Similarly, DiGennaro et al. (2005) included a dynamic fading proceadure i
order to fade out PFB. In this study, the researchers initially provided PlyBathal as
teachers maintained TI, the researchers faded PFB to every other day, Q amakl
finally to bi-weekly. However, the researchers did not report on the specifios of t
thinning schedule, if there was variation among the teachers, and if allrteepedehed

the level of bi-weekly feedback.
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While the literature is clear on the effectiveness of the use of PFB to adreas
maintenance of gains in Tl is inconsistent with some studies reporéisicdilecreases
in Tl (Mortenson & Witt, 1998; Noell et al., 2002; Noell et al., 1997; Noell et al, 2000;
Witt et al, 1997). Itis evident that in PFB, higher frequency of contact is efifective
than less frequent contact (Mortenson & Witt, 1998) and a comprehensive feedback
package is more effective than other interventions (Noell et al., 2005). However, in the
schools, it is not always feasible to maintain this high level of supervision to ensure
proper implementation of BSPs. It is necessary to find additional supports toBhe PF

package in order to maintain appropriate levels of TI.

An area that is lacking in the research reviewed is the generalizatiacbéterl|
for other BSPs. For example, if a teacher receives training and PFB ditalgrar
student’'s BSP, it would be important to note if the teacher’s Tl would be high on other
BSPs on which she received no PFB. If this turns out to be the case, it would mean that
there could be less training and PFB required for all BSPs for each classrbos). T
investing comprehensive PFB on one BSP class would substantially decrieasg arad
feedback required for each student.

The most salient challenge in implementing PFB in order to increas¢hH is
time-consuming nature of providing feedback (Constenbader et al., 1992). While PFB i
an effective means to maintain high levels of Tl (Noell et al., 2005), the rigor chitiols
psychologists need to apply it may not be realistic in settings with lin@ssdirces. As
resources and supports may not always be available in certain settings, ccamgy timei
guality of services provided to children who have BSPs, researchers need to identify

other methods to maintain high levels of TI.
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The research repeatedly states that there is a need to identifyefteui time-
efficient strategies to improve Tl (Mortenson & Witt, 1997; Noell et al., 2002; &Vl.,
1997). In order to decrease the time-consuming nature of PFB without comprising its
effectiveness, a future direction for research is to teach skills of seitaring (SM) to

teachers in order to eliminate the need for intensive and frequent PFB (NaiglR605).

Self-monitoring (SM). In order to work with the limited supports available in
many schools, it is important to identify methods that will help teachers mémaior
own behavior in the implementation of BSPs. If staff could acquire skills that would
assist them in managing their own work-related behaviors in the absence ofsargervi
personnel, less professional time and financial investment might be requirégtto ef
desired behavior changes (Gladstone & Sherman, 1975). Additionally, staff member
may be the most effective agents for changing their own performancetsgychave
more immediate and continuous access to their own behavior than a supervisorytagent. |
is hypothesized that participative management training, such as SM, may f@ovide
individual with a generic set of skills to facilitate later program en@ntation
(Thoresen & Mahoney, 1974).

SM is recognizing the occurrence of a behavior and recording it (Bandura, 1986).
Bandura (1986) identifies three major components of SM: observation, judgment, and
reaction. In order to accurately self-monitor one’s own behavior, the individual teeeds
be aware enough to observe the behavior, judge the accuracy or inaccuracy of the
behavior, and react to the behavior in a corrective or reinforcing manner. Benhé&i

include an emphasis on an individual’'s control over her own behavior, continuous and
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immediate feedback, and a thorough and constant documentation of the target behavior
(Bornstein et al., 1986).

SM has produced positive behavior changes in children with behavior disorders
(Rhode et al., 1983; Lam et al., 1994), autism (Coyle & Cole, 2004), internalizing
disorders (Shapiro & Cole, 1994), academic difficulties (Lam et al., 1994), anchtparni
disabilities (Harris, 1986). Researchers have also used SM to effectieedoshavior
change in residential staff (Richman et al., 1988) and school staff (Burdipl&g3;
Petscher & Bailey, 2006).

Given the interest in using SM to change adult behaviors when implementing
support plans, the following is a review of related articles. Richman et al. (1988)
explored the effects of SM and supervisor feedback on staff performance in a ralsidenti
setting. The purpose of the study was to determine if an SM procedure, with minimal
supervisory involvement, would increase staff adherence to scheduled actindie
increase on-task behavior. Following a baseline assessing curreff iateask
behavior, researchers provided staff with in-service training providinglmeadéor SM.

They trained staff to carry with them activity cards to reference antbusenitor their

own on-task behavior. Following the training, researchers gave eachpaanttiai

schedule and checklist to check off responsibilities completed, at which time the
researchers provided no feedback. Following a period of SM with no consultant
feedback, researchers paired SM with feedback two times a day. Results shosved low
levels of TI during the SM alone phase but higher levels of Tl when researchers grovide
feedback with SM. However, it is unclear how much of an effect was due to sequencing

of the phases. Another limitation of this study is the lack of follow-up data, alldaing
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limited generalizability of the findings over longer periods of time and maamce of
behavior.

Petscher and Bailey (2006) used tactile prompts (vibrating buzzer) and SM in
combination with accuracy feedback to improve Tl in the teacher implententdita
classroom token economy. Teachers received a routine training in the impileéomeoit
the intervention. One additional session of training followed baseline on Tl. Resgarche
then monitored TI until teachers established a stable level of responding. Rgltbvsi
trend, the researchers applied the intervention of prompting, SM, and accucigctee
to the first behavior. They provided teachers with a vibrating buzzer that thetaohsul
controlled. In the first phase of the intervention, the consultant provided a tactife cue
the presence of an opportunity to implement the token economy in addition to an SM
component of the consultee’s own behavior. After a session, consultants gave
participants an SM form. The experimenter and participant compared SM notes.
Following a stable trend in the SM condition paired with the tactile prompt, the
consultant removed the tactile prompt. The consultant provided feedback following the
completion of the SM form. Results of the study showed that the use of tactile prompts
paired with SM paired with accuracy feedback improved Tl for the implementattbe of
classroom token economy. It is unclear if was the tactile prompt or the SM was
responsible for the behavior change as there may have been a sequendity tbiec
intervention. Although there were effects for the training procedures, mamntie of Tl
was not as strong for each behavior targeted. Results suggest that tactils prerapt
effective in bringing the attention of the participants to the correct behavay several

participants, SM and accuracy feedback alone were not sufficient to maintaumbeha
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change. More research is needed to determine the long-term utility of theetnea
package.

Similarly, Burgio et al. (1983) developed a staff training and management
program to improve praise statements in staff working with adults with develaggdment
disabilities in a residential setting. However, in their staff traisygiem, they included
a self-management training package that included SM as part of the package.eBurgi
al. used a multiple-baseline design across staff members to evaluatedheerfess of
the self-management program.

Prior to the study, supervisors reported that positive interactions betwdemsdtaf
clients (residents) had decreased to non-existent levels. During basafiaevisors
conducted normal supervisory staff actions, with occasional informal fdegbadaded
daily and staff meetings monthly. The intervention, terpeaticipative management,
had four components. First, consultants asked staff members to identify a péadgna
goal for number of positive interactions with residents. Second, consultantsstaifjht
members how to count their own behaviors using a clicker device to keep track of thei
progress. Third, consultants instructed staff members to graph their @uerioy of
positive interactions and statements. Finally, during meetings, consuhiantsaged
staff members to self-praise their adherence to their stated goatgyoeg® toward
reaching their goals. Additionally, at the request of the staff, consulpeovided staff
members with graphs of the residents’ behavior. The final phase of the study was
partial withdrawal, where the conditions remained the same as during the interyent

with the exception that consultants removed the graphs of the residents’ behaviors.
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Results of this study indicated that the self-management program pained wi
graphical representation of the residents’ problem behavior increased positive
interactions between staff and residents while decreasing supervisagtcortie
implication is that staff behavior can be improved while decreasing supervilis has
important implications as one of the criticisms of PFB is the need for high tdvels
supervision, which can be challenging if supervisory resources are not a@iatilet
al., 1998). In this study, all staff showed significant increases in positeraatibns,
although there was variability in the level of increase across partisipafthough this
study achieved positive results, the many self-management components irtedrpora
make it difficult to identify which component may have been effective in producing a
change in staff behavior. It is possible that SM alone may have producediaasigni
change and would have required less training and would have been less time consuming.

Some studies have explored how psychologists can use fading and supervision to
maintain appropriate levels of T1 80%). This is an important consideration as time
constraints of supervisors limit the likelihood that PFB and supervision will occur on a
consistent basis (Mortenson & Witt, 1997; Noell et al., 2002; Witt et al., 1997).
Therefore, Burgio et al. (1983) explored the effectiveness of a self-manaigenogram
that gradually decreased, or faded, the level of supervision provided to staff.oFmer t
intervention, consultants provided staff with a review of the procedures theydrad be
implementing, including a review of the accuracy of implementation of thesegibeha
interventions and quality of life modifications for the residents of the facilit
Consultants reviewed job expectations and provided strategies on how to follow these

expectations. Consultants completed baseline observations following the traimngg dur
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specific times on a daily basis. The intervention that followed baseline wHs a s
management program that included several components: goal setting, SM tlesdklis
graphing of compliance to work expectations, and self-praise for appropriate
implementation of work expectations. In addition to the self-management, sopervis
provided feedback on a weekly basis and reviewed individual performance graphs.
Results from this study suggest that intense supervision is not necessaggtto eff
behavior change by staff in the presence of a SM system (Burgio et al., 1988yioBeh
change in staff compliance was evident and maintained on follow-up, but staff did not
maintain compliance at the same rates as during the intervention, which included
supervisor feedback. Additionally, variability among the participants mamgusions
regarding the general effectiveness of this strategy difficult.
Summary
Recent legislation encourages school psychologists and teachers to implement
evidence-based treatments for all children who experience behavior problemsals.sc
A necessary component when implementing and evaluating effective tnéaimél.
Unless school psychologists examine some measure of Tl, it is impossibleyo verif
whether intervention effects are the results of the intervention, or some othaurating
variable. Research on Tl shows that, although behavior consultation is more effective
than other school-based consultation models, behavior consultation alone is not sufficient
to ensure that teachers implement evidence-based interventions as writtéet(Bloel
2002). Consequently, researchers within the fields of school and organizational
psychology have investigated methods to enhance this consultation model. One of the

most successful and frequently examined strategies used to faciliiatBAB. Research
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shows PFB to be effective across special and general education studerdagbo&

Witt, 1998; Noell et al., 2002); when provided daily, weekly, and bi-weekly (Codding et
al., 2005; Mortenson & Witt, 1998; Noell et al., 1997; Noell et al., 2002); and across
simple (Mortenson & Witt, 1998) and complex treatment plans (Codding et al., 2005).
However, there are several concerns with this literature (Mortenson &\Y98)

including reactivity to the supervisor or observer, the time-intensive natufeBofie
resource intensive nature of PFB, limited evidence of maintenance of skdlsifall
removal of PFB, some lack of acceptability of PFB by teachers, and diffideltyifying

a supervisor to sustain PFB.

Reactivity is the phenomenon that occurs when the observee’s behavior changes
simply because he or she is being observed by an outside observer or by him or herself
(Kazdin, 1982). Reactivity is a concern with the implementation of BSPs a®mbsc
difficult to identify if the teacher is implementing the plan correcthyhim@bsence of a
supervisor. Training teachers and staff members to self monitor their owndyekidivi
limit the need for supervisor observation, thereby minimizing the concern fdaivityac

Researchers also report that PFB is quite time-intensive (MorténhgVitt, 1998;
Noell et al., 2005). This is a problem for several reasons. First, the timgsgogs
nature of PFB may take classroom time from the staff while the consultargeswisor
is providing feedback to the teachers. Additionally, it may be challengicigndify a
professional in the school with time available to provide PFB for each student svao ha
BSP on a consistent basis. SM may address these concerns as well. Teaotagst

and staff to effectively monitor their own behavior limits the amount of time that a
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supervisor needs to provide ongoing feedback and limits the school’s need to identify
additional support service to provide feedback.

There is limited evidence of the long-term maintenance of Tl once supervisors
remove PFB. This may be because teachers and staff become dependent upon the
supervisor to provide the feedback, causing maintenance in the absence of feedback to be
lower. By training staff to self monitor their own behavior; teachers nagtain higher
levels of Tl, as they will not be dependent on outside feedback to maintain agpropria
levels of TI.

Although it is not a specific limitation of PFB, the PFB literature has not
explored the possible generalization of BSP implementation skills on BSP phardegr
without specific feedback. This is an important avenue to explore as it addredsegthe
intensive nature (and limitation) of PFB. If generalization of treatmeosad | occurs
without specific training, this will minimize the time-intensive natof@roviding PFB.

Some researchers have raised concerns that teachers may prefatam migh
levels of Tl in order to avoid PFB (DiGennaro et al., 2005). This implies thdieesac
and staff perceive the consultation and feedback provided in PFB as negative. This is
another possible limitation of PFB that teaching teachers and staff tcomiteitr own
implementation of behavior support plans would address. Teachers can be taught to
evaluate their own progress and may perceive self-evaluation as moneepbsiti
receiving PFB from consultants.

In the staff training literature reviewed, SM demonstrated potential to improve
staff performance. In fact, Suda and Miltenberger (1993) found that combining direct

training, a review of antecedent procedures, consequence procedures, and inogrporatin
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SM procedures was most effective for increasing positive interactions astadhg
members and clients in a residential setting. Using a multiple baselige desbss staff
members, they implemented the research in several phases: a baselinetphiageg a
and instruction phase, a self-management phase, and for some staff members, an
additional PFB phase. Results indicate that while staff training improved fiogjow
instruction, there were greater improvements during the self-managenekfiduaof the
six staff members maintained these gains. However, the results wergtsaime
confounded as the authors’ implemented additional PFB phases for three of the six
participants. While the researchers did not specifically address theniénfentions,
this study shows the potential for SM to increase appropriate work-relateddrshia
staff member working with individuals with disabilities. This model is coasisvith
the PFB literature that includes training (antecedent procedures), feddbasequence
procedures), and SM procedures that show promise in retaining higher rateBafglo (
et al., 1983; Petscher & Bailey, 2006; Richman et al., 1988).
Dissertation Purpose

While PFB is an effective method for improving Tl, and SM as part of a PFB
package has preliminary research support, there is need for further studyaneahis
explore SM with teachers in the implementation of BSPs, and there areidinstat the
research and current models that additional research needs to address. afine liter
review highlighted these limitations that include the limited support of PFRjarddo
maintenance of Tl, the lack of research addressing the generalization of siathey
other students, the time-intensive nature of PFB packages, the possible negatinst role

PFB may have from the perspective of teachers and staff, and the lackipfadlaa how
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effective SM is as a component of PFB. This dissertation will address these
shortcomings in the research by examining whether training teachersnosédbr BSP
implementation will improve TI to acceptable levels (80%) without the use oalREIB
will compare the rate of improvement to a condition that combines PFB and SM. This
study will also investigate whether providing teachers with support with plan
implementation through PFB and SM leads to Tl maintenance over time and
generalization to BSPs for other students. Specifically, the study wiltigaeswhether
training provided on one student’s plan leads to leads to improved implementation on a
second students’ plan that is not subjected to the treatment conditions. Finally, this stud
will also examine the relationship between treatment implementation and student
behavior.

Based on the literature reviewed above, this study will investigate toevifug
hypotheses:

HO1: Training teachers to self-monitor their implementation of BSPs will

improve Tl to acceptable levels (80%).

HO2: Training teachers to self-monitor their implementation of BSPs ini@udit

to providing PFB will improve Tl over time following fading of the treatment

plan.

HO 3: The treatment packages will improve Tl to a BSP that was not spegificall

trained (generalization).

HO 4: Training teachers to self-monitor their implementation of BSPseaitl to

maintenance of Tl percentages that are higher than maintenance Tl ratgedchi

with a training package incorporating PFB and no SM component.



HO 5: As Tl improves, the target behavior of taset studenwill decrease.
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CHAPTER 1l
Method

The following is a detailed methods section, outlining the methods and procedures
that | used to implement this study. This section will begin with a discussion of the
participant selection, a review of the procedures to conduct and implement FBAs and
BSPs, summaries of the results of the FBAs and BSPs for each student, shatedishe
procedures of the study. Finally, | present a graph of hypothetical dat@rficipant
response to the study to illustrate the expected results prior to the implieomeoitdhe
study.
Participant Selection

Four teachers volunteered and were selected for the study. The study was
conducted at a public elementary school in New York City. The teachers tleat wer
selected for the study all taught in collaborative team-taught (Ca$3rdoms that
specifically included specialized instruction for the inclusion of children widh Ahe
school housed 26 classrooms, grades Pre-Kindergarten through fifth grasdengervi
total of 345 students.

In each classroom that participated in the study, there were children edinece
regular education services and four children in each classroom that wereadenaiifi
AD and had IEPs. The number of students receiving regular education varied hy grade
however the number of children with ASD was four, regardless of the grade leal. E
classroom was supported by two certified teachers; one certified inlgshatation and
one certified in regular education. Four teachers in four separate clasgpaicipated

in the study: one kindergarten teacher, one first-grade teacher, one secondaylaele t
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and one third-grade teacher. As the grades increased, the number of studentsiwith AD
each class remained the same, however the number of typically developiegtstin

each class increased. The kindergarten class had eight typicallgglegedtudents and
four students with AD; the first grade class had 12 typically developing stuatehtsur
students with AD; the second and third grade class had 16 typically developingsstudent
and four students with AD. The curriculum followed in each of these classes was that
required by the New York City Board of Education.

Students enroll in these inclusion classes at this school by referral fromgvary
venues: through their Committee of Pre-school Special Education (CPSE) &dtarss
and by independent contractor referrals. Generally, parents are refetfiecptogram
and the children are evaluated for the appropriateness of their academlicasdcia
behavioral functioning for this program. All children with AD that are acceptdueset
CTT classrooms are academically on par with their typically devejqmers, but lack
social skills and present with some behavior that interferes with learncegsiating
additional support of an inclusion classroom with teachers that are speciakyl tira
AD education and behavior theory.

The ethnic breakdown of the students at the school is 37.7 Asian, 29.3% White,
20.6% Hispanic, and 9.3% Black. Most of the students at the school do not receive a free
lunch program, and the SES level of the students varies from middle SES families t
upper SES families.

| recruited teacher participants for the study by providing staff membgrs
letter informing them that the study will investigate different ways lp teachers

implement BSPs in the classroom (see Appendix A for introduction letter).effée |
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stated the requirements for participation in the study. The recruitmientdpécified an
informal meeting date during which | provided potential participants with more
information about the study including what participation in the study would entail.
Following the initial informational meeting, | provided interested teactwth a detailed
consent form (see Appendix B for teacher consent form). Teachers interested in
participating in the study returned letters of consent to me by leavimgith@y mailbox
in the main office.

The study required a minimum of four teachers (participants) up to a maximum of
six staff members. Four teachers volunteered to participate in the stutiiygtiee
minimum requirements of the study. The study used a multiple baseline design. A
multiple baseline design should have a minimum of two tiers, which in this study means
two teachers, to provide strong support for the effectiveness of the independdai¢ varia
(Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). Multiple baselines that include three to five gers ar
most common in the literature (Cooper et al.). This study used four tiers (i.e. one for
each teacher). According to Cooper et al., this level of replication is moreuffiaiest
to support a functional relationship between the dependent and independent variable.
Teachers who volunteered for the study identified two students in their respective
classrooms who engaged in problem behaviors that interfered with social aachiacad
development. Once these students were identified as possible participantd)dsent t
parents a letter of introduction (See Appendix C for parent introduction letter) ettera |
of consent (See Appendix D for parent consent letter) explaining the nature adjéot. pr
Teachers sent this letter home in the child’s backpack. All children ideryi¢éhe

teachers came from families where the only language in the home washEtiglrefore
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translation of the letter was not necessary. Parents interested in havirgitdezn
participate in the study returned letters of consent to the researchadingsthem back

to the school in the child’s backpack. The study required a minimum of eight students
(two for each teacher). Of the eight children that were identified by dashérs as
possible participants in the study, all eight of their parents signed and detomsent
forms volunteering participation in the study.

Teachers. The teacher participants in this study consisted of New York State
certified special education teachers who co-taught in a classroom wihlarreducation
teacher. The CTT classroom model was consistent across all four teaminessudents
with AD in each classroom, staffed by a regular education teacher eridlsgducation
teacher (the participant in this study). In addition to the training and education e
teacher obtained through her study in her respective teacher-traingrgmreach
teacher completed a four-week course in autism and a three-week course in behavior
theory prior to working in these CTT classrooms (as this was a requiremelht for a
personnel working in these CTT classrooms). The courses gave each teacheubdckgr
knowledge necessary to work with children with AD and the principles of behavior
theory. (It is important to note the completion of this coursework in order to remind the
reader that the teachers in this study were already familiar chétcseof children with
AD, and the instructional and behavioral strategies that were effective komtbrthem
in an inclusion classroom.)

Each CTT classroom also had the peripheral support of a speech therapist,
occupational therapist, and an additional special education teacher that accompanied

students to activities in their day that were not attended by the regulatiedueacher
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and special education teacher. Although the classroom model, teacher traiting, a
staff ratio was consistent for all teachers, there were slight variatidhe culture of

each classroom involving responsibilities for AD students, model of cooperativenggachi
each teaching team followed, and the level of training and years of expetieacbing

by each teacher. Below I briefly summarize the experience and backgroeschof

teacher and the model of CTT that | observed in her classroom. (See Appendix E for
teacher information form). (Note: Throughout this paper, teachers are mlifiézd by a
number: Teacher 1, Teacher 2, Teacher 3 or Teacher 4).

Teacher 1. Teacher 1 was a 40-year-old woman who taught in a first-grade CTT
classroom with 16 students, four of which were diagnosed with AD. She held a master’s
in special education and was certified in special education, grades 1-6. Tlisrwas
second year teaching first grade, and her first year teaching inTthisnGdel and
working with students with AD. Her co-teacher was certified in regadacation with
eight years of teaching experience, three of which were in a CTT atasstwdents with
AD. This was her first year working with this co-teacher. Both teacharsd the
responsibility of curriculum planning for the class. The regular educatioreteach
predominantly supported the students without IEPs and Teacher 1 predominantly
supported the students with AD and their academic and behavioral needs.

Teacher 2. Teacher 2 was a 30-year-old woman who taught in a second-grade
CTT classroom with 16 students, four of which were diagnosed with AD. She held a
master’s in special education and was certified in special education, grade&hg was
in her third year of teaching, with all three years in a CTT class wittirehilwith AD.

This was her second year in a row working with her co-teacher. Heratetesas
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certified in regular and special education with five years of teaclkipgrience, three of
which were in a CTT class with students with AD. Both teachers shared the
responsibility of curriculum planning for the class, and supporting the academat, s
and behavioral needs of all the students in the class.

Teacher 3. Teacher 3 was a 26-year-old woman who taught in a kindergarten
CTT classroom with 12 students, four of which were diagnosed with AD. She held a
master’s in special education and was certified in special education, laidé-2r This
was her first year teaching. Her co-teacher was certified inaregducation with twenty
years of teaching experience, five of which were in a CTT class with studémtaD.

(This regular education teacher did not complete the required coursework in antism a
behavior theory.) Both teachers shared the responsibility of curriculum plaonihg f
class. The regular education teacher predominantly supported the studeows \E&iPs

and Teacher 3 predominantly supported the students with AD and their academic and
behavioral needs.

Teacher 4. Teacher 4 was a 27-year-old woman who taught in a third-grade CTT
classroom with 20 students, four of which were diagnosed with AD. She held a master’s
in special education and was certified in special education, grades 1-6. She had three
years of teaching experience, but this was her first year teachingTlih el&s with
children included with AD. She worked with a co-teacher who was certifiedutareg
education with two years of teaching experience, both of which were in non-Glilarre
education settings. Both teachers shared the responsibility of curriculningldor the
class. Both teachers supported all the students in the class, with the regulaoreduca

teacher predominantly supporting the more advanced learners (which included two
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students with AD) and Teacher 4 supporting the less advanced learners (which also
included two students with AD).

Students. One of the hypotheses of this study examined the ability for a teacher
to generalize the training she received for one child’'s BSP to another &#& svithout
specific training. Therefore, it was necessary that each teachefyidotstudents in
her classroom that presented with interfering behavior: one of these studehbedi
target studentfor which the teacher would receive PFB on the Tl of his BSP, and the
second student would be theneralization studenthat | would observe in order to
identify if the teacher generalized her implementation skills on his B$® naichild-
specific training. Each teacher identified two studentsgrget studenand a
generalization studeptn her classroom that exhibited behaviors that interfered with their
ability to access social and academic opportunities. (The students arbatebetow).

Eight children whose ages fell between five and ten-years-old, at the tthee of
start of the study served as student participants. The minimum criteriotefdimge
students was diagnosis of AD as defined by the DSM-IV-TR (APA, 2000). | igehtif
this diagnosis from a record review of the volunteer student’s file. | did not conguct an
independent cognitive or diagnostic assessments to identify if the child hadlAD.
student participants in the study were in these inclusive classrooms becauserthey
academically on par with their typically developing peers, however theegdiays in
social skills and pragmatic language. All eight students receiveddeaatvices of
speech therapy and occupational therapy. In addition to a diagnosis of AD, éthclud
students in the study that had similar functions to their interfering behavioex&mple,

all children selected in the study had predominantly escape-motivated s that the
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children engaged in interfering behavior in order to escape an activity/envirttasle.
Once the students were identified, solicitation for consent procedure as dialate
was followed. (Throughout this paper, as teachers are referred to by a number, their
respective students are referenced with the label of “T"TFardet studeritor “G” for
“Generalization studehfollowed by the number that identified the teacher. For
example, Teacher 1 worked with T1 and @kdet studeni andgeneralization student
1, respectively); Teacher 2 worked with T2 and G2get studen? andgeneralization
student2, respectively), and so on.

Teacher 1. Teacher Xaught a first grade CTT classroom.

T1. T1 was a 7-year-old Caucasian boy in a first grade classroom. Teacher 1
reported that he appeared constantly distracted in class, with limitedoattertask, and
as a result, did not participate in group lessons and discussions in addition to pakner wor
with a peer. He engaged in non-contextual vocalizations and verbalizations dassg c
discussion. Although he was academically on par with his peers at the starsaidbé
year, Teacher 1 reported that his performance in his academic tasksmad bee
deteriorating due to his time off task spent staring into space.

G1. G1 was a 7-year-old Caucasian boy in a first grade classroom. Teacher 1
reported that he had similar behaviors to T1, but was most concerned about his off-tas
behavior. Teacher 1 described the behaviors that interfered with his learplayiag
with items at his desk and table, non-contextual verbalizations and vocalizations, and
yelling in class. These behaviors interfered with his ability to engagassroom
activities and distracted his peers from completing their work in additiorevemiing

him from completing his own work.
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Teacher 2 Teacher 2 taught in a second grade CTT classroom.

T2. T2 was an 8-year-old Caucasian boy in a second grade classroom. Teacher 2
referred him due to his interfering behavior of calling out, name-callingiafictndly
behavior towards peers, and outburst of crying and yelling. This behavior wasringerf
with his ability to stay on task and keep up with the academic work. His unfriendly
behavior was preventing him from developing friendships in the class and histaccess
social opportunities. Additionally, his crying and yelling behavior often took over 10
minutes to de-escalate, which delayed him from joining the class in lessonssiiag
and partner work, further preventing him from completing his work and progressing
academically.

G2. G2 was an 8-year-old Caucasian boy in a second grade classroom. Teacher 2
referred him due to his interfering behavior of staring off, latency to begictiaitya
which caused him to leave his classroom incomplete. Although he had the skills to
complete his work, his distractibility prevented him from doing so, impeding his
academic progress. Additionally, his distractibility prevented him fromtaiaing
conversational exchanges with his peers thereby making it difficult for hinitiede and
maintain friend relationships.

Teacher 3. Teacher 3 taught in a kindergarten CTT classroom.

T3. T3 was a 6-year-old Caucasian boy in a kindergarten classroom. His teacher
referred him due to his interfering behavior of stereotypy, outburst of tan&mains
crying, and distractibility. These behaviors made it difficult to partieigaoup
instruction, group activities, and partner work with his peers. As a result, he did not

complete his work, and required substantial 1:1 support in order to participate in
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classroom activities. Teacher 3 spent a substantial amount of her timetiregiaad
engaging him to join and participate in the group, which prevented her from providing
the necessary support to other students in the classroom, in addition to preventing him
from making progress academically and interacting with his peers ireaapagopriate
manner.

G3. G3 was a 6-year-old Caucasian boy in a kindergarten classroom. Teacher 3
referred him due to his unfriendly behavior towards his peers, and yelling anthisgrea
outbursts during group instruction, which often resulted in his removal from the group.
As a result, he often did not complete his work, preventing academic progress. Due to
his unfriendly behavior (name-calling, pushing, taking peers materials and bgengi
his peers were no longer interested in interacting with him, which preventdcbhim
sustaining friendly interactions in the classroom and accessing social oppestunit

Teacher 4. Teacher 4 taught in a third grade CTT classroom.

T4. T4 was a 9-year-old Black boy in a third grade CTT classroom. Teacher 4
selected him due to his interfering behavior of stereotypy, non-contextualizatibals
and vocalizations, and off-task behavior. His off-task behavior consisted of the above in
addition to wandering around the classroom (both on his way to group instruction and
leaving his desk during independent and partner work). He also engaged in high levels of
whining and complaining which would get him off-task, and redirecting him to get back
on-task required substantial 1:1 support. As a result of these behaviors, he had difficulty
participating in group instruction, group activities, and partner-work and socizheges

with his peers.
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G4. G4 was a 9-year-old Caucasian boy in a third grade CTT classroom. Teacher
4 selected him due to his non-contextual verbalizations, yelling and screartbngsts)
and unfriendly verbalizations towards teachers and peers. Although he was usually on
task and completed his work, his occasions of yelling and screaming were time-
consuming, requiring substantial 1:1 support to help him calm down, resulting in a
decrease in academic work and keeping up with the class following these tsutburs
Additionally, as his outburst had become familiar to his peers in the classrogm, the
tended to shy away from his social initiations, which prevented him from nmangai
friendly interactions and accessing social opportunities in the classroom. Vghen hi
outbursts (screaming yelling, occasionally leading to a tantrum) eccduring group
work, his behavior interfered with not only his ability to complete the task oitgchut
it prevented his peers from completing their work as well, impeding their ggduoeing
that activity.

Functional Behavior Assessments (FBAS)

As part of the study, | completed an FBA and BSP for éagfet studenand
eachgeneralization studengiven research that suggests that BSPs based on FBAs are
more effective than those not based on FBAs (Repp et al., 1994). | am a certified
behavior analyst and have extensive training necessary to complete ttené&Bavelop
the BSP. | did not incorporate BSPs that included aversive punishment procedures.
FBAs included components consistent with the literature reviewed; unstructured
interviews with team members; record review; informal classroom olseryvirmal
observation; analysis of setting events, antecedents, and consequences. Fodeatch st

| conducted 2-4 sessions of observation and data collection in order to accumulate



73

enough information to develop hypotheses about the function of their behavior in order to
develop BSPs that targeted this function. Following the completion of each FBA, | spent
between 1-2 weeks collaborating with team members and analyzing the dedarito

develop appropriate function-based BSPs.

Interviews. Interviews with team members included an initial discussion about
each students behavior, guided by a structured functional assessmentwini@iieill,
Horner, Albin, Storey, & Sprague, 1990) that included a discussion of identification and
prioritization of the target behaviors, estimated impact of the behaviors ondeatst
functioning, the student’s communication ability, the student’s preferences ttienes
target behavior tends to occur, physiological variables possibly relevant tadeats
target behavior, and environmental variables that appeared to affect the student’s
behavior. (See Appendix F for an example of the functional assessment interview).

Record review. Record review involved reviewing the student’s records for
information regarding previous assessments in order to identify how long the stutlent ha
exhibited the target behavior, if the teacher had implemented other interventions
effectively or ineffectively, and any other notes that were relewathiet development of
a BSP.

Informal observation. | conducted informal classroom observations in order to
identify for each child, the setting where the behavior occurs, and what type ¢b da
collect (i.e., to identify if frequency of the target behavior is a more apptepneasure
as opposed to duration of the target behavior). | conducted informal observations 1-2
times prior to conducting formal classroom observation. (See Appendix G for an

example). During informal observations, | sat in the corner of the classroodeintor
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prevent my presence from obstructing the flow of the classroom, and took notes on the
general setting of the classroom (noise level, number of students and stsiffaphy
organization, types of activities) in order to identify possible factors théd be

contributing to the interfering behavior.

Formal observation. Following informal observation, | conducted formal
classroom observation including the collection of frequency of the referextering
behavior, across multiple settings, time of day, and interactions with difféaént s
members. In addition to frequency data, | collected antecedent-behaviogquwemse
(ABC) data to identify what settings and events occasion the behavior (antsyeahel
which events appeared to maintain the behavior (consequences) in order to identify the
function of the behavior (i.e., why the behavior occurred.) (See Appendix H for an
example of the ABC data sheet).

Following completion of the FBA, | examined the information rendered for each
child in order to develop a hypothesis of the function of each child’s interfering behavi
in order to develop a BSP. For the target behavior of each student, | analyzed the
settings, interactions with teachers and peers, antecedents that occtdagget
behavior, and consequences to the students’ behavior. Based on this information, |
developed hypotheses regarding the function of the problem behavior and used the
information garnered from the FBA and the hypotheses | developed to guide the
development of the BSP (Bambura, 2005).

Behavior Support Plans (BSPs)
| created a BSP for eatdwgetandgeneralization studerdased on the results of

their FBAs. The process to develop each BSP began with a team meeting with the
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teachers and related services personnel to review the findings of the FBA,cusd dis
possible behavior strategies that were manageable in the classroom. With this
information for consideration, | developed the BSP with consideration to the classroom
environment, staffing ratio in the classroom, and teacher feedback from ttiegnee

Each BSP had the following components: operational definition of the target behavior,
hypothesis for the function of the behavior, environmental/antecedent modifications,
strategies to teach a replacement behavior, and consequence stratetiesrergorce

or redirect the interfering behavior. (See Appendix | for a sample BSP outlimije |
procedures section, | briefly discuss the components of each BSPs.

Operational definitions. The operational definition section defined the target
behavior in a way that anyone observing the student would be able to identify the
occurrence of the behavior.

Hypothesis. For each BSP, | included the hypothesis as to the function of the
student’s behavior based on the results from the FBA.

Environmental/antecedent modifications. | included modifications to the
physical environment and presentation of demands in order to support appropriate student
behavior (e.g. change of seating arrangement, altering proximity ofrigavchierials,
personal schedule depicting the day’s events.)

| outlined antecedent modifications to the setting or direction that | idehtifie
triggered the interfering behavior. For example, if a child appeared to engagken hi
rates of problem behavior following the presentation of a particular demasicid tne
teacher to present the demand with a preferred activity in order to diminish thieave

quality of the demand.
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Teaching/replacement strategiesEach BSP included teaching and replacement
strategies focused on teaching appropriate replacement behavior that woutteserve
same function as the interfering behavior. (e.g. teaching a student to askdak)a br

Consequence strategiesi-or each BSP, | included consequence-based strategies
in two categories: reinforcement strategies and redirection sesitelgeinforcement
strategies involved adding something the child preferred to the environment folkhing
occurrence of the appropriate replacement behavior (e.g. every timelthesgd a
“break” card in lieu of engaging in inappropriate behavior to escape a tagcemneed
his break, in addition to praise, and a sticker on a chart for using the replacement
strategy.) The teacher response to appropriate and interfering behavioutirzed to
help the teachers remain consistent in their responding to the student. replegxiathe
child engaged in the target behavior of leaving the class without permission, thex teach
was directed to immediately redirect him back to the task at hand, without allowing hi
to access escape through the inappropriate behavior.

Materials

Tl data sheet. | adapted a Tl data sheet from Codding et al. (2005) to correspond
to each student's BSP. Each data sheet had a 3-column grid. The first cetehthie
strategy, modification or response. The second column included steps to implement the
strategy. The third column had space to enter the score for how the teachereimg@tem
that step. The four options were: “implemented correctly,” “implementedrextty,”
“missed opportunity to implement,” or “no opportunity.” (See Appendix J for a sample
Tl data sheet). This is the sheet that was used to complete each observatiocutatée cal

TI.
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SM data sheet.| created an SM data sheet based on each child’'s BSP. The SM
sheet was identical to the Tl sheet with the exception that the scoring coluntrooséd
a box for the teacher to check off if she implemented that component that day or not. If
the teacher completed a component, she placetiia the box. If she didn’t complete a
component, she placed an “X” in the box. If she did not observe an opportunity to
complete a component, she placed an “n/o” in the box to indicate “no opportunity.” Each
teacher participant used this sheet daily to monitor her own implementation of each
component of the BSP for tharget studenin her classroom. (See Appendix K for a
sample SM data sheet).

Student behavior data sheet.All student participants engaged in behavior that
interfered with their on-task behavior (OTB). Therefore this target behangasure was
selected to track all eight student’s behavior for the duration of this study. Thadpeha
data sheet used to track OTB behavior was a four-column sheet with each colusth label
time interval target studentgeneralization studer#gnd comments, respectively. The
label for column four was “comments” in order to give me space to note anylspecia
circumstances in the classroom that might impact the child’s behavior rpart f (e.qg.
a lice outbreak occurred in two of the classrooms causing a chaotic enviromahent a
change in schedule that impacted two of the student’s behavior and substantially
impacted the teacher’s Tl for that observation session). (See Appendia kdmple
behavior data sheet).
Measures of Treatment Acceptability

This study used the Intervention Rating Profile (IRP-15; Martens & Witt, 1988) to

assess the acceptability of treatments to teachers in this studypfseedix N for
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treatment acceptability form). This instrument assessed the degrb&loeach
participant found the two interventions appropriate, functional, and practical. PRESIR
contains 15 questions addressing the usefulness and acceptability of an intervention on a
Likert-type scale, ranging from %ttongly disagrekto 6 Gtrongly agreg Higher scores
indicate the more acceptable intervention. Teachers completed this szalkreastudy
was complete: once for the SM intervention and once for the SM+PFB intervention in
order to provide information to use to compare the acceptability of each intervention.
Teachers did not place their names on the scales and put completed IRP-15s in my
mailbox in a common area near the teacher’s mailbox.
Independent Variables

The two independent variables in this study were SM and SM + PFB.

Self-monitoring (SM). | followed the format provided in Richman et al. (1988).
| provided teachers with eatérgetstudent’s BSP in the form of a checklist and trained
each teacher on how to use the SM checklist to monitor their own implementation of the
target studeris BSP. This explanation constituted the SM training, which followed the
completion of the baseline phase. | explained to each teacher, that throughoyt the da
that she should reference this checklist to help her monitor her own implementation of
BSP components. |instructed the teachers to initial the box next to each BSP component
that they implement correctly. At the end of the day, teacher participdntsteed these
SM checklist sheets to my mailbox located in the main office. While | cetléetachers’
Tl data (see specification of Tl data below) during the SM phase of this ktlidyjot

provide them with PFB. (Although | provided the teachers with an SM checklist for both



79

thetargetand thegeneralization studest | only trained the use of the SM sheet for the
target studenaind only collected thiarget studenSM sheet.)

SM + PFB. SM+PFB consisted of a combination of the previous independent
variable (see SM directly above) with PFB. | observed each teacher participant
implementing the BSP for tharget studenin her class. Following the observation, |
completed the Tl checklist. On the data sheet, | indicated teacher Tl liynchece of
four boxes: (a) implemented correctly, (b) implemented incorrectly, (c) appiyrt
missed to implement, or (d) no opportunity to implement observed. In addition to
checking the appropriate box, | gave written feedback for correctly imptechepecific
steps (e.g., “Keep up the good work”) and missed steps (e.g., “Don’t forget to do that
next time”). | provided more specific feedback for steps implemented ictgeath
directions as to how to remedy the error in the future (e.g., “Instead of givmtphr
choices for his reinforcer, provide him with only two in order to limit his frustration a
having to make a complicated choice.”) Finally, | provided words of encouragement
the teacher indicating that the teacher was capable of correctly isrglagthe
component next time (e.g., “You are on the right track. Let's see how it goes
tomorrow!”) (DiGennaro, Martens, & Kleinmann, 2007). | placed the data sliet w
checked boxes and written comments in the teacher’s mailbox at the end of the school
day so that she could review comments at her own convenience (see Appendix M for a
completed sample SM+PFB sheet).

Dependent Variables
This study had four dependent variables: percentage of plan components

implemented correctly as written for ttegget studen(Tl) identified through direct
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observation, percentage of plan components implemented correctly as writtea for
generalization studerfgeneralization T) identified through direct observation, percent
of OTB oftarget studen(target studen©OTB) identified through direct observation, and
percent of OTB fogeneralization studerfgeneralization stude®TB) identified

through direct observation.

Target student TI. Target Tlwas the percentage of BSP components
implemented correctly as written for tteerget students | calculated percent of Tl by
dividing the teacher’s number of correctly implemented components in the BSP by the
number of total components of the BSP.

Generalization student TI. Generalization Twas TI calculated for the
implementation of thgeneralization student8SPs. | calculated percent of Tl by
dividing the teacher’s number of correctly implemented components in the BSP by the
number of total components of the BSP.

Target student OTB. While | collected Tl data, a graduate student
simultaneously monitored and collected percent of OTB for taget studenthat
participated in the study. This graduate student was trained by me to applppriat
collect the OTB using 1-minute momentary time-sampling procedure for OTB.
Momentary time sampling requires an observer to record the student’s behawmada
intervals. For each observation of 30 minutes, 30 recordings (every minute, on the
minute) were made and ‘percent of time on-task’ was calculated for ee@entsby
dividing the number of observations scored as on-task indicate by (+)’s, by 30 (for 30

minutes in the observation). For example, if out of the 30 observations within the half
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hour, the student was on-task for 24 of the recordings, his percentage of ‘perceat of tim
on task’ was calculated at 80%.

OTB was defined as “engaging in the activity that their peers in thsrotam
were expected to complete.” For this study, every minute, on the minute, a graduate
student marked (+) if the student was on task, meaning he was engaged in the same
activity as his peers, and (-) if he was not engaged in the same actimisypeers. For
example, if the class was directed to write a sentence about a persoraltntbm
student was marked (+) if he was writing or looking at his paper at that morherdst|
of his peers were off task, distracted by the snow and looking out the window, he was
marked (+) because he was engaged in the same behavior as his peers, siasghkis w
norm for the class at that moment. If the students were all looking at thertelacing
direct instruction, and the student was staring at his shoes and playing with hasashoel
he was scored (-).

Generalization OTB. The same procedures stipulated abova &ogetOTB
were followed forGeneralizationOTB.
Research Design and Analysis

In this study | used a multiple-baseline single-subject design acrossdohets,
in addition to a change changing conditions design (Bailey & Burch, 2002) in order to
demonstrate a functional relationship between independent and dependent variables.

The multiple baseline design is the most widely used design to evaluate the
effects of an independent variable (treatment/intervention) in ABA (CoopesnHgr
Heward, 2007). Baer, Wolf, and Risley (1968) first described the multiple baseline

design as a design in which one identifies and measures multiple responseaeavdén ti
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this design, rather than reversing a change in the first tier (Teacher 4 $tuithy), one
applies the intervention to the second tier after one identifies a change wobah¢he
first tier. For example, as the participant in the first tier entersrtarftervention phase
(SM), and displays several days of substantial change in the behavior, the itmestiga
applies the intervention to the participant in the second tier, who, up till this point, has
continued in the baseline phase. This pattern is then followed for the remairsng tie
The multiple baseline design supports a functional relationship between the dependent
and the independent variable by illustrating that a change in behavior coindidéisewi
staggered implementation of the intervention.

In this study, in addition to using a multiple baseline design, | also included
changing conditions across each tier. This means that each Teachentepres each
tier participated in different interventions. For example, instead of staggare
intervention across tiers, | also staggered the implementation of additiosakghe.
baseline, training, SM, SM+PFB, and return to SM). This strengthened theianélys
each intervention because as behavior changed with the introduction of each condition, a
functional relationship was supported; meaning the change in behavior was further
attributed to the change in condition (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007).

| used the multiple baseline design because it allowed for the simultaneous
analysis of more than one dependent variable. “Baseline” refers to gptlenarf the
dependant variable prior to the implementation of the independent variable. | observed
and collected baseline data on Tl for all four teachers and their resgaagetand
generalizatiorBSPs. | implemented the interventions in a staggered manner as soon as |

observed a stable baseline. Stable rates of responding (for baseline raedtiote)
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refer to a set of behavior over time that shows no evidence of an upward or downward
trend, and all of the measures of the behavior fall within a small range of values (Cooper
Heron, & Heward).

As mentioned in the section describing the dependent variable, | measured the
percent of Tl across all teachers. | implemented the first imovecondition with
Teacher 1 while the other three teacher-student dyads continued in the baseénd phas
selected Teacher 1 as the first to begin the SM intervention as her T| dabee wasst
stable (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007).

| continued to stagger the baseline across all four dyads and began intervention
phases for the next teacher-student dyad once the previous dyad estaldlshgdodt
Tl data for thdarget studerst. This means, that decisions for the introduction of the next
phase were based on stable rates of responding based on the Tl percentagerfmtthe
studentalone. | provided the teacher who exhibits the most stable Tl data at baseline
with the first implementation of the intervention (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). |
determined transition from baseline to the SM condition (phase 1) based on tleeseach
showing an established trend in the data for baseline (see Figure 1 above).

The PFB literature consistently uses 80% as a criterion for apprognicte
realistic levels of Tl (Codding et al., 2005; Noell et al., 2005). In this study | used 80%
Tl as the target criterion for appropriate levels of TI.

The research design also incorporated a changing conditions component
embedded within the multiple baseline design. The sequence of the condition phases for
each tier was: (a) no plan, with OTB data presented that | collected &zAgnd BSP

development to establish percent of OTB for students prior to the implementation of any
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BSP (this phase is only presented on the graphs that represent OTB data with no data on
TI) (b) baseline, (followed by SM training), (c) SM (Phase 1), (d) SM+PRRY® 2),
and (e) SM (Phase 3, which reversed the SM+PFB condition by removing PFB). The
sequence was the same for all four teachers and tiers. Following the imploneoit
the conditions, for Teacher 1, | added another condition of () SM+PFB due to her lack of
maintenance target levels of TI.

Consistent with the literature in the analysis of single-subject desigedlvisual
analyses to interpret the data within and across conditions of the study (Eftoaher
2005). 1 used graphed the data on line graphs to support visual analysis and tohenswer t
research questions (Horner et al., 2005; Kazdin, 1982). As part of the visualsadalysi
examined magnitude of effect (incorporating changes in mean and level), €hangte
(incorporating changes in trend and latency of the data), and variabilitg data across
baseline and phases of the study.

| examined magnitude of effect, changes in rate, and variability of thactatss
all phases and tiers of the graphs depicting the results of the interventiain(Ki£82).
Analysis of the magnitude of effect focused on change in mean and change in level.
Analysis of changes in mean across phases refers to shifts in the ratewhpeck.
Analysis of change in level identifies whether or not the intervention producaideel
effects with the introduction of each condition/phase.

Analysis of change in rate focuses on the change in trend and latency of the data.
The change in trend refers to systematic increase or decrease ovehniahgsis of
latency looks at the period between the start of the condition and the change in the data or

performance. For example, if there is no change for several sessio@saftelition
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presenting a new independent variable is implemented, this implies that the inad¢pende
variable may not be responsible for a change in the data.

To consider an effect reliable when using visual inspection, one needs toeanaly
the variability of the data. Variability refers to the stabilityled tlata and a variability
analysis examines data across baseline and intervention phases of the study

In addition to visual analysis of the data, | computed the correlation coefficient (
for three sets of dependent variables. | calculated Tl andtarget studenOTB and for
Tl andgeneralization stude®TB in order to examine the extent to which more accurate
Tl resulted in higher percentages of OTB (DiGennaro et al., 2005). | caltuiatorder
to examine the relationship between TI for tieet studenand Tl for the
generalization studer{Codding & Smyth, 2008).

Observation

Teachers implemented interventions for student target behaviors over the course
of each school day. To obtain data on dependent variables, | conducted 30-minute
observations 2-3 times a week, for each teacher. During each observati@nyédlise
teacher’s implementation of the BSP with two studesatgét studenandgeneralization
student and completed the TI checklist in order to identify the teacher’s percehfaf T
each BSP.

| took several steps in order to minimize reactivity to my presence in the
classroom as the research (Codding, Livanis, Pace, & Vaca, 2008; Gresham, 1998;
Kazdin, 1982). Reactivity is the phenomenon that occurs when the observee’s behavior
changes simply because he or she is being observed (Kazdin, 1982). In order to

minimize this, first, | conducted the observations randomly during thetrest tiours of
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the school day. Second, | observed from the back of the room, in order to minimize the
impact of my presence in each classroom. Third, prior to the commencement of the
study, | spent a minimum of three days a week in the classroom observing antgworki
with the teachers and students to help them acclimate to my presence.
Procedures

This section integrates the information provided above into a sequential step-by-
step procedure.

FBA and BSP Development.Each student in this study was referred due to their
problem behavior that interfered with their ability to access academisaxial
opportunities throughout the school day. The FBA process discussed above outlines the
observation and analysis strategies that were implemented to compleBAtter each
student and to develop hypotheses as to the function of their behavior. Following the
analysis of the FBA, | designed and wrote BSPs for each student based on the
observation, data accumulated, and hypothesis as to the function of his behavior. For
each Teacher and her respective students, | spent 1-2 weeks (spannasgidab}s
collecting information to complete the FBA and an additional 1-2 weeks (spanding 2
sessions) developing BSPs based on the FBAs. On the graphs presented in the results
section, this period of FBA implementation and BSP plan development is labeled ‘plan
development’ in order to indicate the duration of time spent on these plans in respect to
the remainder of the intervention. Below | present for each student, brief s@sofari
each FBA and his resulting BSP, under the headings of his respective teacher.

Although the students in this study engaged in behaviors that varied by form (i. e

what the behavior looked like), consistent across all students, interferingdyeha
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appeared to be predominantly escape-motivated causing them to be off-task andetherefor
not part of the class activity. Therefore the intervention plans for each stodese¢d on
targeting escape-motivated behavior that lead to off-task behavior, and the targe
behavior targeted for increase across all students was OTB.

Teacher 1.

T1.Results from the FBA for T1 supported that he engaged in escape-motivated
behavior from non-preferred activities and unclear expectations by engaging i
stereotypy, staring at the wall, and playing with materials in his deskrogmental
modifications in his BSP included covering shelves with sheets (to decreaseinpiesrt
for distraction), a vibration cue from a Motivaider (to remind him to check that\uih
the group) and a pack-up list for his backpack (to help him stay on task and avoid
distraction). T1 was also taught to request breaks appropriately (to maeidhert of
the behavior of escape). Finally, response strategies were outlined to lolapk em
the activity through interfering behavior by non-verbally redirecting Ttheéayroup task
or activity, thereby preventing escape. When T1 presented with the appropriatehehavi
he was praised and received reinforcement on a schedule broken down by activity.

G1. Results from the FBA for G1 supported that he engaged in escape-motivated
behavior from both non-preferred activities and unclear expectations byirengag
stereotypy (flapping and singing songs out of context), and playing with, hiditg, a
throwing pencils. Environmental modifications in his BSP included clearing Hkqtdes
prevent pencil play), and a task list of academic and behavior expectationsgrtatipg
activities (to give him expectations of the environment). G1 was also taught tetreque

breaks appropriately (to meet the function of the behavior of escape). Hiegfignse
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strategies were outlined to block escape from the activity through nonrpdebehavior

by non-verbally redirecting G1 to the group task or activity. When G1 presentethevit
appropriate behavior, he was praised and received reinforcement on a schedule broken
down by activity.

Teacher 2.

T2. Results from the FBA for T2 supported that he engaged in escape-motivated
behavior from non-preferred activities and unclear expectations by callingedlintg at
his peers, and crying. Environmental modifications in his BSP included a task list,
priming, and a timer (providing him with expectations of an activity’s context,idarat
and expectation). T2 was also taught to request breaks appropriately (to meet the
function of the behavior of escape) and was provided a list of nice things to say to his
peers (to replace the unfriendly remarks he made to his peers). Finalbnsesp
strategies were outlined to block escape from the activity through inaggieopehavior
by non-verbally redirecting T2 to the group task or activity. When T2 engaged the
appropriate behavior for a given activity, he was praised and received remésrtc(a
sticker on a chart) for each activity during which he completed his work.

G2.Results from the FBA for G2 supported that he engaged in escape-motivated
behavior from non-preferred activities and unclear expectations, by engaging in
stereotypy, staring at the walls, and biting his shirt. Environmental mditifisan his
BSP included a vibration prompt from the Motivaider (to remind him to attend to his
behavior in relation to the group), a task list for each activity, priming, and asenfar
the duration of the activity (providing him with expectations of an activity'sesunt

duration, and expectation). G2 was also taught to request breaks appropriatelgt(to m
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the function of the behavior of escape), to request gum (to replace biting hisasiuirto
evaluate his own behavior and notify the teacher when his task list for eacly acivit
completed (which resulted in reinforcement with a preferred activity).ll¥;in@sponse
strategies were outlined to block escape from the activity through inaggieopehavior
by non-verbally redirecting G2 to the group task or activity. When G2 presentethevit
appropriate behavior for a given activity, the teachers provided praise amaemént
for each activity.

Teacher 3.

T3. Results from the FBA for T3 supported that he engaged in escape-motivated
behavior from non-preferred activities and unclear expectations, by engaging in
stereotypy (flapping) and crying/yelling. Environmental modifmagiin his BSP
included priming and task lists for activities (preparing him for expectgtipneferred
seat modifications (to pair the activities positively), and scheduled movemekd.biEz
was also taught to request breaks and help appropriately (to meet the function of the
behavior of escape). Finally, | outlined response strategies to guidat¢her®in how
to respond to his interfering behavior consistently by not allowing him to escape the
activity through inappropriate behavior by redirecting him back to the task amanig
the inappropriate behavior. When T3 presented with the appropriate behavior for a given
activity, his teacher praised him and provided tangible reinforcement in the farm of
sticker on a chart every 20 minutes and a five-minute break with a prefetirety a

G3. Results from the FBA for G3 supported that he engaged in escape-motivated
behavior from non-preferred activities and unclear expectations, in the fornneaftgpsy

(non-contextual verbalizations), verbalizing unfriendly statements to peergegléing.
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Environmental modifications in his BSP included priming and task lists for activitie
(preparing him for expectations), partner work guidelines (to outline exipasiaand a
visual cue for group activities indicating when it was okay to call out and when he needed
to raise his hand. | outlined a process to teach G3 to request for breaks and help
appropriately (to meet the function of the behavior of escape), and to teach himge enga
his peers using friendly and polite statements (which resulted in reinfarferkénally,

| outlined response strategies to guide the teacher how to consistently respond t
interfering behavior by non-verbally redirecting G3 to the group task ortsictiVvhen

G3 presented with the appropriate behavior, the teacher praised him and provided him
with tangible reinforcement of a sticker on a chart for his use of friendgns¢gits to

peers.

Teacher 4.

T4. Results from the FBA for T4 supported that he engaged in escape-motivated
behavior from non-preferred activities and unclear expectations, by engaging in
stereotypy (flapping), wandering, playing with items in his desk, and
whining/crying/yelling. Environmental modifications in his BSP included proviting
with additional choices throughout the day, a personal schedule and priming before
activities (to inform him of expectations), desk organization/trays, (to hel¥nd
playing with materials in his desk), and schedules breaks (to give him opposttmitie
escape). | outlined a plan for the teacher to teach T4 how to request breaks and help
appropriately (to meet the function of the behavior of escape). Finally, | autline
response strategies meant to block escape from the activity through inagipropri

behavior by non-verbally redirecting T4 to the group task or activity. When T3 engaged
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in the appropriate behavior, his teacher praised him and gave him a tangible
reinforcement every 20 minutes for completing the target portion of his work.

G4. Results from the FBA for G4 supported that he engaged in escape-motivated
behavior from non-preferred activities and changes in the environment (class behind i
the class schedule or an change in the routine) by verbally perseverating omgee cha
and outbursts of screams and tantrums. | outlined environmental modifications in his
BSP including preparing him for changes in the class schedule, and keepingl @aid
taped to his desk as a reminder that he could access the break area (to remind him of the
option of a break when he was frustrated). | also outlined a plan to teach G4 to request
breaks and/or more information about the schedule when the class was behind (in order to
address the function of escape). Finally, | outlined response strategies teacher to
implement to consistently to block his escape from the activity through inaggieopri
behavior by asking G4 to verbalize what is bothering him, providing him with more
information, and non-verbally redirecting him to the group task or activity. When G4
engaged in appropriate OTB and requests, the teacher praised him and provided
reinforcement of engaging with the teacher in a preferred topic coneersati

No-Plan. During the 2-4 weeks (6-9 sessions) during which | conducted the FBA
and developed the BSP for each student, a graduate student collected percent of OTB
during my observations in 30-minute increments using the time-sampling procedure
outlined above, and the same OTB time-sampling procedure that was used to collect
behavior date for each student for the duration of the study. | collected these data i
order to demonstrate the baseline rate of student behavior with no behavior supports in

place in order to have this data to compare to the OTB of each student to the various
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phases of the study and to illustrate the impact of BSPs implemented (elvéovweit
than optimal percent of Tl) on student behavior.

BSP Initial Training. | conducted child-specific BSP training, adapted from
Codding et al. (2005). | provided teachers individually with 2-4 sessions of training for
thetargetandgeneralization studestBSP prior to the implementation of the
intervention. Training included review of each BSP, modeling of plan implementation,
and verbal feedback while the teacher implemented the plan. Training wasteomple
when the teacher could accurately explain the BSP and its implementatien to m

Baseline. During Baseline, | conducted observations and collected data on the Tl
on the BSP of thearget studenandgeneralization studentFor each student, | collected
the teacher’s baseline Tl data during two-three 30-minute observation peadseek.
This procedure yielded two Tl percentages for each teacher: one fargbestudent
and one for thgeneralization studentl continued to collect Tl data until the integrity
percentages achieved stable responding across a minimum of three data {Hmants €A
Troutman, 2007). At the same times that | collected baseline Tl data, a traadedtgr
student collected data on the percent of OTB ondtgetandgeneralizationstudent. |
provided participating special education teachers with no PFB duringrieaseli

SM Training. After baseline data collection was completed, | trained teachers
individually to use SM procedures. | adapted SM training from Richman et al. (1988).
During the SM training, teachers learned to self-monitor implementatioS©$ B
following the SM data sheet. (See Appendix K) | reviewed the SM datawitieeach
teacher, and showed her how to complete the data sheet. The teacher then used the data

sheet in the classroom with tterget studenand | provided informal feedback on her
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completion of the SM sheet at the end of a half-hour training session. SM training was
complete when each teacher accurately monitored her own BSP implementhéoiobe
with 90% accuracy. Each teacher required two sessions to achieve SM accaracy at
above 90%. | determined the teacher's SM accuracy by comparing her SM isheey w
own.

SM (Phase 1).During this phase, the teacher used the SM data sheet to monitor
her own TIl. Each teacher left her SM data sheet in my mailbox at the end of the day. As
in baseline, | continued to conduct 2-3 observations a week in 30-minute increments and
recorded each teacher’s level of Tl. Teachers received no feedback atehis tim
Simultaneously, a trained graduate student collected OTB data otaegattand
generalization studerfor each teacher according to procedures indicated above.
Observations were conducted and data collected two-three days a week besause thi
manageable for the participants, it provided a representation of the dependerg¢variabl
across each week, and was a realistic training protocol to follow in appliedsett
(Mouzakitis & Codding, 2006). This phase continued until the teacher’s Tl data reached
stable rates of responding. | completed an analysis of the Tl for dletszand opted to
begin the SM phase with the teacher that had the lowest Tl, Teacher 1. At thisetime
other three teachers continued in baseline.

SM+PFB (Phase Il). Following stable rates of responding | added PFB to the
SM intervention. The teacher continued to use the SM data sheet to monitor her own TI.
| continued to observe and record the teacher’s Tl after each observationtdorihgee
30-minute observations per week for each teacher. | provided written fegdba®b of

steps implemented as intended, praise, and error correction) to the teaclugngegauf



94

the BSP on a checklist similar to the SM data sheet. This feedback sheet wathéeft
teacher’'s mailbox following the observation for the teacher to review. (Seadippé

for a sample feedback data sheet). In addition to the feedback | provided tctier te

each teacher continued to complete the SM data sheet and leave it in my ntahigox a

end of the day. (There was space on the SM data sheet for the teacher to comskent or a
guestions about the implementation of the components of the plan). | continued to
observe, give feedback, and collect data two-three days a week as thamageable to

the participants, provided a representation of the behavior across each week, and was a
realistic training protocol to follow in applied settings (Mouzakitis & Codding, 2006).
There was space on the SM sheet for the teacher to comment. | returned to the SM
condition (Phase Ill), following stable rates of responding in Phase.]Idiseontinue
SM+PFB).

SM (Phase Ill). During Phase Ill, | removed PFB and the teacher continued to
complete the SM data sheets and monitor her own TI. Procedures followed those
outlined in Phase I.

SM+PFB (Phase IV). For Teacher 1, | implemented a second condition of
SM+PFB due to her lack of appropriate levels of Tl following the second SM condition.
Procedures followed those outlined in Phase 1.

Inter-Observer Agreement

In addition to my own observations and data collection, there was a second
observer present during at least 33% of the sessions for each participam antlexted
inter-observer agreement (IOA) data on a separate clean Tl data stesstf@SP. The

observer was given the specific scoring guidelines for each dependehtevand asked
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to record her calculations in order to compare with the researcher’s¢aitalations.
Following each inter-observer observation sessions, | met with the intexebaad
discussed the comparisons of our data. If our data didn’t agree, | reviewed the
components of the BSPs that did not match and we discussed the correct implementation
of the BSP steps that we disagreed on in order to ensure that we agreed on the
implementation for the next session. | chose to have the additional observer for 33% of
session as current practice and recommendations in behavioral research saggest t
should calculate I0A for a minimum of 20% of a study’s sessions and preferalgebe
25% and 33% of sessions (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). | calculated IOA by
dividing the number of agreements per plan by the number of agreements plus
disagreements per plan and multiplying by 100.
Procedural Integrity

Additionally, for 33% of sessions (15/46 sessions) for each teacher parti@pant
independent observer sat in the back of the room and rated my performance on all steps
of the procedure and computed the % of steps implemented as described to determine
procedural integrity of each intervention phase. (See appendix O for a san@e of t
procedural integrity checklist). Each section defined the steps thategenead to
implement the FBA, develop the BSP, implement the PFB and SM components
according to the study, and decision making for phase changes. | calculated ptocedura
integrity by dividing the total number of steps implemented correctly by thenamnber
of applicable for implementation on the procedural integrity checklist and theiplradIt

by 100.
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CHAPTER IV
Results

In this chapter | review the research questions, discuss proceduratyntenk,
followed by data analysis of the results, and a final section on social validity.

The first hypothesis of this study was to identify if training teacherslto s
monitor their implementation of BSPs will improve Tl to acceptable levels X80%
Second, | hypothesized that training teacher to self-monitor their impletoardéBSPs
in addition to providing PFB will improve TI over time following fading of the PFB.
Third, | anticipated that the treatment packages would improve Tl to a BSP thabtva
specifically trained (generalization). Fourth, | thought that traireaghers to self-
monitor their implementation of BSPs will lead to maintenance of Tl percerttzgjesre
higher than maintenance TI rates achieved with a training package iratorgd®FB
with no SM component. Finally, | hypothesized that as Tl improves, the target behavior
of the target student improves.
Procedural Integrity and Inter-Observer Agreement

An independent observer collected procedural integrity across 33% (15/46)
sessions for each teacher. Procedural integrity for each teachertudheeraged
100%. Additionally, an independent observer collected treatment integrity datecfor
teacher for 33% of the observations (15/46 observations) in order to calculate I€A. (S
Table 1, (p.97), for a summary of IOA percentages for Tl data of BSPs a@olssrte
and phases.) In summary, IOA averages were for Teacher 1, 98.4% (range from 85%-
100%), Teacher 2, 98.9% (range from 88%-100%), Teacher 3, 98% (range from 85%-

100%), and Teacher 4, 97.8% (range from 88%-100%).
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Table 1

IOA Average Percentages Across Sessions for Tiidaget (T) and Generalization (G) students

Baseline SM SM+PFB SM SM+PFB

Participants T G T G T G T G T G

Teacher 1 98% 94% 100% 100% 100%  96% 100% 100% 100% 96%

Teacher2 100% 97% 99%  99% e e e . . e

Teacher 3 97% 93% 97% 100% 99%  98% 100% 100% --- -- -

Teacher 4 98% 90% 100%  96% 100% 100% 100%  98%--- ---

Note: Dash are inserted in the columns for phasegich each respective teacher did not participate

The results for Tl and behavior data are presented below. First | reviéuthe
tiered MLB for Tl on BSPs for thearget studenandgeneralization studergcross
teachers. Following this analysis, | review the results for all four teatte relationship
of Tl betweertarget studenandgeneralization studenand finally | review the
relationship between Tl and OTB ftarget studerg and themeneralization studest
Treatment Integrity

Multiple baseline for Tl across teachers.The study used a multiple baseline
design across teachers was used to identify if a functional relationshgdewisthe
independent variables and the dependent variables. In order to support the functional
relationship, the data should have a change in level and trend, with no latencyraiellust
that it was the intervention that was responsible for the change in data adrogs.sét
Figure 1 (p. X), | summarize the Tl data fargetandgeneralization studestacross the
four teacher participants in the study. (See Table 2, p. 103, for descriptisgcstatn
Tl.)

Baseline. The duration of baseline varied depending on the variability of each

teacher’s data. For all four teachers, initially Tl was high and neatangeat levels.
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However by the end of the baseline phase the trend across all teacherseady a st
decrease in TI.

Teacher 1.1 collected baseline data for Teacher 1 for seven sessions. Of all the
teachers, her Tl started and ended at the lowest percentage, so | selected tier ficsbe
teacher with whom to begin the SM pha3arget studenT| slowly but steadily
decreased from the start of baseline from 32% to 19%, and fgetfegalization student
integrity decreased rapidly from 70% to 15%. The decreasing trend was curesistss
both students for this phase.

Teacher 2.1 collected baseline data for Teacher 2 for nine sessions. For both
students, there was some variability in Teacher 2’s integrity data, withlargattern of
implementation across both students. For the first four sessions, Tl was Gtéialthf
students. On the sixth day of baseline, Tl dipped for both students, from 30% to 0% for
thetarget studenaind from 80 % to 53% for thgeneralization studentFollowing this
momentary dip, Tl increased again to previous levels for the following session.th&gom
start of baseline to the end of the phaamget studenT| decreased from 45% to 44%

(the smallest decrease across teachers)yameralization studentl decreased from
85% to 68%.

Teacher 3.Teacher 3 had high Tl at the start of baseline for both students.
Following the first three sessions of > 80% TI, there was a sudden decrea$d%oim
53% for thetarget studenaind from 90% to 26% for tigeneralization studepand then
for both students there was a slight increase with variability in the data. From the
beginning of baseline to the termination of the phase, Tl dropped from 85% to 48% for

thetarget studenaind from 83% to 45% for thgeneralization student
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Teacher 4.The pattern in Tl for Teacher 4 for was similar to that demonstrated
by Teacher 3 in that there was high Tl in the first few sessions with a sudddrahd s
decreaserlarget studenT| had decreased from 90% to 40% from the start to the end of
the baseline and decreased from 88% to 48% fageheralization studentFor both
students, however, the Tl data appeared to reach its lowest percentage in theimiddle
the phase, increasing slowly towards the end of the phase.

SM. With the introduction of the SM condition, there was a level change for all
four target studers, and three out of four of tlgeeneralization studesat Although all
teachers showed an increase in average percentage of Tl for this phase, theig@énd va
by teacher.

Teacher 1.Teacher 1's data showed an immediate level change ftartet and
generalization studentompared to the baseline phase. However over the six sessions of
the baseline phase, Tl steadily decreased from 60% to 17% targle¢ studenaind
from 50% to 23% for thgeneralization student

Teacher 2.The data Teacher 2 illustrate a level change for taotfetand
generalization studentdn the first seven sessions of this phase, Tl data were variable,
but higher than baseline conditions, and stabilized within seven sessions. There were
two days when Tl showed a downward trend, but for the rest of the sessions, TI
approached target levels. Teacher 2 was the only teacher who did not move to the PFB
phase as her Tl reached criterion in the SM condition.

Teacher 3.The data for Teacher 3 yielded an initial level change forattyet
studentreaching a peak of 84% towards the middle of the phase before decreasing to

64%. TI data for thgeneralization studemnwere slightly more stable with an initial jump
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from 60% to 80%, and then leveling off slowly decreasing to 68%. TI data for Teacher 3
were higher at the end of the phase than at the start of the phase for bathethe
studentandgeneralization studenincreasing 60% to 62%, and 60% to 68%

respectively.

Teacher 4The data for Teacher 4 demonstrated a substantial level change from
the phase change from baseline to SM condition, increasing from 39% to 70% for the
target studenaind 48% to 78% for thgeneralization studentDuring SM, TI for the
target studentvas stable, slightly increasing towards the middle of the phase and then
proceeding on a slow and minimal decrease toward the end of the phase. TI for the
generalization studemas higher, but slightly more variable with a substantial drop from
100% to 70% for sessions 31 and 32, but then a quick increase to 100% by the end of this
phase.

SM+PFB. With the introduction of the SM+PFB condition, there was a
consistent level change from the SM condition across the three teachers thadnivefe
this phase.

Teacher 1The data for Teacher 1 suggested there was an increase in Tl both the
targetandgeneralization studentsTl, for both students, yielded similar patterns of
variability (i.e. sessions 25 and 29, Tl decreases for both students, and towards the end of
the phase, Tl levels off.) For most of this phase, Tl varied, with ranges 08@28%er
thetarget studenaind 16% and 89% for tlgeneralization studenthroughout the phase.

The last three sessions of this phase, however, showed very stable responding at target
levels of TI.

Teacher 3.The data for Teacher 3 illustrated a level change in Tl with the



101

introduction of the SM+PFB phase, which resulted in stable and high level responding
for both students for the majority of the sessions. Tl had low variability for both the
targetandgeneralization studen{se. 80%-90% respectively). Percent of Tl was high
for the majority of this phase; Tl for tharget studentvas at or above the criterion of
80% for all but one session.

Teacher 4The data for Teacher 4 illustrated a level change at the start of the
SM+PFB phase of the study for ttaget studenin the unexpected direction. At this
time the Teacher notified me that she could no longer implement the plan as.writte
There was a break in the data while | modified the plan, and re-trained the teacher
Following the modification of the BSP, TI for therget studenincreased to 70% and
ended the phase at 80%. TI for generalization studerat the start of this phase was at
80%, initially increasing to 100%, and then slowly decreasing to 80% at the end of the
phase.

SM. Only three teachers participated in this phase transition. The data for
Teachers 3 and 4 illustrated a slight level change from the SM+PFB phas&id the
phase, which was the desired response according to the hypotheses in this study.

Teacher 1.The data for Teacher 1 demonstrate an immediate decrease in Tl for
both thetargetandgeneralization studemwith the removal of PFB. Although the TI
increased after a few sessions, it was variable. In the last thremsesfsihis phase, the
Tl data for the target student decreased in the unexpected direction from 70% to 49%,
while thegeneralization studerd’ Tl increased from 70% to 90%.

By the end of this phase, tterget studer$ Tl was below the criterion of 80%

and | made the decision to add an additional PFB phase to see if Tl would increase back
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to the levels of the previous phase. With the introduction of the second SM+PFB phase,
there was a level change for tiaeget studenand Tl steadily increased from 60% to

90%. Thegeneralization studetst Tl decreased from 80% Tl at the start of the phase to
70% TI at the end of the phase. Comparing the second SM+PFB phase to the first, there
was less variability and BSP implementation took fewer sessions to 80% TI.

Teacher 3.The data for Teacher 3 showed no level change with the transition to
the SM phase, and stable rates of Tl were maintained between 76% and 90% for both the
targetand thegeneralization studentkiiroughout the phase with Tl data slightly lower
for thegeneralization studentT] for thetarget studenstayed between 80% and 90%
and TI for thegeneralization studenalthough slightly lower, stayed between 75% and
86%.

Teacher 4.TI was maintained for thiarget studentor four sessions at > 80%

and was maintained for tlgeneralization studeriietween 80% and 90%.
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Table 2

TI Averages for all Phases for Target (T) and Gatieation (G) Students Across Teachers

Baseline SM SM+PFB SM MEPFB

T G T G T G T G T G
Participants M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r
Teacherl 316) 39(24) -.04 36 (17) 38(13) .73 64 (20) 66(32) .80 71(11) 85(8) -.37 79 (10) 74(17) -.30
Teacher2 3916) 78(14) .53 87(12) 88(9) .31 - - - - - = - N
Teacher3 6q1l7) 54(23) .81 74(9) 73(10) .71 90(5) 88(9) .06 89(4) 84(4) .41 e
Teacher4 4q16) 78(14) .66 74(3) 87(10) -.20 83(6) 92(6) -.31 85(4) 92(5) .54 - - = - -

Note: Dash are inserted in the columns for phasegich each respective teacher did not participate
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Figure 1. Tl fotargetandgeneralization studergcross teachers.



105

Generalization of BSP Training

Below are the results from Figure 1, with each tier represented individually
order to identify the strength of the relationship betweetaitgetand thegeneralization
studens, | calculated the correlation betwedarget studen®| andgeneralization student
Tl for each phase. (See Table 2, p. 103, for the descriptive statistics.)

Teacher 1 During the baseline, (See Figure 2, p. 107), although both dependent
variables show a decreasing trend, there was no correlation betweem thef4j. For
the SM phase however, the data have a very similar pattern with the exceptissiai se
17 ¢ =.73). This pattern continued to the SM+PFB condition .80). However data
from the last three sessions broke this pattern; astbet studeris behavior decreased,
thegeneralization studeist behavior increased, each of them 20% in the opposite
direction. This inverse relationship is evidenced in the correlation coefficient37).
With the final replication of the SM+PFB phase, the relationship betweeartetand
generalization studetst data also diminished € -.30); however, Tl was high and

reached criterion levels.
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Figure 2: Teacher 1 Tl fararget studenandGeneralization student
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Teacher 2. During the baseline condition for Teacher 2 (See Figure 3, p. 106),
there appeared to be a slight relationship between the two data paths and the phases.
During baseline, here was high variability, with taeget studeri$ Tl ranging from O-
50% and thgeneralization studest Tl ranging 50% to 100% with a correlationrof
.53, showing that there was relationship between these two dependent variables. With the
introduction of the SM phase, there existed a weaker relationship between thesdriabl

=.31). However, there are sessions when the data rise and fall together.
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Figure 3: Teacher 2 Tl Data féarget studenandGeneralization student

Teacher 3. During the baseline condition for Teacher 3 (See Figure 4, p. 107), Tl
data for thearget studenand thegeneralization studerfollow a similar pattern and had
a correlation of = .81. The correlation between generalization and target student’s data
was .71 for the SM phase but was only .06 for the SM+PFB phase, which is likely due to
the high Tl performance of the teacher. The replication of the SM yieldededation

of .41 suggesting that the data were less variable while still reachingparite
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Teacher 4. During baseline for Teacher 4 (See Figure 5, p. 108), there appeared
to be a strong relationship between the two data pathss6). There was some
variability for Tl for each student, but the pattern of responding was similérboth
paths initially over 80%, then decreasing substantigiyéralization studertata 90%
to 20% andarget studentata from 90% to 30%). Following this decrease, both data
paths stayed within the same range for seven sessions before they slighdlyeid @ed
leveled off. Inthe SM phase, a weaker and negative correlation existe®0).
However, the data for the first four sessions followed a similar pattern and tiesalet
paths increased. There were two sessions fayeheralization studemhere Tl
decreased (i.e. sessions 31 and 32) away from the pathtafghestudent With the

introduction of the SM replication, a stronger correlation emenged34)
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Relationship of Tl and OTB

Target students.In this section | analyze the relationship between the Tl and
OTB fortarget studers. (See Table 3, p. 110, for the descriptive statistics.)

Teacher 1. For teacher 1, tharget studen©OTB followed the path for the TI
percentage of the teacher (See Figure 6, p. 109). The correlations of Tl to OTBtlaeros
phases for Teacher 1 are as follows: baselire-(10), SM ( =1.00), SM+PFBr(= .50),

SM (r =.82), and SM+PFBr (= .79). During baseline, with the first day of

implementation of the BSP, OTB increased from 30% to 50%. Following this initial
increase in OTB, there was a peak at 100% OTB and then OTB decreased agds towa
the end of the session. Following SM training and with the introduction of the SM phase,
there was an initial increase in Tl and OTB. During the SM+PFB phased TDaB

followed a similar pattern. In addition, on days when Tl decreased abrupHio(se23

and 29) OTB also abruptly decreased. With the replication of the SM phase, as Tl
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increased, OTB percentages increased. OTB data and Tl data continued s imceea

similar pattern for the final SM+PFB phase.
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Figure 6:Target studenT| Compared to OTB for Teacher 1
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Table 3

Means and Correlations for Tl and for Target Studehcross Phases

Baseline SM SM+PFB SM MSPFB

T  OTB TI OB TI  OTB TI  OTB TI  OTB
Participants M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r
Teacherl  316) 78(18) -.10 37(17) 68(29) 1 64 (20) 81(9) .50 71(11) 82(14) .82 79 (10) 80(14) .79
Teacher2  3916) 71(17) .60 87 (12) 90(10) .64 e - -
Teacher3  6@l7) 74(15) .21 74(9) 73(20) .55 90(5) 89(6) .20 89(4) 85(3) .39 -
Teacher4  4§17) 68(14) .61 74(3) 71(4) -.20 83(6) 53(18) -.31 85(4) 69(2) .54 e e

Note: Dash are inserted in the columns for phas@gich each respective teacher did not participate
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Teacher 2. The correlations for Tl to OTB across the phases for Teacher 2 were
as follows: baseling (= .60), and SMr(= .64). (See Figure 7, p. 111). During the
baseline phase, with the initial implementation of the BSP, OTB increased®@%nto
70%. Following this initial increase in OTB, there was a peak at 100% OTB and then
OTB started to decrease again towards the end of the session. During sessions 11-13,
when Tl was quickly decreased from 50% to 0% over three sessions, OTB also made a
50% drop over those same three sessions. Similarly, as Tl increased 40% duraxg the n
session, OTB also increased substantially. In the SM condition, there wasahn init
increase in Tl from 42% to 52% and an initial increase for OTB from 53% to 71%. For
the first 15 sessions of the SM phase, both Tl and OTB data were variable before both
data paths stabilized 15 sessions into the phase.
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Teacher 3. The correlations of Tl to OTB across the phases for Teacher 3 are as
follows: baselinen(=.21), SM ( = .55), SM+PFBr(= .50), SM ( = .20) and SM+PFB
(r =.39). (See Figure 8, p. 112). During baseline, there was a 50% level change in the
target studens OTB. With the first day of implementation, OTB increased 50% from
having no plan. With the introduction of the SM phase, there was an initial increase in
both Tl and OTB at similar rates from 60% to 80% for Tl and 70% to 90% for OTB. In
the SM+PFB phase, Tl and OTB both substantially improved 30%. Following this
increase, both dependent variables were stable varying less than 10% across the 10

sessions in this phase. This pattern and 10% variation continued in the replication of the

SM phase.
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Teacher 4. For teacher 4, tharget studen©OTB closely followed the TI. (See
Figure 9, p. 113). The correlations of Tl to OTB for Teacher 4 across phaseswere a

follows: baselinen(=.61), SM ( = -.20), SM+PFB1(= -.31), and SMr(= .54). With
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the start of baseline, OTB increased substantially from 21% to 80%, followed by a
variable decrease at a similar rate for both dependent variables. DerifBithhase,
there was an initial increase in Tl and OTB, and both data paths remaihedtédalte

with a range of 60% to 72% for OTB and 65% to 85% for TI. With the introduction of
the SM+PFB phase, Tl and OTB increased together. With the replication of the SM
phase, the student’s OTB percentages and the Tl remained at approximagaip¢he

levels as the SM+PFB phase and stabilized.
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Generalization students. In this section | analyze the relationship between the
Tl and OTB forgeneralization studest (See Table 4, p. 115, for the descriptive
statistics.)

Teacher 1. For teacher 1, thgeneralization studer®@TB closely followed the
path for the TI (See Figure 10, p. 114). The correlations of Tl to OTB across tles phas
for Teacher 1 are as follows: baseline=(-.88), SM ( = .75), SM+PFBK(=.72), SM (

= .66) and SM+PFBr(= .93). With the exception of baseline (during which the data



114

appeared to have an inverse relationship), there was a strong correlation betamen T
OTB. Dips in the data on certain sessions also support this conclusion (e.g. session 27
and 52 where both Tl and OTB substantially decrease). During the SM condition, Tl and
OTB both followed the same pattern, starting low at the start of the phase, and quickly
improving together. During the SM+PFB phase, the pattern continued with Tl and OTB
strongly correlated. During session 27 there was a substantial decreageTihdnd

OTB by 50%, followed by an increase of greater than 50% the next session. With the
replication of the SM phase, Tl and OTB followed the same pattern and remainéyl close
correlated. During the replication of the SM+PFB phase (which was imctigeto the

lack of Tl for thetarget studentthe pattern continued with the OTB of the student was

correlating strongly with the Tl of the teacher.
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Table 4

Means and Correlations for Tl and for Generalizati®tudents Across Phases

Baseline SM SM+PFB SM MSPFB
T  OTB TI OB TI  OTB TI  OTB TI  OTB
Participants M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r M (SD) M (SD) r

Teacherl  3924) 85(11) -.88 38(13) 56(19) .75 66 (32) 68(24) .72 85(8) 85(5) .66 74 (17) 79(14) .93
Teacher2  7§14) 97(5) .22 88(9) 95(4) -.16 - e - e -
Teacher3 ~ 5423) 84(13) .43 73(10) 79(12) .05 88(9) 96(4) .57 84(4) T7(4) .41 e -
Teacher4  5329) 87(5) .04 87 (10) 95(5) .10 92(5) 99(2) .59 92(5) 99(2) .81 e

Note: Dash are inserted in the columns for phas@gich each respective teacher did not participate
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Teacher 2. For teacher 2, thgeneralization studer®TB improved substantially
following the implementation of the BSP (See Figure 11, p. 116). Although there did not
appear to be a strong correlation between these two variables, the Tl da¢atéacher
was above 75% for the majority of the baseline and SM condition, which may have been
enough TI to support this students OTB. The correlations of Tl to OTB across the phases
for Teacher 2 were as follows: baseline=(.22) and SMr(= -.16). During baseline,

Teacher 2 had near target levels of Tl forghaeralization studerior the first five

sessions followed by variability in her implementation; however the studentamnaitht
OTB between 90% and 100% for the majority of the phase. Following SM training and
with the introduction of the SM condition, Tl was variable for the first 10 sessions;
however OTB was fairly stable and continued to remain at high rates fdutthigon of

the phase. As compared to the Tl and OTB data from this same teacher and the
generalization studenthe same weaving pattern existed towards the end of the phase,

with Tl slightly increasing as OTB decreased.

p iMoPleniBaseline AT
2 100 i oo W
Q 1 a |
< | b , ||
g FLY 8 Percent an
= &0 " L ? task Behawior
o B
— ¥ I Percent
hS) a0 4 o Tl] Treatment
() | Integrity
=y ‘ p o |
© 30 E
c m : ‘|||I
8 20 g i
= ; E ]
(] | E
& 10 tl Teacher 2
]
1 3 5 F % 11 13 15 175 19 21 23 25 2F 29 31 33 35 34 39 41 43 45 47 49 51 53

Sessions

Figure 11:Generalization studenfl Compared to OTB for Teacher 2



117

Teacher 3. For Teacher 3, OTB and TI correlated during basetire.43) with a
weaker correlation emerging during the SM phase.(05), and an improvement again in
the correlation for the SM+PFB phase=(.57) and SM phase € .44). (See Figure 12,

p. 117). During baseline, tlyeneralization studeritad variable OTB prior to the
implementation of the plan, and this pattern continued through the study, as he
occasionally was on task 100% of the time, with periods of variable and inconsistent
behavior. This is evident in the first two phases, where the correlation is w¥diker.

the implementation of the SM phase, even though TI stabilized, OTB for the

generalization studergppeared to be still quite variable, and finally decreased towards

the end of this phase. With the implementation of the SM+PFB phase, OTB and Tl both
improved by over 20% and had stronger correlatihth the replication of the SM

phase, although both Tl and OTB both decreased, they had a stronger correlation than the

SM+PFB phase and stable rates of responding.
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Teacher 4. For Teacher 4, thgeneralization student®TB initially had a
weaker correlation with T1, however with the addition of each phase, Tl improved (See
Figure 13, p. 118). The correlations of Tl to OTB for Teacher 4 across phases were as
follows: baseliner(=.04), SM ( = .10), SM+PFB1(= .59), and SMr(= .81). During
baseline, the student demonstrated variable OTB within this phase; however,dhe TI f
this teacher was also inconsistent that may account for the suddenly varipbieneg
of the student. As the baseline phase continued, Tl substantially dropped, as did student
OTB, and then began a steady incline towards the end of the baseline session. Along
with this steady incline of Tl, OTB improved as well (See Figure 15). Withténeos
the SM condition, Tl substantially improved, although it became more variabledtowar
the end of the phase. With this increase in variability, OTB also becamealglss st
Both OTB and Tl again increased at the end of the phA&th the addition of PFB, Tl
stabilized, as did student OTB with a higher correlation between the two vatiade
correlations during baseline and SM. With the replication of the SM phase, OTB and TI

were both very stable and highly correlated.
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Social Validity

The IRP-15 assessed treatment acceptability for both SM and SM+PHRB8rwas
each teacher participant. Table 5 (p. 119) displays the findings for both interventions
across participants. The range of scores for SM is 4.67 to 5.53 and for SM+PFB is 5.6 to
5.67. For both interventions, scores indicate that the intervention was acceptable:
however, it appeared from the results of the IRP-15 that participants spoéfityred the

SM+PFB condition to the SM alone condition.

Table 5

Mean acceptability scores on the IRP-15

SM SM+PFB

Participants M (SD) M (SD)

Teacherl 5 (2.00) 5.6 (0.60)
Teacher2 5.53(0.74) 5.67 (0.49)
Teacher3 5.47(0.83) 5.6 (0.60)
Teacher4 4.67(1.11) 5.67 (0.62)
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CHAPTER V
Discussion
This chapter provides a summary and discussion of the results. Included is a
discussion of the limitations of the present study and suggestions for futuremesEae
purpose of this dissertation was to investigate five concerns. First, thisrstedtigated
if training teachers to self-monitor their implementation of BSPs would imprbige T
acceptable levels (80%) by comparing phases of SM to a phase of PFB phusdShi
four teachers Second, the study examined whether training teachers to self-monitor their
implementation of BSPs in addition to providing PFB would improve Tl over time
following fading of the treatment plan. This was explored through the removal REB, a
having teachers implement BSPs using only self-monitoring. Third, | investigat
treatment packages improved Tl to a BSP for which a teacher was not sfigd¢itiined
(generalization). | assessed generalization by observing the classrptamentation of
another child’s BSP for which the teacher had not received specifiazaiand
evaluating if there was an improvement of Tl for this other child’s BSP based on
feedback provided for the target child only. Fourth, | examined whether traiacigets
to self-monitor their implementation of BSPs would lead to maintenance of Tl
percentages that were higher than maintenance Tl rates achieved witing package
incorporating PFB and no SM component. | analyzed this by comparing Tl follotnang
removal of PFB to results of studies from the existing literature that didiloe &M as
part of a package to maintain Tl. Finally, this study looked at student behavilationre

to Tl to determine if as Tl improved, the OTB of theget studentvould improve.
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The results from this study are consistent with results from previous studigs ci
in my review of the literature. Consistent with the literature, BSP impithen
training was not sufficient to maintain Tl (Green & Reid, 1991; Kovaleski, et al., 1999;
Noell, Gansle, & Allison, 1999). As in these studies, all the teachers in my sttialyi
had high TI following initial BSP training, but Tl decreased substantially mvitimee
days. In order to fully examine the component of SM, | attempted to account for
confounding variables that previous studies had identified as decreasing Tl: minima
teacher participation in the BSP development (Noell et al., 2006), newness of target
behavior (Noell et al., 2005), effort involved in the implementation of the BSP @Netell
al., 2005), complex BSPs (Yeaton & Sechrest, 1981), time required to implement the
BSPs (Gresham, 1989), cost of BSP components (Gresham 1989), the need for more than
one treatment agent to implement the BSP (Gresham, 1989), and teacher disagreement
with the BSP components (Witt & Elliott, 1985). In my study, the teachers pardidipat
in the development of the BSP, had the same global training in applied behavior analysis
and ascribed to this orientation, had similar complexity of BSPs across staddreffort
required to implement the BSPs, paid no cost to purchase components to implement the
BSPs, and all BSPs required only one treatment agent for implementation.

These Tl data for thimrget studensuggested a consistent initial effect for the SM
alone condition, however, with one exception (Teacher 2), teachers did not maintain the
initial increases in Tl. Although the initial effect of SM was not mainthmeross three
of the four teachers, all four teachers maintained Tl at higher levalsther studies in
the literature report for initial training alone, implying that SM is sud¢akasimproving

TI; however, not to criterion levels (Green & Reid, 1991; Kovaleski, et al., 1999; Noell,
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Gansle, & Allison, 1999). Although their teachers did not achieve criterion levels of T
during the SM condition, some of the students’ OTB behavior improved substantially
over baseline conditions, implying sufficient efficacy of SM improvements io T
support increased OTB for these students.

For Teacher 2, the treatment phase of SM was enough to allow her to maintain
criterion levels of Tl for the duration of the study. This result may also be liniedhe
teacher’s characteristics, collaboration with her co-teacher,rmedtanagement and
organization skills (Noell et al., 2005). To my knowledge and in my review of the
literature, there have been no studies that implemented an SM alone condition without
performance feedback or ongoing training package. Richman et al. (1988) incarporate
SM as part of a treatment package for teachers, however, weekly supervisimgsnee
were also part of the study’s SM condition, which differs from this study thatdewio
supervision or weekly feedback. Teacher’'s 2’s positive response to the SMaronditi
may be related to motivation to implement the BSP, which has been discussed in the
literature (Gresham, 1989; Ysseldyke, et al., 1983). Teacher 2 appeared mhddivate
implement the plan and also evidenced a tendency to graph her own data. In addition,
Teacher 2 was the only teacher in the study to work with a co-teacher who wasynot
certified in general education, but also certified in special education. &fisave been
a confound that led to higher TI. Gresham (1989) found that lack of access to support
and services negatively influenced Tl. Teacher 2, with a fellow certifieda$pec
education teacher in her classroom, may have accessed support from helneo-teac
leading to higher rates of Tl. Additionally, Teacher 2 had the most yearparience of

the four teachers and may have had more experience with some of the BSP components
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in addition to higher fluency with implementation of the curriculum, and as a result her
skills in multi-tasking were greater.

When PFB was added to SM, Tl improved to criterion and was maintained for
three of three teachers (as one of the teachers had never entered the PFBseM pha
which is consistent with the literature and supports the need for PFB in ordeirto atta
criterion levels of Tl (Jones et al., 2000: Mortenson & Witt, 1998: Noell et al., 2000).

When PFB was removed, two of the three teachers participating in the SM+PFB
phase maintained TI at criterion levels. These data show promise for theSMeasfa
component to aid in maintaining criterion levels of Tl, as current research réadyts
with the removal of PFB, Tl decreases drastically (Mortenson & Witt, 1998\ étad.,
2002; Noelle et al., 1997; Noell et al., 2000; Witt et al., 1997), and in some cases TI
substantially decreases to baseline levels (Noell et al., 1997). For tweothfel
teachers participating in this phase of my study, | did not observe these sabstant
decreases; additionally, none of the three teachers decreased Tl to bagelme |

One of the three teachers who patrticipated in the SM+PFB phase of the study did
not maintain criterion levels of Tl following the removal of PFB, and requirediRFB
order to perform the treatment plan consistently at criterion levels of Tlvartegion in
teacher response to Tl interventions is also a consistent finding in the litenaduneay
be linked to teacher characteristics (Burgio et al., 1983). A factor that may ha
impacted Teacher 1's response to the SM intervention, necessitating an aldolitasea
of PFB, was a multi-tasking skill deficit. Noell et al. (2005) reported that meailtipl
demands on a teacher and poor multi-tasking skills are confounds that negativety impac

TI. During this study, Teacher 1's classroom appeared less organized antibhedex
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less fluency not only with the implementation of the BSP, but with implementation of the
academic curriculum as well.

These data do suggest that SM might be useful for fading support, as two out of
the three teachers who required PFB and patrticipated in the PFB+SM phase save abl
successfully maintain high levels of performance subsequently. As discussadrearl
this section, maintenance of criterion levels of Tl following the removal Bfwé&s
poor. While many studies reported the use of the fading of PFB procedures, | found a
lack of follow up for teachers’ responses to these fading procedures. Digennaro (2005)
reported the use of dynamic fading of PFB, however, she did not report on the results of
the dynamic fading procedure. Noell et al. (2000) attempted to follow up on a fading
procedure for PFB; however, the follow up only included one out the five teachers in the
study, which limits the generalizability of the findings. Thus, it is not possble t
compare my findings to those of other studies that incorporated PFB fading procedures
using SM.

SM Training as an Accommodation to Improve Tl

The first hypothesis of this study investigated if training teacherdftmeaitor
their own BSP implementation would improve Tl to criterion levels (80%). Itaappe
that while training teachers to self-monitor their own implementation &sBSa useful
component to add to BSP implementation and behavior consultation, this alone was not
sufficient to allow them to reach and then maintain acceptable levels of TI.

SM in Combination with PFB to Maintain Tl
The second hypothesis of this study sought to investigate if training te&xhers

self-monitor their behavior would improve the maintenance of Tl following a period of
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PFB. Based on the results of this study, it appears that SM did lead to greater
maintenance of Tl once PFB was no longer provided for two of the three teachers who
participated in the SM+PFB phase.
Generalization of Training

The third hypothesis of this study examined the effects of geneiatizdtskills
for one student’s BSP implementation to another student’s BSP for which the t@ashe
not specifically trained. In my review of the literature, | did not idenggearch that
examined the generalization effects of training. It appeared thahellees were able to
generalize feedback to other student BSPs for which they had not received specific
training; however, this was not true for all student-teacher dyads and wewisaim
inconsistent across phases. For example, in some instances, it seems that tlee opposit
was true: teachers strived to improve their Tl fortdrget studenfor whom they
received feedback, and neglected the plan of#meralization studentHowever, it was
not clear from the results, if in those instances when generalization was nongppare
lack of teacher BSP implementation with another student was a generaligatie or a
concern with multi-tasking. For example, Teacher 1, who also needed an additional
phase of PFB, displayed variable Tl, on some days showing high levels of Tl for the
target studentand high levels of Tl for thgeneralization studentThis implies that the
skill of BSP implementation was present; however implementing both BSPs with
integrity was more challenging for her. Therefore, it's possible liea¢ twvas some
generalization, even though it was not represented in the data for Teacher 1.

Generalization of training was evident in the data of the other three teachers.
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For all the teachers, as Tl increased fortéinget studentit also improved for the
generalization studerats well, which supports one of the hypotheses of the study that
training and feedback given for one student will generalize to other studemtsmiiar
support plans in the classroom. This is consistent with few exceptions acrossedl pha
and levels of the MLB. As discussed earlier, for Teacher 1, this findingilarswmith
exceptions on certain days of the study where there appeared to be an inversshigla
between TI for théargetandgeneralization student.

It is important to note that each teachésigietandgeneralizatiorstudents
evidenced similar functions for their problem behavior (e.g., escape from@meferred
activity). This finding has implications for training teachers as welks&ldata support
that the teachers in this study did in fact generalize BSP implementation to the
generalization studerdn whose BSP they did not receive SM training and PFB. The
generalization students’ behavior exhibited functions similéargpet students’
behaviors. Therefore, the implication is that teachers need less ttamrayide BSPs
for students whose problem behaviors serve similar functions. Training with regard t
one student’s behavior may be sufficient to allow a teacher to address the behavior
another student. This can make the training and consultation process more cbgeeffe
as well. This positive finding can also be seen as a limitation in the study, ééddaus
unclear if similar generalization would occur with students who exhibit @moblehavior
for different functions. Future research should examine whether SM and PFBuan res
in generalization of BSP implementation for students who exhibit problem behavior for

different functions.
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SM as an Accommodation to Increase Maintenance of Tl

Another hypothesis of this study was to investigate if the inclusion of SM would
lead to higher levels of maintenance of TI compared to results of PFB packdges in t
literature that did not include an SM component. Based on the literature review, it
appeared that SM would be a promising component to include in behavior consultation to
increase Tl of BSP implementation (Burgio et al., 1983; Petscher & Ba0ew,
Richman et al., 1988). It appears that the use of SM as a component served to maintain
Tl at higher levels than those reported in the literature for three out of thieéaters in
this study.
The Relationship Between Tl and OTB

The final hypothesis of this study was to investigate the relationship lmetwee
and students’ OTB. The data show that Tl and OTB were highly correlated, which is
consistent with research reviewed. This finding further supports the need tskstabl
high levels of Tl in order to support children’s appropriate behavior in addition to
identifying effective BSPs. A consistent pattern across all dyads waspinovement of
OTB for all students in the baseline phase, directly following initial B&Rihg alone.
This was most likely due to Tl also being higher for the first three sessidms of t
baseline. However, even when Tl decreased, student OTB did not return to levels
observed prior to the baseline condition, indicating that less than criterion le\i¢ls of
may have a positive impact on student behavior, although it is clear from thedeatata t
higher Tl is correlated with higher OTB.

An interesting pattern observed in the OTB data compared to the Tl data was a

weaving pattern: as OTB improved, within a few sessions, Tl often decreased.
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Following several more sessions, OTB would decrease and teachers would respond by
improving TI. This pattern was evident across all four dyads. It is possibledchers
witnessed improvement in student behavior anecdotally and relaxed their imggoment
of the plan. Similarly, when they saw a decrease in student OTB, they improved thei
implementation of the plan in order to improve student behavior. This could have
implications for the organization of BSPs to support appropriate fading. It iblposs
that teachers perceive components of BSPs with an all-or-nothing perspetiise. T
could lead to teachers eliminating a component of a plan completely ratherdiman fa
the component.
Social Validity
Although the results from the comparison of the teacher scores on the IRP-15 are

small, teachers did rate the SM+PFB condition as slightly more preferrethth&M
condition. This could have been due to the additional support they received during the
SM+PFB condition. This finding is interesting, as previous research has found that
teachers may in fact perceive consultation as aversive and prefer to avo@ahiaro
et al., 2005).
Limitations and Implications for Future Research

The current study has some limitations that future research should ad€iresd.
did not assess teacher specific variables and characteristics duringitbe af this
study. Teacher characteristics may have impacted teacher Tl and esgptires
treatment phases. | identified several teacher characteristichewaurse of this study
that may have influenced results. One variable was teacher experienceof$loene

teachers in the study had more experience with the plans and with the curricuking, ma
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it easier to implement the BSP with higher TI. This appeared to be the thSeacher
2.

Other variables that may have influenced results are organizational and mult
tasking skills. There were differences in the implementation of the skills, ared som
teachers exhibited the ability to handle multiple demands, while other teapipeaed
overwhelmed with multiple demands, which others have also identified in theuligerat
(Noell et al., 2006). These skills may have implications for future training in both
behavior consultation and teacher preparation programs. Training in organaradi
multi-tasking may have generalizable positive effects on Tl without sp&$iP
training. Future research should examine teacher training in classroonzatigani
time-management, and multi-tasking to identify the effect of this tiquomTIl. Teacher
experience may also have implications for initial intervention methods. Borpg, a
teacher with more experience may have a first line of Tl support asraaeliring
procedure, decreasing the level of time and support that a school psychologist arbehavi
consultant would need to provide, thus making the consultation more cost-efficient.

A second limitation of this study was the setting. All the teachers isttdy were
in CTT classrooms that had specific characteristics that may havetauphe results
and limit generalization of findings. For example, all of the classrooms hadduleets,
which may have been an easier model in which to implement BSPs, as opposed to
teachers in inclusion classrooms that do not have additional support in the class.
Additionally, all the classrooms had fewer students than typical classrodhis ags an
aspect of this CTT model. For example, the kindergarten class in this studggT&nc

had 12 students in the classroom, compared to the neighboring CTT class in the same
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school that had 22 students in the class. Fewer students in the class may havd impacte
Tl as the teachers in this study had fewer demands placed on them from thedasaller
size, a confound that others have discussed in the literature (Noell et al., 2G0&nGre
1989). Future research should explore the use of SM as a fading procedure for PFB for
classrooms that may have less teacher support and/or larger class size

Also, related to setting, was the level of training and support of the co-teacher
Although teacher specific characteristics affected TI, likewisegstal¢raining and
support of the co-teacher, which could limit generalization of findings fromttidy.s
Future research should examine the impact of co-teaching relationships on T¢odltis
also impact teacher training programs (e.g., to include specific coursework
collaborative relationships and interpersonal skills) and behavior consultaggride.
include general education teachers in the training and place responsibiliyRor B
implementation on both teachers as opposed to making it the responsibility of the specia
education teacher alone).

A third limitation of this study was the variation in the grades the eachee
taught. The teachers in this study each taught a different grade resultarging
demands of the teachers. For example, Teacher 4 taught in a third grademclaasd
was responsible for state assessments, which may have added respessibditi
impacted her TI. Future research should examine characteristics cértiffeade levels
and their impact on TI.

A fourth limitation of this study was reactivity. Although | made effastBrhit
reactivity by randomizing observation sessions and observing from a renaiterian

the classroom, my presence in the classroom was evident and may have confounded the
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results of the study and limited the generalizations of SM as a fading combpone
Additionally, although SM was self-directed, | required the teachers to sthmriiv

data sheets at the end of the day, making SM less self-directed and indepemdaribtha
self-monitoring. Future research should explore SM as a fading component for BSP
without this additional supervision component. This would identify if the self-mamgfori
alone accounts for Tl effectiveness or if self-monitoring with a checkbstthe teacher
must submit to an outside observer results in better TI.

Although the positive correlation of OTB and Tl was a strength in this study, it
could also be a fifth limitation. For each student, the investigator conducted a thorough
FBA to assess the student’s problem behavior, and the investigator outliSéithd®
included modifications to the environment, instructional strategies to teaplaeement
behavior, and guidelines to respond to problem behavior. It is unclear how the FBA and
BSP completed by a certified behavior analyst with over 10 years exgeedenfounds
the results. The studies reviewed in the literature did not specify whethewdfBAs
were completed for children with problem behavior. It is possible that the lB&HSN
this study were more accurate than those used in other studies in addressurdgtite’ st
behavioral needs, which may have led to high correlations of OTB and Tl in the current
study. Future research should examine level of expertise and experience ioidiaa cl
completing the FBAs and BSPs as a possible confounding variable.

A final limitation of this study was the lack of information on the accuraclgeof
SM implementation. In this study, | did not collect information to calculate the
percentage of Tl data from the teachers’ SM checklists. | only exdramexdotal notes,

and it is therefore unclear how accurate self-monitoring effects Tl fBsB&uture
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studies should look at the relationship between SM accuracy and OTB.

In addition to limitations, there are several implications of the resolts this
study that can inform future interventions and research. One observation @lated t
positive student response as a detriment to teacher Tl, which resulted in mgweavi
pattern of the Tl and OTB data paths. One of the implications of the weaving pattern
between Tl and OTB in the current data is that teachers’ TI may decline ien t
students’ behavior improves. Readers should note that there was a time laapbetwe
improved OTB and decreased Tl. Thus, teachers’ Tl did not decline immedittely a
their students’ behavior improved. This suggests that either they did not recognize
immediately that students’ OTB improved or they observed this improvement fite a lit
while, perhaps to satisfy themselves that it was “real”, before theyaedieir T1. This
time-lagged weaving of OTB and Tl is an interesting finding that othersashoul
investigate to determine if it was unique to this study or represents a moral gene
pattern. If it is a general phenomenon across studies, it has implicatioeadioet
training.

Another factor that warrants further research is the use of 80% as the gold
standard for Tl. The data presented here indicate that students’ OTB increased
substantially, even when Tl was below 80%. It is worth exploring whether drigot i
necessary to meet or exceed 80% TI to achieve clinically significanivpagianges in
student behavior. If this study had not use 80% as the standard for target levehef TI, t
findings may have differed. For example, three of the four teachers achieked B&P

TIl, and their students exhibited increased OTB within the SM conditionloWexr



133

standard were deemed appropriate for Tl, the SM condition may have beenreahaide
successful strategy thereby averting the need for time-consumingsthdRFB.

Behavior improvement may also account for the sudden drop in Tl during baseline
levels of all the studies that | reviewed. Across all studies, Tl wadlinhigh, and then
decreased to levels between 20-50%. In this current study, OTB was also atehgedi
impacted by the implementation of the BSP. This pattern of positive student response
may be one of the factors that cause Tl to decrease substantially duringeldasels

following initial BSP training.



134

A. Introduction letter for teachers
Dear Teachers, Assistants, and Related Service Providers

My name is Angela Mouzakitis. | am a doctoral student in the Ph.D. Educational
PsychologyProgram at The Graduate Center of the City University of New York
(CUNY). I am conducting a study looking at how direct service providers respond to
feedback based on work performance in the implementation of behavior support plans. |
am inviting you to participate in this research study. Involvement in the study
voluntary, so you may choose not to participate.

As part of this study, | will compare staff responses to performance-base
feedback, to staff responses using self-monitoring to provide their own feedback. This
feedback will target the proper implementation of behavior support plans. This
investigation will help to identify the best way to monitor behavior support plan
implementation. This will also support the success of your students.

Teachers, assistants and related service providers interested in thishstuldly
identify one student that they would like feedback and support in the implementation of
that student’s behavior support plan. The study will then focus on this teacher-student
dyad. In addition, each provider interested in participating in this study should work in a
classroom that has at least two students that require behavior support to function in the
classroom.

The benefits of this research are that you will be helping to provide a model for
monitoring appropriate implementation of behavior support plans and bettering
educational progress of students. It will also directly help you, as it candwelfeyelop
your skills as an educator. Furthermore, it is assumed that proper behavior support pla
implementation in your classroom will lead to fewer disruptive behaviors.

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. Individuals who agree to
participate in the study, but later change their minds, will be allowed to discontinue
participation without penalty. All information gathered during the course otuldg s
will be kept completely confidential. No identifying information will be used &ed t
results of the observations will be locked in a filing cabinet only accessille to t
investigator. The results of this study may be published but no identifying infomaédt
the participants or children involved will be included.

If you are interested in participating in this study, please contact thtigmater,
Angela Mouzakitis ahngela.mouzakitis@gmail.coar by phone at 718-564-5220. If
you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study, you @at cont
Kay Powell, IRB Administrator, The Graduate Center, CUNY, (212) 817-7525,
kpowel@gc.cuny.edu

Thank you very much for your time and consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Angela Mouzakitis, Doctoral Student
CUNY Graduate Center.
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B. Consent form for teachers

Informed Consent for Teachers and Related Service Providers

My name is Angela Mouzakitis and | am a doctoral student in the Ph.D. program
at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY) and timeipte
investigator in a study entitled, The Effects of Self-Monitoring Paird Rerformance
Feedback on the Treatment Integrity of Behavior Support Plan Implementatien. Thi
study is investigating teacher behavior and the implementation of student behavior
support plans. | am inviting you to participate in this research study. Involvemitet i
study is voluntary, so you may choose not to participate.

As part of this study, | will compare the effects of providing feedback tocgervi
providers based on performance, to teaching service providers to self-monitor their
behavior and provide their own feedback the proper implementation of behavior support
plans. This information will help identify the most efficient way to ensureythat
students’ behavior support plans are meeting their needs. The results of thisilstudy w
provide insight as to the type of feedback that direct service providers respotial to wi
greater success. This in turn supports the success of your students.

Teachers, assistants and related service providers interested in thiwitudy
identify one student that they would like feedback and support in the implementation of
that student’s behavior support plan. The study will then focus on this teacher-student
dyad. Four teachers, assistants, and related service providers will beddogé¢his
study.

The study involves several parts. The first part is a baseline condition, which wil
identify the current level of plan implementation. Next, each participahbeirained in
the implementation of thiarget studeri$ behavior support plan. This training will
continue until the implementation of the plan is 100%. The investigator will continue to
observe you several times a week. After two weeks, the observations ludlarspecific
feedback provided in a written format and will be left in your mailbox.

The duration of this study will be variable, but is anticipated to last until the end
of the school year, June 23, 2008. There will be no additional responsibilities requiring
you to come in early or stay after school later than usual as a resulticipp#on in this
study.

The benefits of this research are that you will be helping to understand the most
effective way to provide feedback regarding the proper implementation of adreha
support plan. Additionally, students can be ensured proper behavior support plan
implementation. There are no identified risks of participating in this study, and no
foreseen inconvenience to you. Each child’s services and programs will not be modified
or interrupted in any way as a result of participation in this study. All irdtom will be
kept strictly confidential. Your name will not be used and the results of thig willdbe
kept in a locked filing cabinet accessible only to the investigator. The restltis sfudy
may be published but no identifying information from you will be included.

If you no longer wish to continue, you have the right to withdraw from the study,
without penalty, at any time.
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If you have any questions about this project please call me at (718) 564-5220 or
email me aangela.mouzakitis@gmail.confou can also contact my dissertation
supervisor, Georgiana Tryon, Ph.D., by email at gtryon@gc.cuny.edu. If you have any
guestions about the rights of your student as a participant in this study you cah conta
Kay Powell, IRB Administrator, The Graduate Center, CUNY, (212) 817-7525,
kpowell@gc.cuny.edu

If you wish to participate, please sign this form and return it in the enclosed
envelope. After receiving your permission you will be contacted by the inatstigp
review the process and to agree upon observation times.

| wish to participate in this research study.

Signature of Participant Date

Signature of Principal Investigator Date
Angela Mouzakitis
CUNY Graduate Center - Doctoral Student

U I wish to receive a copy of the findings of this study (please check).
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C. Introduction letter for Parents
Dear Parent(s) or Guardian(s),

My name is Angela Mouzakitis. | am a doctoral student in the Ph.D. Educational
PsychologyProgram at The Graduate Center, City University of New York (CUNY)
am interested in finding the best way to give direct care staff trainfagmation when
working with children with disabilities. | am conducting a study that will lotogtaff
behavior. | will try to identify the type of training staff members resportattter. While
| observe staff members, your child will be observed also. | am inviting youttoipate
in this study. Involvement in the study is completely voluntary, so you may chooge not t
participate.

You and your child can withdraw from this study at any time without penalty.
Any names and information | collect during these observations will be keptgrour
child’s name will not appear anywhere in this study. All materials cellieict this study
will be locked in a filing cabinet. The results of this study may be published inr@jour
but information about your child and your child’s school will be kept private.

If you are interested in having your child participate, please completttdobed
parent consent formif you have any questions please contact me by e-mail Angela
Mouzakitis atangela.mouzakitis@gmail.coar by phone at 718-564-5220. You may
also contact my dissertation supervisor, Georgiana Tryon, Ph.D., by phone at 212-817-
8285 or by email at gtryon@gc.cuny.edu. If you have any questions about teefight
your child as a participant in this study you can contact Kay Powell AdRBinistrator,

The Graduate Center, CUNY, (212) 817-758%well@gc.cuny.edu

Thank you very much for your time and consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Angela Mouzakitis, Doctoral Student
CUNY Graduate Center.
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D. Consent letter for Parents

My name is Angela Mouzakitis. | am a doctoral student in the Educational
Psychology Ph.D. program at the Graduate Center of the City University of NiwIY
am conducting a study that will look at staff behavior. In this study, | will beroiog
staff members as they implement student behavior support plans. | am invitingdyou a
your child to participate in this
study. Involvement in the study is voluntary, so you may choose not to participate.

This study has several steps. First, staff will be observed working edth y
child. After they are observed, staff will be given training. Staff will tw to be
observed until they are implementing the behavior support plan accurately. Finally,
different methods of providing feedback will be tried in order to identify the method tha
staff members respond to best. It is anticipated that the study will cofdm2Zienonths.
Five students will be targeted for this study.

A benefit of this study is that you can help staff trainers identify the lagstav
provide training to staff members. Another benefit is that you can help firay sow
ensure that behavior support plans are implemented correctly. There are nedlentif
risks of participating in this study. Your child’s services and programs wilb@ot
changed as a result of this study. All information will be kept private. Hudtseof this
study will be kept in a locked filing cabinet. The results of this study mayblshed,
but all names and school information will be kept private. If you and your child no longer
wish to continue, you have the right to withdraw from the study at any time.

If you have any questions please call me at (718) 564-5220 or email me at
angela.mouzakitis@gmail.confou can also contact my dissertation supervisor, Robin
Codding, Ph.D., at 212-817-8285 or by email at gtryon@gc.cuny.edu. If you have any
guestions about the rights of your child as a participant in this study you can ¢Gyact
Powell, IRB Administrator, The Graduate Center, CUNY, (212) 817-7525,
kpowell@gc.cuny.edu
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If you wish to have your child participate, please sign this form and return it in the
attached envelope. Children participating in the study will be asked to asdeant to t
additional observations as well. As some of the children have limited verbal efills a
may not be able to communicate their discomfort, their behavior will be closely
monitored for signs of distress. If your child appears uncomfortable due to theraaldit
observation, observation will stop immediately. Your child will not participate youl
and your child provide permission.

| wish to participate and provide permission for my child,
, to participate in this study.

Signature of Parent(s) or Guardian(s) Date

Signature of Principal Investigator Date
Angela Mouzakitis
CUNY Graduate Center - Doctoral Student

U I wish to receive a copy of the findings of this study (please check).



E. Teacher information sheet
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Teache| Yearsof | Experience Certification and Ethnicity
r Teaching Education
Experience
1 1 CTT MS Ed. Special Ed Caucasian
Special Ed. Certification
(grades 1-6)
2 4 CTT MS Ed. Special Ed Caucasian
Special Ed. Certification
(Birth-2)
3 First year MS Ed. Special Ed Caucasian
Special Ed. Certification
(grades 1-6)
4 2 Self- MS Ed. Special Ed Caucasian
contained | Special Ed. Certification
class (grades 1-6)




141

F. Informal Functional Assessment Interview
(Additional spaces for notes have been condenstidsi\ppendix for formatting purposes)

Student’s name: Date:

Interviewees:
Interviewer:

About The Behaviors of Concern

1. Target behaviors interfering with learning and social functioning (in ofd®iority):

Approximations of:
Target Description (topography) Frequency | Duration| Intensit
Behavior y
Daily High
Weekly Medium
Monthly Low
Daily High
Weekly Medium
Monthly Low

2. If multiple behaviors are listed, do these behaviors occur togetlscrilie.
3. What has been tried to address these behaviors?

Brief Description What happened? How long was it tried?

4. What are the student’s academic, social, and other strengths?
5. What makes the student happy?
6. What makes the student unhappy?
7. What are the student’s preferred academic, social, and other a&tivities
8. What are student’s least preferred academic, social, and othéieseti
9. How do you communicate with the student?
10. How do others communicate with the student?
11. How do others interact with the student? Do they interact freely witiméx?
a. Peers?
b. Teacher assistants?
c. Siblings?
d. Parents?
e. Teacher?
12. When upset, how does the student calm him/herself?
13. What do you do to calm the student?

Physiological variables

14. Is the student taking any medications? What is the purpose of the mea@icat

15. What are the sleep patterns of the student?

16. Does the student have medical conditions that could be contributing aogistebiehavior?
17. Does the student have any sensory sensitivities?
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Environmental Variables

18a. Briefly list the student’s typical daily activities.

Typically | Problem Typically | Proble
Engaged? Behavior Engaged? m
? behavi
or?
6:00 2:00
7:00 3:00
8:00 4:00
9:00 5:00
10:00 6:00
11:00 7:00
12:00 8:00
1:00 9:00
18b. If problem behaviors were noted in the above activities, describehtre.
Problem What What What do you| How does Why do
Routine/Activity | behaviors happens right| do to stop or| he/she calm | you
typically before the interrupt the | him/herself think
occur? behavior? behavior? down? this
happens?

19. The behavior is more likely to occur:

When:

Where:

With:

During:

When the environment is: crowded/empty

20. The behavior is least likely to occur:

When:

noisy/quiet open/constricted

Where:

With:

During:

When the environment is: crowded/empty

21. How predictable is the student’s day?

noisy/quiet open/constricted

Communication function of the behavior

22. Mode of Communication

Intent

How does the student indicate:

| want attention

No!

Yes!

I’'m hungry/thirsty.

| need a break.




143

| want to be alone.
I'm frustrated

I'm hurt!

Help!

| want...

| don’t want to do it.
| want affection.

| need information.
I love you.

That's funny.
Hello.

I'm bored.

I'm scared.

I’'m happy/having
fun.

I'm sad/offended.
I’'m trying to calm
down.

23. Does student have alternative ways to meet his/her needs that appyammateunicate
their needs?

24. What is something that you predict? are sure would make the targébbebaur?

25. How can you tell the behavior is about to start?

Choice/Control Assessment

26. Can the student freely access preferred activities? What and how often?

27. Who is responsible for stopping the preferred activities?

28. What activities does the student have control of at school and at hogneliréak, eat, t.v.,
outside)

29. What opportunities for meaningful choices does the student have?

30. What meaningful relationships does the student have?

Teaching and Behavior Intervention Plan Considerations.

31. Is there currently a plan in place to address the target beha&vior(s)
32. Who implements the plan and how are they trained?

33. Does the plan include steps to teach functional communicatior? skills
34. What is the purpose/goals of the plan?

35. Is there enough support at home to implement the plan?

36. How is the plan’s implementation monitored?




Student;

G. Informal Behavior Observation Data Sheet

Date:

Time/
Activity

Observation

Comment
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H. Formal Behavior Observation Data Sheet

Target Behaviors:

145

Student:
Date/| Setting | Anteceden- | Behavior | Consequen Comment-
Time | Event— | Whatevent| —what | ce— What Any Strategies
What is | appeared to was the event relevant
happening occur target occurred | information
recently, | immediately| behavior| directly | pertinentto
during the| prior to the | observed| following the
observed| behavior (to the behavior
behavior.| set it off) behavior? | (e.g. people
in the
room,
temperatur

e, etc.)
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I. Behavior Support Plan Template

Student; Present Date:

Operational Definition of Interfering Behavior:

FBA Summary: The following variables have been identified as impacting on thet fangiglem
behavior.

Setting Events:(Describes contexts in which problem behavior is more likely to occur.)

Antecedents:(An event that occurs immediately before a behavior.)

Function: The target behaviors appear to have the functioast@ftion andescape/avoidance,
and often the behaviors appear to operate for both functions contiguously.

INTERVENTION STRATEGIES

A. Environmental Modifications

Antecedent Environmental Modification

B. Teaching Strategies The following have been identified to teach appropriate ské.

Skill area Teaching strategies & methodologies

C. Reactive Strategies —

Behavior Response Strategy

Continued Data Collection:

Daily: Quarterly:

Teaching strategies: Frequency and content of spontaneous language
ABC data for tantrum episodes Frequency and duration of problem behavior




Date:1-18-10 StudentG2 Staff Teacher 2 Observerm

J. Treatment Integrity Data Sheet

Behavior Support Plan
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Time Start9:00a Time End9:30

At the end of session, review the plan, and reviaplementation using the following symbols:
() = implemented as written (-) = implemented imeotly (X) = missed opportunity (n/o) = no opp.

Modification | Description Rating
Clear Desk Ensure his area is clear of excess ialgter
Corral Provide corral for his work area during ipdadent work at desk.
Transitions catch him up to what the class is doing
1. When giving a direction to Peter, first obtaye e€ontact, 1
Individual 2. give direction, 2
direction 3. have him repeat the direction 3
4. praise and pump to start 4
Teaching Description Rating
1. Give G2 the Motivaider during independent work atgs 1
2. Review Motivaider guidelines and what he has tawien he feels a buzz2
3. Show him the challenge card 3
4. Fillin Challenge for that work area 4
Self- 5. Have G2 select what he will earn for meeting cmgjee 5
Monitoring | 6. Atthe end of the activity, review the challengedcand his progress 6
6a. If progress shown, praise on-task bemand give him the reward [g3
i. Following break, praise him Gai
6b. No progress, let him know he did noheareak: prime for next task [gp-
7. Remove Motivaider when independent work is over 7
Comments:
Replacement| Description/Steps Rating
1. Inthe morning, remind G2 that he has five breaki€#o use 1
throughout the day. 2
2. Remind him that he can take a break when frustrateeteds time |3
away from work
Request for 3. Remind him of break rules (time limit and behaviobreak area). 4da
B 4. When he takes a break, b
reak .
a. Setthe timer 4c
b. Praise him for making a choice to take a break. 44
c. When the time finishes, review what the class iaglo 5
d. Pump him up for success
5. During down time, practice; help him give breakdcand take break

Comments:
Behavior | Response | Rating
Interfering behavior
Off-task Redirect to challenge card if on challenged
Wandering Remind of what he should be doing ang high get back on task
Desired Behavior
On-Task Praise him and give him attention wherstenitask with the class
Challenge Praise him and give him a break with an activityewltne meets his challenge
met card.
Total Implemented Correctly:
Total Components with opportunity to implement: Percent Treatment Integrity:




Date:

K. Treatment Integrity Self-Monitoring Data Sheet

Stode Staff

At the end of session, review the plan, and reviaplementation using the following symbols:

(\) = implemented as written
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(-) = implementecbimect (X) = missed opportunity (n/o) = no opp.

Modification | Description Rating
Clear Desk Ensure his area is clear of excess ialater
Corral Provide corral for his work area during ipdadent work at desk.
Transitions catch him up to what the class is doing
1. When giving a direction to Peter, first obtaye €ontact, 1
Individual 2. give direction, 2
direction 3. have him repeat the direction 3
4. praise and pump to start 4
Comments:
Teaching Description Rating
1. Give G2 the Motivaider during independent wockhaties 1
2. Review his Motivaider guidelines and what he toado when he feels a buzz |2
3. Show him the challenge card 3
4. Fill in Challenge for that work area 2
5. Have G2 select what he will earn for meetinglehge
Self-. , 6. At the end of the activity, review the challeroged and his progress >
Monitoring 6a. If progress shown, praise on-task beiaand give him the reward 6
i. Following break, praise him 6a
6b. No progress, let him know did not eamal: prime him for next activity |6a.i.
7. Remove Motivaider when independent work is over 6b.
7
Comments:
Replacement| Description/Steps Rating
1. In the morning, remind that he has five breakls@o use throughout day. |1
2. Remind he can take break when frustrated orste@ away from work |2
3. Remind him of the break area rules (time limid &ehavior in break area).|3
4. When he takes a break,
Request for a. Setthe timer 12
Break b. Praise him for making a choice to take a break.
c.  When the time finishes, review with him what thasd is doing 4b
d. Pump him up for success 4c
5. During down time, practice break; help him diveak card and take break|4d
5
Comments:
Behavior | Response | Rating
Interfering behavior
Off-task Redirect to challenge card if on challenged
Wandering Remind of what he should be doing ang high get back on task
Desired Behavior
On-Task Praise him and give him attention wherstenitask with the class
Challenge Praise and give him a break with an iagtivhen he meets his challenge card,

Comments:




Student:

Staff:

L. Student OTB Data Sheet

Researcher:

Observer:
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Date:

Time

Setting

Student 1

Student 2

Comments

8:50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

9:00

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37
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M. PFB Data Sheet - Sample of form with feedback

Date:1-18-10 StudentG2 Staff Teacher 2 ObserverM Time Start9:00a Time End9:30
At the end of session, review the plan, and reviaplementation using the following symbols:
() = as written  (-) = implemented incorrectly (X) = missed opportunity  (n/0) = no opportynit

Modification | Description Rating
Clear Desk | Ensure his area is clear of excess materials \/
Corral Provide corral for his work area during independeotk at desk. N
Transitions | him up to what the class is doing n/o
1. When giving a direction to Peter, first obtaye eontact, 1y
Individual 2. give direction, 2
direction 3. have him repeat the direction 3V
4. praise and pump to start 2
CommentsThis was great. All the environmental modificatibiesneeds were in place!
Teaching Description Rating
1. Give G2 the Motivaider during independent wockhaties 1
2. Review his Motivaider guidelines and what he toado when he feels a buzz x
3. Show him the challenge card 3v
4. Fill in Challenge for that work area 2
5. Have G2 select what he will earn for meetinglehge J
Self-_ _ 6. At the end of the activity, review the challeroged and his progress 5
Monitoring 6a. If progress shown, praise on-task beharidrgive him the reward 6
i. Following break, praise him 6a N/O
6b. No progress, let him know he did not daeak: prime for next activity |6a.i. N/Q
7. Remove Motivaider when independent work is over 6b.
7X

CommentsAll of these were right on. However, you need toen® the motivaider guidelines. He didn’t
earn his reward this time around and it could batthe lost track and forgot what to do when it lmazz

Replacement| Description/Steps Rating
1. In the morning, remind that he has five breakls@o use throughout day}1 N/O
2. Remind that he can take a break when frustrated 2 N/O

3. Remind him of the break area rules (time limid &ehavior in break areaz N/0
4. When he takes a break,

Request for a. Set the timer 227

Break b. Praise him for making a choic¢atce a break. a
c. When the time finishes, reviewhwhiim what the class is doing 4b X
d. Pump him up for success 4c X

5. During down time, practice break; help him gireak card and take brea#d X
5 N/O

Comments: Its great that he took his break sootvshyou are teaching him. Make sure he feels gbodta
his break, so that he continues to take them. @haim when he is done, help him back on track.

Behavior | Response | Rating
Interfering behavior
Off-task Redirect to challenge card if on challenged \
Wandering Remind of what he should be doing ang high get back on task AW
Desired Behavior
On-Task Praise him and give him attention wherstenitask with the class \
Challenge Praise and give a break with an activitgn he meets his challenge card| N/Q

Comments: This was stellar. You redirected him barckask, and praised him when he did great work!
Total Implementédrrectly: 18
Total Components with opportunity to implement: 23 Percent Treatment Intggffi8%
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N. Intervention Rating Profile — 15
(Martens & Witt, 1988)

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain information that will aid in the evaluation
of the . Please circle the number which best describes your
agreement or disagreement with each statement.

1 = Strongly disagree
2 = Disagree

3 = Slightly disagree
4 = Slightly agree

5 = Agree

6 = Strongly agree

1. The would be an acceptable intervention for
managing classroom behavior. 1234
2. Most teachers would find the approprii
: - 123456
managing classroom behavior.
3. The should prove effective in changing
. 123456
classroom behavior.
4. | would suggest the use of the to other teachers. 3 4 5 6

5. The classroom behavior is severe enough to warrant use of the
123456

6. Most teachers would find the suitable for
managing classroom behavior. 123456

7. 1 would be willing to use the in the classroom1 » 345 ¢
setting.

8. The would not result in negative side-effectslfo5 345 6
children.

9. The would be appropriate for a variety of children. 3 4 5 ¢

10. The is consistent with those | have usei‘d2 345 6
before in the classroom setting.

11. The is a fair way to handle classroom behavior prob!

1 23456

12. The is reasonable for managing classroom behayior. ; , ¢ ¢

13. Ilike the procedures used in the

123456

14. The is a good way to handle classroom beha\gor2 3458

15. Overall, the would be beneficial forthe classi1 2 3 4 5 6




O. Procedural Integrity Checklist

Teacher Participant:

Pl Observer:
Researcher:

Entery for correct step, X for incorrect ste

p, / for apiplicable

152

Date

la. FBA — Target Student (TS)

JResearcher conducted an informal intervi¢

EW

[Researcher conducted a record review

[Researcher conducted informal observati

pn

|Researcher conducted formal observatior

[Researcher analyzed the results

1b. FBA — Generalization Student (GS)

[Researcher conducted an informal intervig

EW

[Researcher conducted a record review

[Researcher conducted informal observati

pn

[Researcher conducted formal observatior

[Researcher analyzed the results

[oa.BSP-TS

[Researcher wrote operational definition

IResearcher developed a hypothesis

IResearcher included modifications

IResearcher included replacement strateg

=

JResearcher included consequence strateg

Jieg

[2b. BSP -GS

[Researcher wrote operational definition

[Researcher developed a hypothesis

[Researcher included modifications

[Researcher included replacement strateg

S

IResearcher included consequence strateg

Jieg

I3. No Plan

[Researcher collected OTB data for TS

IResearcher collected OTB data for GS

4a. Initial BSP Training — TS

JResearcher review the BSP with the teach

er

[Researcher modeled implementation of B

SP

[Researcher gave feedback after observat

on

J4b. Initial BSP Training — GS

[Researcher review the BSP with the teacl

er

[Researcher modeled implementation of B

SP

[Researcher gave feedback after observat

on

I5. Baseline

Second observer collected OTB for TS

Second observer collected OTB for GS

JResearcher collected Tl for TS

[Researcher collected Ti for GS

IResearcher decided about phase change

IOA data present for the week

SM Training

IResearcher trained use of SM sheet for TS |
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|Researcher gave feedback on implementatio

IResearcher continued till SM was at 90%

IResearcher provided SM sheet for GS

Ism

[Researcher collected Tl for TS

IResearcher collected Tl for GS

Second observer collected OTB for TS

Second observer collected OTB for GS

JResearcher gave no PFB

[Researcher collected SM data sheets

IResearcher decided about phase change

IOA data present for the week

SM+PFB

[Researcher collected Tl for TS

IResearcher collected TI for GS

Second observer collected OTB for TS

Second observer collected OTB for GS

IResearcher provided written feedback for

TS

IResearcher left PFB sheet in mailbox

IResearcher collected SM data sheets

IOA data present that week

[Researcher decided about phase change

Ism

|Researcher collected Tl for TS

IResearcher collected Tl for GS

Second observer collected OTB for TS

Second observer collected OTB for GS

JResearcher did not provide PFB

[Researcher collected SM data sheets

IResearcher decided about phase change

IOA data present for the week

SM+PFB

JResearcher collected Tl for TS

IResearcher collected TI for GS

Second observer collected OTB for TS

Second observer collected OTB for GS

IResearcher provided written feedback for

TS

IResearcher left PFB sheet in mailbox

[Researcher collected SM data sheets

[IOA data present that week

IResearcher decided about phase change

Total number chec

Total number applicable ste

Percent Corre
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