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Abstract

The Effects of Group Communication Processes on Treatment OQutcomes in School-based
Problem Solving Teams

Kara Moscovitz

Professor Scott Stage
Education

Verbal communication is the most fundamental activity in school-based
consultation. Certain communicative behaviors may be productive in consultative
problem solving teams, while the absence of these behaviors or the presence of other
behaviors may hinder the problem solving process. There have been few studies of
communication in school-based problem solving models involving multiple consultees.
Considering the importance of group communication to this team-based approach, there
is a need for more empirically derived information to guide consultants in facilitating
consultative problem solving meetings. The purpose of this study was to investigate the
relationship between three communicative processes and treatment outcomes between
two types of consultative problem solving models, the Functional Behavioral Assessment
(FBA) model and the Conjoint Behavioral Consultation (CBC) model. Predictions were
that there would be a higher proportion of functional, directive, and behavioral
communication in cases with large treatment effect sizes. Functional communicative acts
are verbal behaviors that satisfy critical problem solving task requirements such as
analyzing the problem to identify the nature, extent and seriousness of the problem.

Directive communicative acts are verbal behaviors that overtly influence the problem



solving process during consultation, such as questions directed toward consultees to
gather more information. Behavioral content communicative acts are verbal behaviors
that are focused on observable problem behaviors and the contexts in which they occur,
such as asking questions about when a problem behavior occurs. There was a higher
average proportion of Operating Procedures communicative acts in cases with small
effect sizes and in FBA cases. There was a higher proportion of Beh’avior Setting
communication, and Behavioral (i.e., Behavior and Behavior Setting combined)
communication, in cases with large effect sizes. In addition, for FBA cases the proportion
of Behavioral communication was higher in cases with large effect sizes, whereas for
CBC cases the proportion was higher in cases with small effect sizes. A higher proportion
of Process Overt and Directive communication was associated with small effect sizes and
the proportion was higher in FBA cases. These results and limitations of the study are
discussed along with implications for school psychology practice and future research on

school-based problem solving models.
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Chapter 1: Theoretical Framework for School-based Consultation Research

Statement of Problem

Team-based consultation models represent a systematic method through which
school personnel can design and implement interventions for students with chronic
challenging behaviors (Busse, 1996; Ysseldyke & Marston, 1998). Such models use a
systematic approach to problem solving that involves identifying and analyzing
problems, data collection, intervention design and implementation, and ongoing
monitoring of intervention effects for students (Allen & Graden, 1995; Tilly, Reschly, &
Grimes, 1998; Ysseldyke & Marston, 1998). Moving beyond the traditional triadic model
of consultation (consultant, consultee, and client) to include parents and other school
professionals, team-based consultation models are gaining popularity in school settings
(Gutkin, 1993b; Safran & Safran, 1996; Zins & Erchul, 1995).

Verbal communication plays an important role in the performance of consultative
problem solving teams. Certain communicative behaviors may be productive in team
discussions, while the absence of these behaviors or the presence of other behaviors may
hinder the problem solving process. For example, a higher incidence of communicative
acts that facilitate the accomplishment of specific task objectives has been associated
with higher quality decisions or outcomes as rated by trained observers (Hirokawa,
1988).

In the school consultation literature, researchers have studied the communicative
process and have identified some variables that may predict plan implementation and

effective problem solutions as judged by consultees. However, the majority of studies



reviewed involved time-limited consultation sessions regarding real or imagined students
(Busse, Kratochwill, & Elliott, 1999; Gutkin, 1996; Hughes & DeForest, 1993; Hughes,
Erchul, Yoon, Jackson & Henington, 1997; Sheridan, 1997) in laboratory settings with
consultant and consultee dyads (Busse et al., 1999; Erchul, Sheridan, Ryan, Grissom, &
Killough, 1999; Sheridan, 1997).

Previous research often utilized measures of perceptions of consultation
relationships as indicators of successful outcomes as opposed to child treatment outcomes
(e.g., Gutkin, 1996; Hughes & DeForest, 1993; for exceptions see Busse, Kratochwill &
Elliott, 1995; Busse et al., 1999). Graduate students most often served as consultants in
these studies (e.g., Benes, Gutkin, & Kramer, 1991; Hughes & DeForest, 1992; Witt et
al., 1991), and consultation was conducted either with experimentally contrived
consultation cases (e.g., Witt et al., 1991) or with students receiving public school
services (e.g., Busse, 1996; Hughes & DeForest, 1992). Only a small minority of students
in some studies (e.g., Busse, 1996) represent the most challenging population of students
(i.e., currently receiving services as students with emotional/behavioral disabilities) in
natural school settings.

A review of recent literature revealed no studies that have examined the function
of verbal communication among members of a consultative problem solving team and the
impaqt on child treatment outcomes. In addition, few studies have examined the
consultation process with the most challenging population of students, those with chronic
patterns of problem behaviors that require highly individualized educational and

behavioral support services (Sugai, Sprague, Horner & Walker, 2000). Considering the



importance of understanding communication and group functioning to this problem
solving team approach, there is a need for more empirical data to support these
methodologies specific to school consultation practice (Erchul et al., 1999; Gresham &
Kendall, 1987; Gutkin, 1993a; Gutkin, 1993b; Gutkin & Curtis, 1990; Zins & Erchul,
1995).
Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between three
communicative processes and treatment outcomes. The three communicative processes
were functional communicative acts, directive communicative behaviors, and behavioral
content communication. Functional communicative acts are verbal behaviors that satisfy
critical problem solving task requirements such as analyzing the problem to identify the
nature, extent and seriousness of the problem (e.g., “Do you think his behavior is
impacting his ability to learn?”’). Directive communicative acts are verbal behaviors that
overtly influence the problem solving process during consultation, such as elicitors or
questions directed toward consultees to gather more information or clarify issues (e.g.,
“Can you tell me more about what you mean by defensive behaviors?”’) or summarization
statements that review information discussed earlier in the meeting (e.g., “So the two
problem behaviors that we have identified are off-task and talking out of turn™).
Behavioral content communicative acts are verbal behaviors that are focused on
observable problem behaviors and the contexts in which they occur, such as asking
questions or making a statement about when a problem beha{/ior occurs (e.g., “Jason hits

other students when he isn’t first in line”).



Description of Terms

The following is a description of the two types of problem solving methods that
were analyzed in the current study. Functional Behavioral Assessment (FBA) is a
systematic assessment-based method of gathering information from multiple sources to
identify the student’s function or reason for engaging in challenging behaviors, and then,
designing interventions based on the hypothesized function of the behavior (Lane,
Umbreit & Beebe-Frankenberger, 1999; Lewis & Sugai, 1996). Conjoint Behavioral
Consultation (CBC) is an expansion of the traditional Behavioral Consultation (BC)
model that includes parents, the student, and other school personnel in a systematic
process of exploring variables contributing to problematic behaviors and using
empirically validated interventions to address challenging behaviors. In both models, the
assessment and intervention activities are organized and executed through the verbal
exchange among team members.

The term “problem solving teams” is used to emphasize the team-based,
collaborative nature of the problem solving process of both the FBA and CBC models.
The terms “consultant” and “consultee” from the consultation literature are also used, as
the school-based participants (consultee) are the agents working directly with the client
and the research team assistants (consultants) are responsible for facilitating the problem
solving process through this indirect service delivery model. The term “case type” refers
to the type of problem solving model employed (i.e., FBA or CBC) that varied across the
cases examined in the current study. Finally, the term “treatment effect size” refers to the

quantitative measure of the treatment outcome for the cases included in the current study,



defined as the difference between observable behaviors in the baseline and intervention
phases.

The FBA and CBC models were applied to single cases of students with
emotional/behavioral disturbance (E/BD) exhibiting chronic challenging behaviors in the
classroom. Students who are emotionally/behaviorally disturbed have exhibited, over a
long périod of time and to a marked degree, one or more of the following: an inability to
learn, to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships, inappropriate types of
behavior or feelings, general pervasive mood of unhappiness, and/or a tendency to
develop physical symptoms or fears associated with personal or school problems. These
characteristics adversely affect their educational performance and require specially
designed instruction (Washington Administrative Code, 2000). The students in this study
had histories of office discipline referrals and were selected by teachers and school staff
based on their lack of responsiveness to previous intervention attempts in the classroom.

This study focused on the group problem solving process, defined as the
communication process in which group members engage when their task is to overcome
some unsatisfactory situation or obstacle to achieving a goal (Hirokawa & Salazar, 1999).
The verbal interactions among team members in both problem solving models were
analyzed with two methods of content coding, one designed specifically for consultation
analysis (Consultation Analysis Record, or CAR, Bergan & Tombari, 1975) and the other
devised from generally accepted requirements for effective group decision making
according to the Functional Theory of group communication (Gouran, Hirokawa, Julian,

& Leatham, 1993; Hirokawa, 1980;1985;1988). The effect of the FBA- and CBC-based



interventions was determined through statistical analysis of repeated measures from

baseline to treatment phases in the single cases.



Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework for Group Communication Research

Consultative Problem Solving and Functional Theory of Group Communication

Given the importance of understanding group functioning and communication in
school-based problem solving teams, school consultation researchers would benefit from
exploring the small group communication theories and methodologies. In the small group
communication literature, researchers have identified process variables related to the
quality of problem solving outcomes as judged by trained observers evaluating the
reasonableness and fairness of group decisions (e.g., Hirokawa, 1988). For example,
communication positively impacts the process and outcomes when specific acts bring the
group closer to satisfying important requirements of effective decision making, such as
assessing the problematic situation and acceptable courses of action (Hirokawa, 1988).
Hirokawa (1988) illustrated that groups arrived at higher quality decisions when the
group was able to accomplish certain critical task requirements. In contrast, the group’s
inability to perform these decisional functions had a negative impact on the quality (i.e.,
reasonableness and fairness) of their decision.

The theoretical foundation upon which these studies are based is the Functional
Theory of group communication. From this perspective, every decision-making or
problem-solving task imposes certain requirements or task functions that must be
satisfied (Hirokawa, 1985;1988; Hirokawa & Salazar, 1999). Effective group decision
making or problem solving depends upon several critical requirements of the group: an
established set of operating procedures, an appropriate understanding of the problematic

situation, generating a number of appropriate solutions to solving the problem,



establishing criteria for evaluating alternative solutions to solving the problem, and
evaluating both the positive and negative aspects of each alternative beforé deciding on a
final solution (Hirokawa 1985;1988). In the practice of school consultation, examples of
each task requirement may include the following: establishing a set of operating
procedures (e.g., discussing how the group should organize and structure the discussion
to meet their goals and objectives), problem analysis (e.g., analyzing possible causes and
environmental contingencies maintaining a problem behavior), generating alternative
solutions (e.g., coming up with feasible classroom-based interventions to address the
problem behavior), establishing criteria for evaluating solutions (e.g., discussing what a
good intervention would look like), and evaluating potential solutions (e.g., discussing
potential negative consequences of the intervention plan, such as requiring too much time
of the teacher).

Underlying this functional theory are basic assumptions regarding problem-
solving or decision-making groups. The members of the group are motivated to make an
appropriate choice that is not obvious to the group. The collective resources of the group
regarding the particular task exceed those of individual merﬁbers, and the requisites of the
task are specifiable and within the intellectual capabilities of the group. Communication
1s the medium through which these task requirements are accomplished, which in turn
ultimately affects how outcomes of the group process are achieved (Hirokawa, 1988).
The function is the effect or consequence that communicative behavior has on the group

system (Poole, 1999).



In school-based problem-solving, the obstacle to be overcome is the student’s lack
of progress in academics or chronic behavioral challenges. The goal is to influence
student progress in the area of concern, through the design and implementation of quality
interventions that can reasonably be implemented withiﬁ the classroom. The critical task
requirements are the problem solving stages as identified by each model, and the FBA
~ and CBC models aré essentially procedural guidelines employed by school personnel to
design intervention plans. For example, in the initial stage both models require teams to
establish an operational definition of the problem behavior. The outcome of the group
process is the intervention plan that directly informs the activities of participants
(consultees) in their interactions with the student following the team meeting.

Communication is the most fundamental activity in school-based consultation
(Martens, Erchul & Witt, 1992; Witt, 1990). Consultation is, by definition, an indirect
model of service delivery through which one professional (e.g., a school psychologist)
engages in a face-to-face verbal interaction with other professionals for the purpose of
addressing a child’s learning or behavior problem (Gutkin & Curtis, 1990). However,
there have been few studies of communication in problem solving models involving
multiple consultees (see Erchul et al., 1999, for review; see Sheridan, 1997 for an
exception), and there is relatively little empirical data to guide school-based consultants
in communicating with consultees (Gutkin & Nemeth, 1997; Witt, 1990). Considering the
importance of understanding group communication in this team-based approach, there is

clearly a need for more empirically derived information to guide consultants in what
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should be said and done in consultation (Erchul et al.,1999; Gutkin, 1993a; Gutkin,
1993b; Gutkin & Curtis, 1990; Witt, 1990).

The current study examined relationships between both the content (what is said)
and process (how it is said) of school-based collaborative team communication and child
treatment outcomes. Based on a series of studies testing the functional perspective in
small group decision-making tésks and generally accepted requirements for effective
group decision making, the Problem Solving Functional coding system (PSF)‘ was
designed to assess the incidence of functional communicative acts in the team discussions
(Gouran et al., 1999; Hirokawa, 1980;1985;1988) (see Appendix A, page 154). For the
purpose of this study, “functional communicative acts” are defined as those verbal
behaviors that satisfy éne of the critical task requirements as specified in the functional
theory (Gouran et al., 1999). The specific functions and behavioral categories were
modified from Hirokawa’s (1980) Function-Oriented Interaction Analysis System
(FOIAS) to make them relevant to the school-based problem solving process. A two-
level, dynamic analysis system was created. A dynamic analysis system contains
mutually exclusive and exhaustive categories so that each communicative unit is only
coded into one category (Hirokawa, 1980).

With the PSF coding system, each thought unit was coded for the following:
sourée (indicates the person speaking), problem solving function (indicates the general
task-achievement function), and purpose of the utterance (indicates the seven behavioral
categories). The five Problem Solving Functions are the general task-achievement

functions of the communicative utterances (e.g., establishing operating procedures). The
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specific purpose of the utterance is identified by the seven behavioral categories. This
more specific function relates to the type of verbal action conveyed by the message (e.g.,
summarizing), which conveys a broader task-achievement functioh within the discussion
(see Appendix B, page 155).

Using the PSF coding system, examples of a communicative acts which satisfy
problem solving task requirements are the following: (1) Operating Procedures, or
deciding what needs to be accomplished during the course of a meeting, e.g., “Okay, our
goal for today is to come up with a set of functional hypotheses that everyone agrees on”;
(2) Problem Analysis, or discussing possible causes and environmental contingencies
maintaining the problem behavior, e.g., “Do you think he is acting out because the work
is too hard for him?”; (3) Generating Alternative Solutions, e.g., “...or how about if we
just let him sit in a quiet space and work, and you can check on him every 5 minutes?”;
(4) Criteria for Evaluating Alternative Solutions, e.g., “The incentive would have to be
something that he really likes or he won’t buy in”; and (5) Evaluation of the positive and
negative qualities of each solution or intervention choice, e.g., “I don’t think he’s going
to like having to check in with you when he comes to school. He may reject that idea.”
(see Appendix B for additional examples).

The PSF coding system was used to determine whether there were systematic
relationships between functional communicative behaviors among members of school-
based problem solving teams and child treatment outcomes, and whether these
relationships varied with the type of treatment (i.e., FBA or CBC problem solving

model). According to the functional perspective, certain communicative behaviors (e.g.,
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establishing operating procedures) may be productive in consultative problem solving
teams, while the absence of these behaviors or the presence of other behaviors may
hinder the problem solving process (Hirokawa, 1988). The PSF coding system designed
specifically to measure the incidence of functional communicative acts in a team
approach provided the framework through which relationships between the actual verbal
behaviors of consultants and consultees and the consultation-related outcomes were
analyzed.
Consultative Problem Solving and Behavioral Communication

Behavioral consultation is a problem solving model designed to help consultees
(i.e., teachers, parents) define the problems they face in working with clients (i.e.,
students), design and implement intervention plans to solve the problems, and evaluate
the effectiveness of the plans implemented (Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990b). There are
four stages in the problem solving process: (1) problem identification (i.c., data collection
and specification of the problem behavior in terms of a discrepancy between the observed
and desired level of incidence of the behavior), (2) problem analysis (i.e., identifying
variables influencing the behavior and developing plans to solve the problem), (3) plan
implementation (i.e., implementation of the intervention and data collection regarding
behavior change), (4) problem evaluation (i.e., deterinining plan effectiveness) (Bergan &
Kratochwill, 1990b).

This consultative problem solving model involves the consultee(s) in the problem
solving process and encourages the development of problem solving skills in the

consultee(s). Psychological principles are applied in helping the consultee understand the



13

connection between the problem behaviors of the client and the environmental context
within which they occur (i.e., in connection with the presence or absence of a particular
person, or in certain school settings such as structured seatwork). Direct observations of
client behavior are used to define problem behaviors, design interventions, and evaluate
potential solutions and their outcomes. Considering problem behaviors from a
consultative problem solving framework encourages data-based decision-making and
places the responsibility for achieving problem solving goals on the participants (Bergan
& Kratochwill, 1990). Thus, the verbal interaction that occurs among participants in
consultative problem solving sessions should be related to the effectiveness of problem
solving and intervention outcomes.

The Consultation Analysis Record (CAR) is a content coding scheme designed
specifically for consultation analysis to provide indices of verbalizations deemed
important in behavioral consultation (Bergan & Tombari, 1975). The CAR has been used
extensively in research of consultation dyads (e.g., Benes et al., 1991; Bergan &
Tombari, 1975; Busse, 1996; Busse et al., 1999; Curtis & Watson, 1980; Gutkin, 1996;
Hughes & DeForest, 1993; McDougall, Reschly, & Corkery, 1988; Tombari & Bergan,
1978). The CAR was used in the current study to analyze both the content and process of
the school-based problem solving models in relation to child treatment outcomes, and
whether or not these relationships differed within the FBA and CBC models (see
Appendix C, pp 158).

Using the CAR, verbal messages were coded into four categories: (1) Source

(indicates the person speaking), (2) Content (what is being talked about), (3) Process (the
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kind of verbal action conveyed in a message), and (4) Control (the potential influence of
a verbalization by one participation on another). These categories were further broken
down into subcategories specifying aspects of each classification: (1) Source (Consultant
or Consultee, specified as parent, teacher, student or other); (2) Content (Background
Environment, Behavior Setting, Behavior, Individual Characteristics, Observation, Plan,
or Other); (3) Process (Specification, Positive Evaluation, Negative Evaluation,
Inference, Summarization, Positive Validation, or Negative Validation); and (4) Control
(Elicitor or Emitter). The CAR was utilized in the current study, in addition to the PSF
coding system, to measure two other variables of interest in the consultation literature,
specifically behavioral content communication and directive communication (see
Appendix D, pp 159, for a brief overview of the CAR codes).

A content variable of interest in considering collaborative team-based approaches
is the extent to which team discussions are focused on observable problem behaviors and
the contexts in which they occur (hereafter referred to as “behavioral content”
communicative acts). School-based problem solving models are generally based on
behavioral and ecological approaches to assessment and intervention (Allen & Graden,
1995; Gutkin & Curtis, 1990; Zins & Erchul, 1995). Behavioral approaches stress the
importance of specifically defining and clarifying concerns for behaviors in operational,
measurable terms, focusing on direct assessments of the behaviors and the environmental
stimuli that may be influencing behaviors. This emphasis on observable behaviors should
directly inform intervention strategies that are based on empirically validated laws of

behavioral change (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1989).
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This conceptualization differs markedly from the medical model upon which
other psychological services (i.e., assessment) are based, which postulates that
psychoeducational problems are the result of internal states of individuals (Gutkin &
Curtis, 1990). This traditional medical approach to assessment, diagnosis, and treatment
of individuals may result in team discussions that focus on individual characteristics and
inferences about background environment that are not amenable to change through
school-based interventions. For example, a precise behavioral description provides
specific information regarding the concerns for the student (e.g., “Jessie is hitting other
students.”), as opposed to nonspecific traits (e.g., “Jessie’s lack of impulse control is
getting him into trouble.”) (Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990b).

Utilizing the CAR, behavioral content communication is represented by the
content codes of Behavior and Behavior Setting. The Behavior subcategory identifies
statements about ‘what the client does’, which includes utterances dealing with the
client’s overt actions (e.g., talking and walking) and task currently performed by the
client, the strength of the behavior, records of the behavior (e.g., graphs or anecdotal
records), and behavioral goals (Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990b, p. 50). For example,
“How often does Jessie hit other students?” is coded as a behavior content subcategory.
The description of this subcategory is modified slightly from Bergan and Kratochwill’s
(1990b) description, which also included covert processes (e.g., thinking and feeling) that
are judged by the author to be inferential in nature and not in reference to observable

behaviors.
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In contrast, inferences about student traits that are not amenable to change
through school-based interventions are represented by the Individual Characteristic
content code. The Individual Characteristics subcategory includes verbalizations about
individual attributes of the client, referring to conditions or states of the individual (i.e.,
intellectual, personality, physical, and neurological characteristics) rather than
verbalizations about behavior (Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990b). For example, “Jessie has a
hot temper.”, would be coded as an Individual Characteristic content category.
Discussing conditions or states of an individual and assigning the perceived cause of
behavior to characteristics that are not amenable to change (i.e., intelligence) is not likely
to lead to feasible intervention planning. Focusing on precise definitions of observable
behaviors, as opposed to inferences about attributes, should directly inform plans for
assessment and intervention to change the problem behavior.

The Behavior Setting subcategory includes verbalizations referring to antecedent
(events that precede the behavior), consequent (events that occur immediately after the
behavior and may control the probability of occurrence), and sequential conditions (the
time of day or day of week when behaviors typically occur or the patterning of
antecedent and consequent conditions across a series of occasions) surrounding behaviors
(Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990b). For example, “Alice tends to do her best work in the
afternoons.”, is coded as a Behavior-Setting content category (also referred to as a
“behavioral content” code for the purpose of this study). As conditions in the immediate

environment are considered to be central determinants of the problem behaviors (Bergan
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& Kratochwill, 1990b), it was predicted that an emphasis on these conditions during
problem solving discussions would provide useful information for intervention planning.

The current study examined the content of team discussions in both problem
solving models to determine whether there was a systematic relationship between
behavioral content communication and intervention effects, and whether this relationship
varied with the type of treatment. A higher incidence of behavioral content verbalizations
(Behavior and Behavior Setting), as opposed to trait content verbalizations (Individual
Characteristic), was expected to result in more efficient problem solving and practicali
intervention plans focusing on decreasing observable behaviors that were amenable to
change.

Consultative Problem Solving and Directive Communication

A process variable of particular interest in considering collaborative team-based
approaches was the impact of consultant and consultee leadership or directiveness on
outcomes. Directive consultation is defined as verbal behaviors that served to direct or
control the consultation process toward accomplishing the objectives of the model
(Gutkin, 1996). Directive behavibrs are observed when consultants “overtly employ(ed)
their professional expertise to influence problem solving during consultation” (p. 180).

In part, the accuracy and efficiency with which the team-based problem solving
process is conducted relies on the skills of the consultant to lead team discussions toward
accomplishing the objectives of the probiem solving model (e.g., problem definition and
problem analysis). Previous studies have shown that consultant leadership behaviors were

positively related to interview quality or child treatment outcomes (Busse, 1996; Gutkin,
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1996; Sheridan, 1997). In addition, studies have demonstrated that teachers prefer
consultants who are more directive (Erchul, 1987).

However, these findings are in contrast with other studies which have only found
marginal relationships between consultant directiveness and outcomes (e.g., Erchul et al.,
1999; Witt et al.,1991) or relationships in the opposite direction (Erchul & Chewning,
1990; Hughes & DeForest, 1993). Gutkin (1996) suggested that, “Consultants and
consultees both piay positive leadership roles in relationship to the content being
discussed during consultation, while consultants may make unique contributions to the
area of guiding the problem solving process.” (p. 214). Consultants and consultees may
both contribute to the consultation process, as consultees supply most of the content of
the discussion, based on their direct contact and experience with the client, while
consultants are responsible for structuring and guiding the overall process (Zins &
Erchul, 1995).

A review Qf verbal interaction studies in consultation revealed only one study on
the impact of directive consultant communication in problem solving models ihvolving
multiple consultees (see Erchul et al., 1999, for review). In a comparative study of
Behavioral Consultation (BC) BC and Conjoint Behavioral Consultation (CBC), Sheridan
(1997) demonstrated that consultants directed more of the ciiscussion in CBC than in
consultation with teachers only, and that parents and teachers contributed equally to CBC
problem identification interviews. Sheridan’s (1997) findings suggest that the added
complexity of a second consultee warranted more deliberate and active attempts to

structure the discussion. In these group problem solving models, consultant use of
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directive verbalizations may be necessary to guide the consultation process, facilitating
effective teamwork and adherence to the problem solving objectives.

In the present study, the CAR was used to determine whether there was a
systematic relationship between the proportion of consultant and consultee directive
behaviors (Process Overt, Summarization and Elicitors) and intervention effects,
exploring whether this relationship varied with the type of treatment (FBA or CBC).
Directive communicative acts were identified by three categories in the CAR. (1) Elicitor
control codes (questions directed toward consultees to gather information or clarify
issues, e.g.,”“Can you tell me what you mean by ‘bad attitude’?), (2) Summarization
process codes (verbalizations that provide or call for review of information, e.g., “It
sounds like we’re all in agreement that the primary behavior of concern is talking out.”),
and (3) Process Overt content codes (overt statements about the problem solving process
itself rather than the problem behavior being discussed: e.g., “We need to have a
summary statement about the function before we can move to intervention planning.”),
are all examples of consultants directing the problem solving process (Busse, 1996;
Gutkin, 1999).

The Process Overt content code was not in the initial design of the CAR, but was
added by Gutkin (1996) to identify “verbalizations that addressed the problem solving
process itself rather than the specifics of a presenting problem” (p. 204). Such efforts to
redirect conversation toward task objectives (e.g., “Before we discuss problem solutions,
we should focus on defining the precise nature of the problem.”) have been demonstrated

to enhance problem solving skills of school professionals and facilitate progress toward
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goals (Gutkin, 1996).Gutkin (1996) added the Process Overt category based on the
assumption that these types of statements would be indicative of attempts by consultants
to redirect an interaction (i.e., from brainstorming to problem analysis), and that
providing consultees with a ‘cognitive model of the problem solving process’ would
enhance the problem solving process (p. 204). The Process Overt content code was
included in the c-urrent study to examine the relationship between the proportion of
directive consultant behéviors and treatment effect size, while exploring whether or not
this relationship differed across the FBA and CBC cases.

Consultative Problem Solving Models

The present study focused on the three types of verbal communicative behaviors
identified in this review, specifically the functional communicative acts, directive
behaviors, and behavioral content verbalizations, each presumed to be positively related
to intervention effects resulting from FBA and CBC problem solving processes. This
study also explored whether or not there were differences in these relationships between
the FBA and CBC models.

The two team-based problem-solving models of interest in the current study were
the FBA and CBC models. FBA is a systematic approach to gathering information and
formulating hypotheses about environmental variables that are potentially influencing
behavior (Lewis & Sugai, 1996; O’Neill, Horner, Albin, Sprague, Storey, & Newton,
1997). Underlying this approach is the assumption that challenging behaviors serve a
function or purpose for the student, and the behavior will continue to occur as long as it

continues to serve that function (Kern & Dunlap, 1998). Information is gathered from



21

multiple sources to identify the function(s) of challenging behaviors and environmental
variables that can reliably predict the occurrence and maintenance of the challenging
behaviors. The assessment information directly informs the multi-component behavior
support plan based on the hypothesized function of the behavior (Lane et al.,1999; Lewis
& Sugai, 1996).

Functional approaches to assessment have come to be regarded as best practice in
both clinical research and applied settings (Iwata et al., 2000; Vollmer & Northup, 1996).
Research has indicated that information from FBAs can be extremely valuable in
designing positive behavioral support plans for students with severe emotional and
behavioral disabilities (e.g., Autism) (Iwata et al., 1994). Empirical support fof the
effectiveness of this practice for students with or at-risk for emotional/behavioral
difficulties is less prevalent (Fox, Conroy, & Heckaman, 1998; Nelson, 1999; Stage,
2000) but is emerging to support the application of FBA with this population (e.g., Blair,
Umbreit, & Bos, 1999; Kamps et al., 1995; Lewis & Sugai, 1996; Meyer, 1999). A
review of recent research found no studies addressing the communication that occurs
during the problem solving process of conducting FBAs.

Behavioral Consultation (BC) is an indirect form of service delivery in which
school psychologists and teachers work together to address academic, éocial, or
behavioral needs of students (Sheridan, 1997). Conjoint Behavioral Consultation (CBC)
1s an expansion of the traditional behavioral consultation model, and involves the school
psychologist consulting conjointly with the child’s parent and teacher together to assess

and treat behaviors across home and school settings (Sheridan, 1997). Within a problem
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solving framework, school practitioners conduct interviews based on behavior analytic
principles to identify problem behaviors and explore the antecedents and consequences of
behaviors (Kratochwill, Elliott, & Busse, 1995). Variables influencing frequency,
intensity, and/or duration of problem behavior are discussed (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1989), as
well as skills and/or conditions contributing to the occurrence of the target behavior
across settings (Sheridan & Colton, 1994). Following this assessment, behavioral
intervention strategies are then employed (e.g., daily positive home notes, group
contingencies, points awarded for appropriate behaviors, goal setting and self-
monitoring) (e.g., Galloway & Sheridan, 1994; Sheridan & Colton, 1994). Empirical
support exists for the BC and CBC models in reducing problem behaviors and increasing
desirable behaviors (e.g., Achenbaum & Reynolds, 1981; Heron & Catera, 1980, Jason,
Ferone, & Anderegg, 1979; Kratochwill et al., 1995).

The FBA model in the current study was distinct in that the model was assessment
driven. The direct and indirect functional assessments were used to formulate hypotheses
about why problem behaviors occurred in particular settings, and these hypotheses
directly informed the behavior support planning. This model emphasized that problem
behaviors were grounded in social context rather than the student’s personality, thereby
de-emphasizing trait-based explanations of problem behaviors and emphasizing the
environmental contingencies surrounding behaviors. The FBA model used a competing
pathways model as a conceptual organizer and as a means of developing testable
hypotheses about potential functions and contingencies surrounding problem behaviors

(see Appendix E, pp. 159). Finally, the FBA model emphasized multi-component
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interventions, focusing on preventing the problem behaviors from occurring, teaching
new skills, and arranging more effective and efficient environmental contingencies that
increased prosocial behaviors and reduced the likelihood that problem behaviors would
occur.

In contrast, the CBC model did not rely on such an extensive assessment phase,
but rather was based on indirect methods of gathering information during the team
meetings with parents and teachers as the primary informants and direct behavioral
observations. The focus was on the consultees as primary informants regarding the
observed behaviors and the environmental céntingencies surrounding the behaviors.
Based on the information gathered through the CBC process, intervention
recommendations were selected from a battery of empirically-validated interventions
(Stage & Quiroz, 1997) (i.e., Differential reinforcement of other behaviors, group
contingencies, or self-management strategies) which focused primarily on the
manipulation of consequences pertaining to the problem behavior.

The BC model has been criticized for the exclusive focus on maintaining
consequences in behavioral interventions (e.g., group contingencies or response costs)
without attention to antecedents or prevention of problem behaviors as in the FBA model
(Gresham, 1991). Conventional behavioral interventions that focus exclusively on
suppressing undesirable behavior may not produce generalizable effects (Gresham &
Noell, 1998; Kern & Dunlap, 1998). Previous research has demonstrated that behavioral
interventions are more likely to be successful if the approach involves multiple elements,

focused on manipulating the environment to reduce the incidence of disruptive behavior,
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while also teaching a positive alternative behavior (cf. Stage & Quiroz, 1997; e.g., Iwata
et al., 1994; Taylor & Miller, 1997;). In addition, as the BC model does not include
extensive assessment and intervention based specifically on the function of problem
behaviors, researchers have suggested that the intervention may not effectively address
the student’s unique learning needs (Tilly, Reschly, & Grimes, 1998).

The FBA model has also been criticized based on the extensive length of time
required to conduct FBAs and the high skill-level required to accurately complete FBAs
(Gable, 1999). The quality of the behavioral support plan for students hinges on the
accuracy and completeness of the FBA, and incomplete assessment can lead to false
assumptions regarding behavioral causes and ineffective intervention formulation (Gable,
1999; Nelson, 1999). Compared to the CBC model in the current study, participation in
the FBA model required more time from school-based personnel in conducting the
assessments. In addition, more time lapsed between the initial referral and the actual
intervention implementation while the research team compiled assessment data and
implemented interventions to verify hypotheses. Previous research findings have
suggested that even when such extensive assessments are conducted that they may not
lead to more effective interventions for all studenté (Nelson et al., 1999).

In the school consultation literature, the extent to which FBA models and CBC
models comparatively provide beneficial treatment outcomes has been explored. Schill,
Kratochwill, and Elliott (1998) compared the effectiveness of two consultation
approaches, one utilizing functional assessment methods to develop behavioral support

plans and the other using a self-help technical assistance procedure within a BC
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framework. Although effect sizes differed across conditions (ES = .84 and ES= .52 for
FBA and CBC respectively), the difference was not statistically significant due to lack of
power in the limited sample size, variability across different treatments, and problems
with the statistical analyses employed. In another meta-analytic study, Stage and Quiroz
(1997) compared 16 different behavioral interventions (including FBA) and found
significant differences only between group contingencies (i.e., group members are
rewarded collectively by performiﬁg to a specific standard, £5=1.02) and cognitive-
behavioral interventions (£5=.36). Interventions based on FBAs were less effective than
more traditional approaches such as group contingencies, self-management (i.e.,

- interventions that relied on self-monitoring, evaluation, and reinforcement), and
differential reinforcement (i.e., reinforcement of low rates or the absence of disruptive
behaviors (Stage & Quiroz, 1997). These empirically-validated interventions aré the
types of behavioral interventions that were recommended to school-based teams
participating in the CBC model in the current study:.

Fox, Conroy and Heckaman (1998) refer to a need in FBA research for “rival
hypothesis validity”, or studies to establish whether a “function-based intervention
reduce(s) challenging behavior more than an intervention not based on that function” (p.
31). The data to support that FBA data leads to better treatment selection and outcomes
has not been clearly demonstrated (Braden & Krathoc_hwill, 1997).

The differences inherent in the FBA and CBC models suggested that the content
and process of team-based problem solving meetings based on these models would also

be different. Based on these differences, it was predicted that differences would be
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observed in the relative proportion of communicative behaviors emitted during the
meetings in relation to treatment outcomes across the FBA and CBC cases.

For example, given that the FBA model specifically emphasized the social context
within which problem behaviors occur, it was expected that there would be more
behaviorally focused communication (i.e., Behavior and Behavior Setting communicative
acts) and less trait-based explanations for problem behaviors (i.e., Individual
Characteristics communicative acts) in the FBA cases than in the CBC cases. In addition,
teams utilizing the FBA medel were likely to spend time discussing the results of the
extensive assessment and hypothesis-testing phases, which directly informed the
intervention planning phase. Whereas, the teams utilizing the CBC model were more
likely to discuss behaviors and the potential factors influencing those behaviors
informally, using the teachers as the primary informants, and interventions were to be
selected from a battery of empirically-validated interventions.

Because adherence to the FBA model required a more complex assessment
process, it was also predicted that there would be differences in how the problem solving
process was approached by team members during these meetings. The specific behaviors
and the contexts within which they occurred would likely be discussed in more depth
during the FBA meetings compared to the CBC meetings, accounting for a greater .
proportion of Behavior and Behavior Setting communicative acts in the FBA cases.

Thus, case type (i.e., FBA or CBC) was included as an independent variable to
investigate whether or not there were differences in the functional, behavioral and

directive communication between the FBA and CBC cases. Specific predictions
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regarding the extent of behavioral communication were stated based on the differences
inherent in the two models regarding the functional analysis of problem behaviors and
consideration of the environmental contingencies surrounding them. Regarding the
functional communiéation and directive communication, case type was included as an
exploratory variable to investigate whether or not there were differences between the
FBA and CBC cases in these types of communication. Specific predictions regarding the
direction of the differences in functional communication and directive communication

were not stated.
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Chapter 3: Research Questions

The Problem Solving Functions coding system (PSF) was included in the current
study to assess the incidence of functional communicative acts in the team discussions.
Based on previous research in small group communication, it was predicted that there
would be differences in the extent of functional communication in problem solving team
meetings between the FBA and CBC models, and in cases with varying treatment
outcomes. Speciﬁqally, the Functional communication theory suggests that this type of
communication (i.e., establishing operating procedures, generating alternative solutions
to the problem) is conducive to effective problem solving, whereas the absence of these
behaviors may hinder the problem solving process.
Research Questions:
1. Is there a difference between the average proportion of functional communication as
coded with the Problem Solving Functions coding system in school-based problem
solving teams when the effect of both effect size and case type is also analyzed?

Hypothesis 1a: There will be a larger proportion of Operating Procedures

communicative acts in cases with large effect sizes.

Hypothesis 1b.: There will be a larger proporfion of Pfoblem Analysis

communicative acts in cases with large effect sizes.

Hypothesis 1c: There will be a larger proportion of Generating Alternative

Solutions communicative acts in cases with large effect sizes.

Hypothesis 1d: There will be a larger proportion of Criteria for Evaluating

Solutions communicative acts in cases with large effect sizes.
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Hypothesis 1e: There will be a larger proportion of Evaluation communicative

acts in cases with large effect sizes.

The Consultation Analysis Record (CAR) was included to assess the incidence of
behavioral communication and directive communication in the problem solving team
discussions. Based on the research in school consultation and the differences inherent in
the FBA and CBC models implemented in this study, it was predicted that there would be
differences in the extent of behavioral communication between FBA and CBC cases with
varying treatment outcomes. Previous research has suggested that focusing on explicit
behavioral descriptions and conditions in the immediate environment as central
determinants of problem behaviors could lead to better treatment outcomes. Thus, it was
predicted that there would be a greater proportion of behavioral content communication
in cases with large effect sizes (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1989). In addition, as the FBA model
relied on extensive assessment and verification phéses that directly inform intervention
planning, it was predicted that there would be a greater proportion of behavioral content
communication in FBA cases than in CBC cases. The prediction was that there could be
an interaction between case type and effect size, such that there would be a greater
average proportion of behavioral communicative acts in FBA cases with large effect
sizes.

2. Is there a difference between the average proportion of behavioral content
communication as coded with the Consultation Analysis Record (CAR) coding system in
school-based problem solving teams when the effect of both effect size and case type is

also analyzed?
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Hypothesis 2a: There will be a larger proportion of Behavior communicative acts
in cases with large effect sizes.

Hypothesis 2b: There will be a larger proportion of Behavior communicative acts
in FBA than in CBC cases.

Hypothesis 2c: There will be a larger proportion of Behavior communicative acts
in FBA cases with large effect sizes.

Hypothesis 2d: There will be a larger proportion of Behavior Setting
communicative acfs in cases with large effect sizes.

Hypothesis 2e.: There will be a larger proportion of Behavior .Setting
communicative acts in FBA than in CBC cases.

Hypothesis 2f: There will be a larger proportion of Behavior Setting
communicative acts in FBA cases with large effect sizes.

Hypothesis 2g: There will be a larger proportion of Behaviorél (i.e., Behavior and
Behavior Setting combined) communicative acts in cases with large effect sizes.
Hypothesis 2h; There will be a larger proportion of Behavioral (i.e., Behavior and
Behavior Setting combined) communicative acts in FBA than in CBC cases.
Hypothesis 2i: There will be a larger proportion of Behavioral (i.e., Behavior and
* Behavior Setting combined) communicative acts in FBA cases with large effect
sizes.

Hypothesis 2j: There will be a larger proportion of Individual Characteristics

communicative acts in cases with small effect sizes.
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Hypothesis 2k: There will be a larger proportion of Individual Characteristics

communicative acts in CBC than in FBA cases.

Hypothesis 21: There will be a larger proportion of Individual Characteristics

communicative acts in CBC cases with small effect sizes.

Research 1n school consultation has suggested that directive verbal
communication in consultation is related to process and treatment outcomes, although the
data to support the nature of this relationship has been mixed. In the group problem
solving models in the current study, it was predicted that the consultants’ use of directive
verbalizations (i.e., Process Overt, Summarization, Elicitors) would be necessary to guide
the corriplex problem solving process and would lead to better treatment outcomes.

3. Is there a difference between the average proportion of directive communication in
school-based problem solving teams as coded with the Consultation Analysis Record
(CAR) coding system when both the effects of effect size and case type is analyzed?

Hypothesis 3a: There will be a larger proportion of Process Overt cofnmunicative

acts in cases with large effect sizes.

Hypothesis 3b: There will be a larger proportion of Summarization

communicative acts in cases with large effect sizes.

Hypothesis 3c: There will be a larger proportion of Elicitor communicative in

cases with large effect sizes.

Hypothesis 3d: There will be a larger proportion of Directive communicative acts

(i.e., combined category of Process Overt, Summarization, and Elicitors) in cases

with large effect sizes.
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Chapter 4: Methods

Selection of Participants

Research participants were selected from an ongoing comparative study of the
FBA and CBC approaches being implemented in multiple school districts. Participants
for this study were solicited from the school districts through appointed personnel (e.g.,
supervisors of Behavior Specialists or coordinators of Emotional/Behaviorally disabled
self-contained classrooms) and the students were selected by participating school
personnel. There were three criteria for student selection. The first criterion was that the
student be eligible for special education services for emotional/behavioral disability
(E/BD) or other identified behavioral disabilities (i.e., Attention Deficit Disorder or
ADD) that were manifested in disruptive behavior in the school setting. The second
criterion was that the student was nominated due to repeated office discipline referrals.
The third criterion was that the student be within average intellectual functioning. For
each case, letters of consent were obtained from parents and teachers, and letters of assent
were obtained from students.

The students were randomly assigned to the intervention conditions of FBA and
CBC. Sixteen cases were processed through either the FBA or CBC model throughout the
year, with one research assistant assigned to each case as the coordinator and consultant.
Twelve of the cases were included in this study, based on criteria that the teams collected
student observation data that could be analyzed for changes from baseline to intervention
phases, and that the teams reached the intervention phase and had collected at least two

intervention data points (i.e., observations of target students). In addition, only the cases
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that were judged to have at least moderate treatment integrity (i.e., teams had completed
at least 75% of the essential components of the problem solving models) were included.
For the purpose of conducting the statistic analyses, there needed to be at least one
audible tape of a team meeting for the case to be included in the analysis.

Table 1 illustrates demographic and case information on each student participant
in the FBA cases, and Table 2 illustrates demographic and case information on each

student participant in the CBC cases:



Demographics and case information on student participants included

Table 1

in study: Functional Behavioral Assessment Model cases

Case

Age Grade

Classroom Setting/
Disabling Category

Target Behaviors

Hypotheses/
Goals

15

21

22

12 6

5.5 K

11 6

10 4

11 6

Self contained E/BD
E/BD

General education w/RR
E/BD

Self contained E/BD
E/BD

General education
Health Impaired

Self contained E/BD
E/BD

Self contained E/BD
w/mainstreaming
E/BD

General Ed with RR
E/BD

1. Off-task

2. Disruption

1. Non-
compliance

2. Physical

a. Due to difficult
task and lack of
organizational skills
b. Decrease off-task
a. Seeking peer/
teacher attention and
escapes task

b. Decrease
disruptions

a. To get attention
and escape task

b. Decrease
noncompliance

a. To escape task

Defiance b. Decrease

1. On-task

2. Aggression

1. Talking out

2. Inappropriate
asking for help

1. Truancy

defiant behaviors

a. Engages in off-task
refusal behaviors to
get attention

b. Increase on-task

a. Aggressive to get
adult/peer attention
b. Decrease
aggression

a. To get attention

b. Decrease talking
a. To escape task

b. Decrease verbal
outbursts

Student truant to gain
staff/peer attention

1. Disruptive talk-outs

2. Noise

1. On-task

a. Due to difficult task
b. Decrease talk-outs
a. To get attention

b. Decrease noise

a. Off-task to

escape task and get
assistance from adult
b. Increase on-task

Note: E/BD= Emotional/Behavioral Disability. Self contained=Self contained classroom, an education
setting in which only students with special education eligibility on individualized education programs
are in attendance. Self contained E/BD w/mainstreaming= self-contained E/BD classroom for the
majority of the day with at least one class in a general education setting. General Ed with RR= General
education classroom for the majority of the day with specialized instruction in resource room.

34



Table 2
Demographics and case information on student participants included
in study: Conjoint Behavioral Consultation Model cases

Case Age Grade  Classroom Setting/ Target Behaviors Hypotheses/
Disabling Category Goals
2 10 16 General Education w/RR 1. On-task a. Student is
E/BD oppositional, has
difficulty engaging

b. Goal- increase
on-task behaviors

8 5.5 K General Education w/RR 1. Tantrums a. Tantrums during
Health Impaired academic work when
frustrated
b. Decrease tantrums
2. Aggression a. In social situations

student aggresses to
protect personal space
b. Eliminate
aggression
11 9 1-3 Self contained multi-age 1. On task a. Off-task to get
(mixed) E/BD attention, needs

incentives
b. Increase on task

2. Talking a. Talks when peers
talk to him, avoid task
b. Decrease talking

16 11 6 Self contained E/BD 1. Task a. Rushes through
E/BD avoidance work due to boredom

b. Goal — Increase

% work complete

19 9 2 General education 1. Off-task a. Occurs throughout
Health Impaired the day, difficulty
sustaining attention
b. Decrease off-task
2. Provoking a. During seatwork

and transitions to get
peer attention
b. Decrease
provoking

Note: E/BD= Emotional/Behavioral Disability, special education disabling category;

an education setting in which only students with special education eligibility on individualized education
programs are in attendance; General Ed with RR= General education classroom for the majority of

the day with specialized instruction in resource room, usually a room within a school where small
groups of children meet with a special education teacher for special instruction for a portion of the day.
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Parents. The parents of each student were invited and encouraged to participate in
part of the assessment process, the team meetings, and some aspects of intervention
implementation. Ten parents attended the team meetings, and in the other two cases
parents did not attend team meetings but were consulted through telephone conversations.

Teachers. Ten teachers participated in the study. Six teachers worked in general
education settings with resource room support for the students eligible for services, and
four teachers worked in self-contained classrooms for students with emotional/behavioral
disabilities. Some teachers participated in two cases (i.e., case #16 and #17 involved the
same teacher, case #10 and #11 involved the éafne teacher). Their experience in
education ranged from two years to twelve years, and all of the teachers had some
experience working with students with emotional/behavioral disabilities, although their
levels of experieﬁce varied from having previously worked with one student with
behavioral disabilities within the general education setting to having worked extensively
with students with emotional/behavioral disabilities in self-contained settings.

Other School Personnel. In some cases, additional school personnel involved in
the education of the target student were involved in the problem solving process. For
example, in many cases the Behavior Specialist shared responsibility for helping the
teacher implementing goals in the student’s Individualized Education Program (IEP). The
Behavior Specialist or Interventionist provided direct services to the student and was
therefore involved in implementing interventions to address problem behaviors. For
example, in case #15 the Behavior Specialist attended all team meetings, communicated

with teachers and the consultant on a regular basis regarding the student’s progress, and
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was often present in the classroom while the intervention was being implemented. In
other cases, the school principal (i.e., case #9), the school psychologist (i.e., case #8), the
classroom therapist (i.e., cases #16 and #17), or the school counselor (i.e., case #8) were
involved in team meetings. All of these participants are referred to as consultees in the
data analyses.

Research Assistants. Four research assistants served as consultants to the school-
based teams regarding specific cases. The research assistants conducted team meetings,
assessments, and interviews, collected and/or facilitated data collection, conducted
behavioral observations in classroom settings, and monitored intervention
implementation. The research assistants transcribed the audiotaped meetings and coded
the transcripts utilizing the PSF and the CAR coding systems. Two additional research
assistants conducted behavioral observations and coded transcripts to establish interrater
agreement across cases.

Materials

Transcripts. The meetings were conducted at the schools and were recorded
utilizing a cassette recorder. Audiotapes were assigned case numbers and stored in locked
facilities to protect confidentiality of the participants. The research assistants audiotaped
the meetings and transcribed the discussions Vérbatim. Verbal messages were divided
into “thought units” as specified by Bergan & Kratochwill (1990b). A thought unit is a
statement that functions as a complete thought or change of thought, and is distinguished

from smaller units such as words or larger units such as speaking turns.



38

Consultation Analysis Record (CAR). The Consultation Analysis Record (CAR) is
a verbal coding system designed specifically for the z.lnalysis of consultation dyads. The
instrument was created to provide a quantitative method for describing the verbal
interactions that occur during the consultation process, and providing indices of
verbalizations deemed important in Behavioral consultation and educational problem
solving (Bergan & Tombari, 1975). Bergan and Tombari (1975) anticipated that the CAR
would help researchers and practitioners identify verbalizations that would help
consultants meet specific interviewing goals (i.e., problem identification) and goals of the
consultant process (i.e., moving from delineating a problem to developing and
implementing an intervention plan, or improving consultee skills to deal with the client).
The intent was also to increase awareness regarding how the consultation process impacts
treatment planning and implementation.

In the initial instrument design, interrater reliability was established for both
assigning utterances to units of observations (i.e., dividing them into thought units) and
for coding thought units for content, process, and control categories. The coders achieved
96% agreement in assigning thought units. Reliability coefficients for coding the three
types of subcategories ranged from 87-100% across the three interview phases (problem
identification, problem analysis, and problem evaluation) (Bergan & Tombari, 1975). The
CAR has since been used extensively in consultation research to analyze primarily
Behavioral consultant dyads (e.g., Bergan & Tombari, 1975; Busse, 1996; Busse et al.,
1999; Benes et al., 1991; Curtis & Watson, 1980) and in some Conjoint Behavioral

consultation triads (e.g., Sheridan, 1997). Examples of interrater reliability with the CAR
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reported in published studies are the following: 70% (e.g., Busse et al., 1995), 80% (e.g.,
Gutkin, 1996), and 90% (e.g., Hughes et al., 1997).

See Appendix C for the format of the CAR coding system. See Appendix D for a
brief description of each CAR verbalization code. The Process Overt content code that
Gutkin (1996) added to the CAR was included in this study. This content code identifies
verbalizations that address the problem solving process itself rather than the spéciﬁcs of a
presenting problem (e.g., “Let’s make sure we have a clear definition of the problem
behavior that we’re focusing on before we talk about interventions.”) (Gutkin, 1996).

Problem Solving Functions (PSF). The PSF coding system was modified by the
author from Hirokawa’s (1980) Function-Oriented Interaction Analysis System (FAIOS)
which was used in previous studies in the group communication literature (e.g.,
Hirokawa, 1980;1985;1988) (see Appendix A). Hirokawa’s (1980) coding system was
based on generally accepted requirements for effective group decision making according
to the Functional Theory of group communication (Gouran et al.,1993; Hirokawa,
1980;1985;1988) The specific functions and behavioral categories in the current study
were modified to make them relevant to the school-based problem solving process. The
paragraph below explains the coding system and the modifications for the current study.

A two-level, dynamic analysis system was created for coding each thought unit. A
dynamic analysis system contains mutually exclusive and exhaustive categories so that
each communicative unit is only coded into one category (Hirokawa, 1980). For example,
each thought unit is coded for only one problem solving function (i.e., Generating

Alternative Solutions). The decision is made by the coder that an utterance fits
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exclusively in this category and not another (i.e., Criteria for Evaluating Solutions) based
on the definitions and examples for each category. Similarly, each thought unit is coded
for the purpose of the utterance (i.e., question), and the coder makes the decision that this
utterance fits only into this category and not another behavioral category (i.e., opinion).

With the PSF coding system, each thought unit was coded for the following: (1)
source (indicates the person speaking, i.e., consultant, consultee-teacher, consultee-
parent), Problem Solving Function (indicates the general task-achievement function), and
purpose of the utterance (indicates the seven behavioral categories). The five Problem
Solving Functions are the general task-achievement functions of the communicative
utterances: Operating Procedures (i.e., establishihg what needs to be accomplished‘ during
the team meeting and how to approach the task), Problem Analysis (i.e., identifying the
nature of the problem behavior, the extent and seriousness of the problem, problems with
the circumstance), Generating Alternative Solutions (i.e., generating a number of feasible
alternative intervention ideas), Criteria for Evaluating Solutions (i.e., establishing what a
good intervention would look like and appropriate evaluative criteria), and Evaluation
(i.e., evaluating positive and negative qualities of each intervention idea).

The specific purpose of the utterance is identified by seven behavioral categories.
This behavioral function relates to the type of verbal action conveyed by the message that
accomplishes a broader task-achievement function within the discussion (i.e., a question
to gather information of clarify a previously stated utterance). Behavioral categories

include the following: Fact, Opinion, Agreement, Disagreement, Question, Summary,
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Other (see Appendix B for a complete description of each of the five functions and the
behavioral categories).

The School Archival Records Search (SARS). The SARS is a record searching tool
used to summarize information regarding the student’s school history and current status,
including attendance, achievement test scores, grade retentions, placement, and special
education services, and comments from previous teachers (see Appendix F) (Walker,
Block-Pedegp, Todis, & Severson, 1991). The research assistants gathered information
and completed the SARS prior to assessment activities and interviews for each case in the
FBA and CBC model. These data were used in the initial problem solving stages to
determine which factors (i.e., student attendance) could be symptoms of, or contributing
to, the problem behaviors. In addition, this information assisted the teams their attempts
to understand the nature of the problem behaviors, analyze problems with current
circumstances in the school setting, and to rule out interventions that had previously been
implemented and their outcomes (i.e., grade retention due to persistent lags in academic
progress or emotional immaturity).

The following (Appendices G-M) are assessment tools that were used in the
assessment phase of the FBA model only.

Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers and Staff, Part A & Part B (FACTS
A&B). The FACTS A & B is a two-page interview used by school personnel in the initial
phase of functional behavioral assessment (see Appendix G) (March et al., 1999). The
FACTS is an interview assessment that can be completed in 15 minutes. Following the

initial intake and records review, the FACTS was conducted by the research assistant
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with school-based personnel that worked directly with the student and knew the student
best (i.e., teacher and/or other school personnel). There are five sections on the first page,
beginning with general demographic information about the student and respondent (i.e.,
name, grade, date, name of interviewer and respondent), a general student profile (i.e.,
strengths or contributions the student brings to school), and a list of identified problem
behaviors (i.e., withdrawn, inappropriate language). The next two sections involve
identifying specific routines in which the problem behaviors are most likely to occur and
rating the likelihood of the problem behavior occurring during these routines in the
classroom, and summarizing the three routines that received the highest rating in
probability of occurrence for further assessment in the other sections.

On the second page of the assessment, there are six sections that guide the
interviewer and respondent in further the routines, activities and contexts within which
the problem behaviors occur, providing more detail about the problem behavior(s), and
current efforts that have been used to control the problem behavior. The events that
predict when the problem behavior will occur and consequences that appear most likely
to maintain the problem behavior are also listed. The assessment concludes with a
summary statement proposing possible predicting factors (i.e., setting events,
antecedents) and maintaining consequences of the problem behavior(s). The information
from fhis assessment was used in conjunction with other assessment and interview data to
guide further assessment if needed and to build behavior support plans.

Functional Behavioral Assessment Checklists.(FBAC). Stage et al. (2002)

modified the FACTS A&B by using a checklist format for the sections and used
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classroom teachers as the informants. This checklist format is the FBAC used in the
current study, and both teachers and students used similar versions of the FBAC (see
Appendices H and I respectively). The FBAC is a brief checklist used for teachers and
students to identify behaviors of concern, events that predict when the problem behavior
occurs, and consequences that appear to maintain the problem behavior (Stage et al.,
2002). The checklists ask respondents to check the most important behavior(s) of concern
(e.g., disrupts class, rushes through work) or to write in the behavior in the blank space.
Then, respondents check the event that best predicts the occurrence of the behavior, and
their best guess about the consequencés that maintain the behavior, in terms of things that
the student could obtain, avoid or escape by engaging in the problem behavior.

Results from a validity study indicated that teachers consistently rated the same
problem behaviors for individual students on the TFBACs and that the teachers’ ratings
of problem behaviors adequately agreed with a time-lag analysis procedure (i.e., using
behavioral observations to determine conditional probabilities of behaviors, preceding
antecedents, and maintaining consequences), but that agreement between teachers’
ratings of maintaining functions of the problem behaviors and the time-lag analysis were
poor (Stage et al., 2002).

Student-Directed Functional Assessment Interview (SDFAI). The SDFAl is a brief
interview-format tool used to obtain information from the person performing the problem
behavior, the student (see Appendix J) (O’Neill et al., 1997). The SDFAI had five
sections of questions regarding the student’s strengths and skills, behaviors of concern,

schedule and routines associated with the problem behavior(s), competing behavior
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pathways, and a proposed behavior support plan. The SDFAI asked the student to
describe their strengths and skills (i.e., activities at school that the student liked and did
well in), and identify specific behaviors that resulted in problems in school. The student
then completed a schedule and routine matrix to show routines and activities in which
problem behaviors were most likely to occur. The student then responded to questions
regarding why they thought they were having problems (i.e., what events trigged problem
behaviors, what happened after) to explore the immediate environment surrounding the
problem behavior(s) and to develop competing behavior pathway hypotheses. The
information about the problem behavior(s) was then used to inform a proposed behavior
support plan (i.e., ways to reduce the effects of things that make the problem behavior
worse). The comprehensive coverage of setting events, antecedents, and consequences
surrounding problem behaviors suggests that the SDFAT has adequate content validity
although the data on convergent validity with other instruments has not been established
(Stage et al., 2002).

There were two versions of the SDFAI one for intermediate students and one for
primary students. For the younger primary students, the wording of questions were
modified to facilitate comprehension, i.e. “which of these behaviors occur together in
some way” was read as “when X (the behavior) happens, what also happens?” Outcomes
from the SDFAI included further specification of the problematic times or situations
across the day, identification of factors predictive of problematic behaviors, the possible
functions, summary statements for maintaining functions of behaviors, and suggestions

for components of the behavioral support plan.
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The research assistants conducted the appropriate version of the SDFAI with the
student. The SDFAI concludes with the completion of the Competing Pathways
Summary Template (see Appendix J) which summarized the information gathered from
the teacher and student interviews regarding the setting events and predictérs of the
problem behavior, desired behaviors (i.e., what is expected of students) and acceptable
alternative behaviors (i.e., what the target student could do as an alternative to the
problem behavior that would result in fulfilling the same function), and the maintaining
consequences of the behaviors. This information was used to inform the verification of
hypotheses and the proposed behavior support plan.

Adapted Functional Assessment Interview (Adapted FAI). The Adapted FAI is an
abbreviated version of the FACTS A&B, modified to make the questions more applicable
to the parent’s level of knowledge regarding how their child behaves at school (see
Appendix K) (Sugai & Tindal, 1993). The Adapted FAI asked the parent to describe their
child’s behavioral strengths and the behavior(s) that were most likely to get their child in
trouble at school. In addition, there were questions regarding environmental conditions
surrounding the behavior at school, such as under what conditions the behavior was most
likely to occur, what usually immediately before and after the problem behavior occurred,
and what the parents and others (i.e., students and teachers) usually did when the
behavior occurred. There are no published studies addressing the validity of the Adapted
FAL

Antecedent/Behavior/Consequence (ABC) Observation Assessment. The ABC is

an observation form used to guide the initial classroom behavior observation (see
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Appendix L) (Sugai, & Tindal, 1993). The research assistants conducted the observations
in the classrooms during the times or activities when the problem behaviors were most
likely to occur. Event recording techniques were used, in that the observers recorded the
details of each incident as they occurred. The observers noted the target student’s
problem behaviors that were observed during this time (i.e., talking out of turn), as well
as the antecedents (events that precede the behavior, i.¢., teacher is delivering instructions
to the whole classroom), and consequences (events that occur after the behavior, 1.e.,
teacher reprimands student for talking out of turn). There are no published studies
addressing the validity of this assessment instrument.

Functional Assessment Observation Form (FAOF). The FAOF is a frequency
event recording tool used to document the predictor events and consequences associated
with instances of problem behavior (see Appendix M) (O’Neill et al., 1997). The form is
organized around problem behavior events, which includes all problem behaviors in an
incident that begins with a problem behavior and ends after three minutes of no problem
behavior. The FAOF provides information regarding the number of events of problem
behavior, behaviors that occur together, times when problem behaviors are most likely
and events that predict them, perceptions about maintaining functions, and actual
consequences following behavior events. The research assistants conducted observations
using the FAOF in as many settings and times per day as deemed necessary during short
periods of time (i.e., 15-minute blocks of time in a one-hour period) across the student’s

day. The average inter-rater agreement on the FAOF in the current study across four
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separate sessions of observations was 80%, and ranged from 58% to 100% (Jackson &
Stage, 2002).

Intervention Evaluation Inventory-short form. The intervention evaluation
inventory-short form is a 9-item likert-type self-report scale designed to assess the
participants’ (i.'e., teachers and parents) perspectives on the acceptability of the proposed
intervention plan (adapted from Kelly, Heffer, Gresham, & Elliott, 1989) (see Appendix
N). The S-point scale, ranging from strongly agree to strongly diségree, asks the
respondent to consider the acceptability of the proposed intervention plan (e.g., “I find
this intervention plan to be an acceptable way of dealing with the student’s problem
behavior”). Scores range from 9-45, with higher scores representing greater acceptance of
a given intervention. Both the teacher(s) and parent(s) completed the inventory following
the behavior support plan meetiﬁgs for each model. A moderate acceptability score of 27
or higher was required in order for intervention implementation to proceed.

Student Intervention Rating Profile (SIRP). The student’s intervention rating
profile is a 7-item questionnaire designed to elicit the student’s perspective on the
fairness and acceptability of the proposed intervention plan (adapted from the Children’s
Intervention Rating Profile, or CIRP, Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990a). The questionnaire
contains selection-type responses, from which the student circled one of the five choices.
For example, in response to the question, “Is what the teacher plans to do too harsh?”, the
student chose one of the following: (1) Very harsh, (2) Harsh, (3) Not sure, (4) Not very
harsh, (5) Not harsh at all (see Appendix O). When students were participating in the

behavior support plan meetings, they completed the SIRP following the meeting. For



48

students with limited reading skills, the SIRP was administered in an interview format.
For primary students, the word “harsh” was defined as “unfair”. The scores on the SIRP
were added and divided by seven. If the average was below 3.0, the plan was considered .
unacceptable as rated by the student. As with the Intervention Evaluation Inventory,
acceptability of the intervention plan was required in order to proceed with
implementation.

Classroom Behavioral Observation System. The classroom behavioral observation
forms were used for the collection of baseline, treatment, and reversal phase data for each
case in the FBA and CBC models (see Appendix P) (Stage, 2001). Research assistants
conducted classroom observatioﬁs using 10-second momentary time-sampling procedures
to record on-or off-task behavior. At the beginning of each 10-second interval, an
audiotaped signal cued the observers to note whether or not the target student was on-or
off-task. Partial-interval time sampling procedures also prompted recorders to note
occurrences of the student performing inappropriate classroom behaviors during this
same 10-second interval (e.g., talking or out-of-seat). Every sixth 10-second interval, a
randomly selected peer was observed for the same behaviors to provide comparison for
the target student’s behaviors, and a different peer was observed at each of the sixth
intervals. The entire time-sampling procedure was conducted in 15-minute blocks of
time.

Behavioral Sequence Coding System. The behavioral sequence coding system was
designed specifically to analyze the antecedent, behavioral, and consequent events

recorded with the behavioral observation system for the verification phase of the FBA
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model (Stage, 2002) (see Appendix Q). Using the behavioral observation system data,
sets of three 10-second behavioral sequences are coded in an antecedent-behavior-
consequence (A-B-C) sequence. For example, in intervals one, two, and three of the first
line of data, behaviors may be recorded as (1) on-task (2) off-task, talking, peer-verbal
(peer interacting verbally with target student), (3) off-task, teacher interaction. Each
behavior in this unit is assigned a numeric code (i.e., on-task=1, off-task=2, peer verbal =
12, teacher interaction=9). For cases where there are multiple possibilities of behavioral
sequences, the unit may be coded more than once. Each set of three 10-second intervals is
coded in the same fashion. The codes are then entered into an SPSS data file to be
analyzed sequentially, to summarize all the possible combinations of target student, peer;
and teacher behaviors and interactions that may be predicting or maintaining the target
student’s behaviors.

FBA and CBC Components Checklists. The FBA and CBC Essential Components
checklists were used as process integrity measures to determine the extent to which
problem solving objectives were obtained (see Appendix R and Appendix S). The
research assistants completed the checklists during the processing of each case, and
consulted with their supervisors to ensure accuracy of reporting and completion of the
essential components.

Setting. The participants were from four nearby urban school districts, two in urban
locations and two in suburban areas. The ethnic representation in the central urban school
district was as follows: Caucasian students (40%), Asian (23%), Black (23%), American

Indian (3%), and Chicano/Latino (12%). The ethnic representation for the other urban
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school district was as follows: Caucasian students (69%), African American (3%), Asian
American (20%), Hispanic (8%), and Nativé American (.4%). Ethnic representation for
one suburban school district was as follows: Caucasian students (82%), with Asian (6%),
Hispanic (4%), Black (2%), and American Indian (.8%) representation. Finally, ethnic
representation for the other suburban school district was as follows: Caucasian students
(79%), with Asian (12%), Black (3%), American Indién (.7%), and Hispanic (5%).
Procedure

Research Assistant Training. Four research assistants participated in one 12-hour
training on the FBA and CBC conditions, data collection and observation systems, and
the transcriptions and coding of the data. The project coordinator provided supervision
with regard to data management and research assistant activities throughout the school
year. In addition, two university faculty members provided supervision with regard to the
FBA and CBC implementation and interventi.on development for specific cases. The
research team met weekly to review research activities and to facilitate discussion about
the specific cases, and additional didactic trainings were provided throughout the year on
specific topics (i.e., modifications to the coding‘ system). While facilitating the FBA and
CBC process activities, each RA met regularly with one of the university faculty to
review transcripts and case documentation.

For the coding of transcripts, the basic principles of the coding systems were
reviewed with each coder. The transcripts were divided into thought units and coded with
assistance from the researcher during initial training sessions. The RAs then

iridependently coded the transcripts and interrater reliability was assessed throughout the
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coding procedures. One RA was assigned to coding the transcripts using the CAR,
another RA coded transcripts using the PSF, and the researcher coded transcripts using
both the CAR and the PSF. |

For the CAR, the training of the RA was conducted based on the Bergan &
Kratochwill (1990a) model. The RA was introduced to the basic principles of the CBC
model and the verbal interaction techniques in consultation. In the initial training
sessions, each of the four categories and subcategories were reviewed, and the researcher
and RA discussed examples of each of the categories using a sample transcript. The RA
and researcher reviewed a sample transcript together, and divided the text into thought
units, numbering the pages and thought units accordingly. The RA and researcher coded
the first four pages of one transcript together, and then the RA and researcher coded the
next four pages independently. The coders reviewed the pages together, and discussed
mnstances in which thefe was disagreement about codes. This process of coding
independently and then reviewing the coding to assess interrater reliability continued
until reliability was maintained at a minimum of 90%.

For the PSF, training of the RA was conducted based on procedures implemented
in Hirokawa’s (1980) study. The RA was introduced to the basic principles of the
functional theory of group communication and the basic components of the PSF coding
sysfem using written descriptions of each category and examples of communicative
behaviors (Hirokawa, 1980). The RA was told that the five problem solving functions

represented actions which theoretically must be performed by team members in order for
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the group to reach an effective solution to the problem (i.e., an effective intervention plan
that can be implemented in the classroom).

* In the initial training sessions, the RA and researcher used a sample transcript to
review together and divide into thought units. They then coded the first four pages of the
transcript together, then the next four independently, and then reviewed those next four
pages together. As with the CAR, the coders reviewed the pages and discussed instances
in which there were disagreements about the codes until reliability was maintained at a
minimum of 90%.

The RA and researcher coded the problem solving discussions, looking for
communicative behaviors which reflected any of the five PSF categories in each
discussion (or the sixth category of “other” for any behavior which performed a function
other than those specified by the categories) (Hirokawa, 1980). The coders also identified
the source of the utterances (consultant, consultee-teacher, consultee-parent, and student).
The RA was instructed to identify the general function of the communicative act (e.g.,
estaBlish operating procedures), as well as the specific behavioral category which was
assumed to perform any of the five functional communicative acts (e.g., fact). The
coders were advised that their coding decisions should not be based on their perception of
the intent of the speaker (i.e., what function he/she intended to perform), but rather on
their perception of how the utterance appeared to function in the course of the discussion

(Hirokawa, 1980; 1985).
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Interventions

Functional Behavioral Assessment (FBA) Model. The FBA model is an
assessment-based behavior support planﬁing model designed to be conducted within a
team-based problem solving approach. The FBA model included multiple assessments
used to derive functional hypotheses regarding problem behaviors which directly
informed behavior support planning. This model consisted of three phases: the
assessment phase, the verification phase, and the intervention implementation and
evaluation phase.

In the assessment phase, six different functional assessments (both direct
observations and interviews) were used to develop testable hypotheses about what factors
predict and maintain problem behaviors. The six different functional assessments
included the Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers and Staff (FACTS-A&B)
interview, the Functional Behavioral Assessment Checklist (FBAC) for teachers and
students, the Student-Directed Functional Assessment Interview (SDFAI), the Adapted
Functional Assessment Interview (Adapted FAI) for parents, and the two observation
assessments, the Antecedent/Behavior/Consequence (ABC) Observation assessment and
the Functional Assessment Observation Form (FAOF). These instruments were used to
gather information from the students, teachers, and parents regarding the nature of the
problem behaviors (e.g., talking out of turn), the events and circumstances related to both
the prediction of the problem behaviors (e.g., during whole-group instruction time),
possible functions or purposes of the problem behaviors (e.g., to obtain teacher attention),

and desired alternatives to the problem behaviors (e.g., raising a hand before talking).
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These factors were compiled into summary statements in the Competing Pathways
graphic organizer (see Appendix E). This template was used to summarize information
gathered during the assessment phase, to facilitate further analysis of the problem, and to
structure the process for developing the behavior support plan (O’Neill et al., 1997).

In the verification phase, the Competing Pathways model was used as a means of
developing testable hypotheses about problem behaviors. For example, once teams had
identified potential setting events, predictors and consequences of the problem behaviors,
as well as acceptable alternative behaviors, this information was summarized in the
competing pathways model. Teams may have initially identified more than one
hypothesis regarding potential fnaintaining factors (i.e., that off-task behavior could be
maintained by peer attention or escape of a difficult task). The teams then used this
information to structure the classroom environment to test the hypotheses.

For example, a task was presented to the target student (e.g., an independent
writing task) while observers attended to the behaviors of the target student (e.g., off-
task or tantrum behaviors) and the target student’s behavior with peers (e.g., talking with
peers) using the classroom observation system. From these observations, the research
team was able to detect whether or not either of the predicted sequence of events
occurred above chénce expectations (e.g., task presented to student, student engages in
off-task behavior and/or tantrums, student obtains teacher attention). The behavioral
sequence coding system was then used to verify one or more of the hypotheses, using

Chi-square based statistical tests that determined the occurrence above expectation
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(Stage, 2002). This information then directly informed the behavior support plan
strategies.

The resulting interventions were multi-component support plans which focused
on preventing problem behaviors from occurring, teaching new skills to students to use as
an alternative to the problem behavior that results in the same function, and arranging
more effective environmental contingencies that increase prosocial behaviors and reduce
the frequency of problem behaviors. With the previous example, the team may have
designed an intervention to address either the predicting events (e.g., presenting a
difficult task without teacher support) or the maintaining consequences (e.g., teacher
attention to tantrum behaviors), while simultaneously teaching an appropriate alternative
behavior (i.e., raising a hand to ask for help). The interventions were designed to
maximize the treatment acceptability for those that would implement them and to
maintain contextual fit, in that the proposed intervention was suitable and practical within
the classroom environment and current resources available to the teachers. Using the
intervention evaluation form, if moderate treatment acceptability was not obtained the
team discussed alternate intervention pans that were acceptable to the participants.

Conjoint Behavioral Consultation (CBC). The CBC model was based on Bergan
and Krafochwill’s (1990a) dyadic model of consultation, modified to include parents
(Sheridan, 1997) in a team-based problem solving approach. The CBC model followed an
interview format modified from the Bergan and Kratochwill (1990a) Behavioral
consultation model to facilitate problem solving in three phases: problem identification,

problem analysis, and program implementation and evaluation. The CBC model did not
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rely on an extensive assessment phase, but rather was based on indirect methods of
gathering information through interviews with the parents and teachers, and facilitating
teamA meetings in which the team defined and analyzed the problem and developed a
support plan collaboratively. The focus was on the consultees as the primary informants
regarding the observed behaviors and environmental contingencies surrounding the
behaviors.

During the problem identification and analysis phase, research assistants worked
with teachers and parents to identify the problem behaviors (e.g., aggression or physical
defensiveness) and explore environmental factors perceived to contribute to the problem
behaviors (e.g., teacher responds to aggression with attention). After collecting classroom
observation data with the observation system and analyzing the data with the school-
based team, the research assistant consulted with research staff to select from a standard
set of empirically-validated intervention packages (e.g., differential reinforcement of
other behaviors, self-management procedures, or group contingencies). The research
assistant then met with parents, students, and teachers to propose a behavior support plan
based on these recommendations, and maintained flexibility in considering alternative
approaches based on the team’s response to their recommendations.

In both models, the parents were invited to attend team meetings regarding their
child and were encouraged to participate in the problem-solving process. If parents could
not attend meetings, their input was obtained through phone calls whenever possible. In
somé cases, parents participated in some aspects of the intervéntion implementation. For

example, in case #8 the parents were encouraged to use the same language for reinforcing
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appropriate behaviors, and the same strategy of ignoring misbehaviors, as were the
teachers in the classroom.

The teachers participated actively in the problem solving process by contributing
information and insight regarding the students behaviors in the classroom and engaging
in the problem solving process during team meetings (i.e., analyzing the problem
behaviors and the environmental contingencies surrounding them). Teachers participated
in some aspects of data collection, such as tallying the number of times a student was
observed talking out of turn during circle time. Teachers were also actively involved in
intervention implementation in the classroom (i.e., ignoring tantrum behaviors and
providing positive descriptive praise for appropriate behaviors).

Procedural Integrity. Process integrity is a measure of the extent to which teams
adhered to the essential components of the FBA and CBC models. In a review of recent
articles, it was found that only 2% of the 100 studies included measures to determine
whether or not the steps involved in the FBA process were systematically followed by
participants (Ervin, Radford, Vertsch, Piper, Ehrhardt, & Poling, 2001). In the current
study, global ratings of process integrity were utilized to assess the extent to which each
specified component of both the FBA and CBC models were implemented as rated by
participants. Research assistants completed the FBA and CBC checklists and reviewed
their progress regarding each case with a supervisor from the research team. The
transcripts, case documentation, and checklists were reviewed with the supervisor to
ensure accurate reporting of the components completed. In the event that an essential

component was identified that had not been completed, and this component was deemed
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necessary in order to continue the process, the research bassistant facilitated completion of
that component with the school-based team.
Design. There were two independent variables: effect size and case type. The first
variable, effect size, was the difference between observed behaviors across baseline and
intervention phases. The second independent variable, case type, was either the FBA or
CBC model that was employed within each case. The dependent variable was the average
proportion of verbalizations per category of coding system (the CAR and the PSF). With
the CAR, messages were coded for the following: (1) message source (i.e., consultant or
teacher-consultee, parent-consultee, therapist/mental health specialist-consultee, student,
or other), (2) content codes: behavior setting, behavior, plan, and process overt (3)
process codes: specification and positive validation (see Appendix C for coding template
and Appendix D for description of codes). With the PSF, messages were coded for the
following: (1) message source (i.e., consultant or teacher-consultee, parent-consultee,
therapist/mental health specialist, student, or other), (2) communicative behaviors which
performed the five problem solving functions (e.g., Operating Procedures), and (3)
communicative behaviors (e.g., opinion) (see Appendix A for coding template and
Appendix B for description of codes). Measures of treatment integrity were included to
ensure fidelity of the proposed intervention plan.

Interobserver Agreement.

Behavioral Observations. A minimum of five behavioral observations

were conducted for each baseline and treatment phase. For every one of five behavioral

observations, a second research assistant recorded behavioral observations. Initial
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observations were conducted on practice cases to establish agreement between observers.
An exact agreement coding system was used for calculating interobserver agreement,
wherein agreement was assessed for each interval and was established when both
observers agreed on each of the separate fourteen behavioral categories.

Agreement was then calculated by dividing the number of agreements by the
number of disagreements across the 75 intervals of student and peer behaviors and
dividing by 100 to yield a percentage of agreement. Independent coding continued if
agreement was established and maintained at a minimum of 80%. Data collection
procedures yielded interobserver agreement of at least 80%, most typically agreement
was at least 90%. The conservative method of calculating exact agreement and the
minimum standard of 80% are commensurate with other studies citing interobserver
agreement on behavioral observations in functional assessment-based interventions for
students with or at-risk for emotional/behavioral disorders. Examples of interrater
reliability in published studies included ranges of 80-98% (e.g., Blake, Wang, Cartledge,
& Gardner, 2000), 80-100% (e.g., Levandoski & Cartledge, 2000), 89-97% (e.g., Cooper,
Wacker, Sasso, Reimers, & Donn, 1990), and 92% (e.g., Meyer). |

Transcripts. The RAs were trained to use both the PSF and CAR coding
systems. One RA independently coded transcripts and a second trained coder was
assigned to code 25% of the transcripts from selected cases to assess interrater reliability.
Of the 26 transcripts that were coded with the CAR, 7.5 transcripts were coded by both
the researcher and the RA. Of the 13 transcripts that were coded with the PSF, 3.5

transcripts were coded by both the researcher and the other RA. The cases were divided
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into thought units and an average number of coding pages (representing 25 thought units
per coding page) was estimated at 23.5 pages. Transcripts for reliability checks were
chosen that were close to the average range. In addition, transcripts were selected from
cases facilitated by different RAs to provide adequate representation of various
approaches. The researcher ensured that at least one of the cases selected for reliability
checks with each RA was a case that the researcher had facilitated.

Reliability was calculated by dividing the total number of agreements by the total
number of behaviors coded to achieve an agreement coefficient. This method of
calculating agreement and the chosen minimum standard of 80% were established based
on a review of articles in the consultation literature citing interrater agreement for coding
verbal behaviors ranging from 70% (c.g., Busse et al., 1995), 80% (e.g., Gutkin, 1996)
and 90% (e.g., Hughes et al., 1997). Reliability was maintained at a minimum of 90%
throughout the coding of transcripts. For the CAR coding, reliability ranged from 85 to
97%, and for the PSF coding reliability ranged from 95 to 96%.

Treatment Integrity Results. Project staff facilitated and monitored treatment
integrity to ensure fidelity of intervention implementation following the problem solving
meetings. Research assistants also suggested the use of intervention scripts or written
reminders of intervention components to the implementers (e.g., parents and teachers)
(Ehrhardt, Barnett, Lentz, Stollar & Reifin, 1996). Research assistants conducted direct
observations of teachers during treatment implementation phases to ensure that the
interventions were implemented according to the plan and provided corrective feedback

to enhance integrity (Galloway & Sheridan, 1994).
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The FBA and CBC Essential Components checklists were used to facilitate
integrity throughout the implementation process, and as a measure of the extent to which
the problem solving models were implemented with integrity. There werel9 essential
components in the FBA (see Appendix R) and 24 essential components in the CBC
model (see Appendix S). Treatment integrity was evaluated in terms of the proportion of
the components that were adequately addressed in the problem solving process, 1.e., 17
out of the 19 essential components, or 89% integrity. An arbitrary criterion was
established for moderate adherence to the model as between 75-80% of the essential
components addressed, high integrity as greater than 80%, and low integrity as less than
75% of the components.

The percentage of adherence to the FBA and CBC essential components as
measured with the checklists for each of the cases were calculated. Treatment integrity
across the 12 cases ranged from 77-100%, with an average of 86% of the essential
components addressed during the problem solving process. Of the twelve complete cases,
eight of the cases maintained high integrity and three of the cases maintained moderate
integrity. For one case, the checklist was not completed.

Upon closer examination of some of the moderate integrity cases, several of the
components that were not addressed were not relevant to the particular cases. For
example, in case #8 the ‘implement reversal phase’ component was not addressed, as the
intervention involved building a skill that could not have been reversed. The intervention
involved teaching the student social skills and reinforcing him for standing in line

appropriately (i.e., keeping his hands to himself). This learned social skill could not have
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been reversed simply by removing the external reinforcements. In case #9, several of the
components related to intervention implementation were not addressed because the
student was admitted to a psychiatric hospital for an evaluation after the intervention had
been in place for only two school days. Thus, participants were not able to collect
information regarding success of the intervention or implement the reversal phase. Cases
were included in the analysis only if it was apparent that the teams addreésed as many of
the components as were relevant to the particular needs of the case, and if the team did
not exclude any one essential component that was deemed necessary for evaluation. For
example, case #14 was excluded from the analysis because the school-based staff did not
implement the intervention plan as was intended. Howevef, the remaining 12 cases
reached the intervention phase and team members had collected at least two intervention
data points.
Preliminary Effect Size Analyses

In the educational and psychology literature a number of important issues have
been raised regarding analyzing single-case outcome research (e.g., White, 1987;
Scruggs, Mastropieri, & Casto, 1987; Busse et al., 1995). In single-subject research, the
effect of an intervention is assessed by obtaining repeated measures of the target behavior
at different times to provide the basis for inference about behavior change. Traditionally,
data have been displayed graphically and visual inspection has been used to analyze
trends in the data points across phases (i.¢., changes in mean) (Kazdin, 1982). However,
this type of inference has been unreliable, cannot control Type I error rates, and can be

problematic with baseline variability (Crosbie, 1993).
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There is a lack of consensus in how to quantify a meaningful outcome metric
statistically to allow for comparison across multiple cases. Kazdin (1982) cautioned that
statistical tests may detect subtle differences that lack clinical significance and that the
data may violate the assumptions upon which the statistical tests depend. Nonetheless,
with potential threats to the validity of visual inspection (i.e., unstable baselines, subtle
changes in data, and intrasubject variability), Kazdin (1982) argued that statistical tests
such as conventional t-and F-tests or time-series analyses may be appropriate, provided
that autocorrelations are computed to verify that the data points are not serially
dependent. Other researchers have argued for alternative methods of data analysis in
single-case research that takes into account all of the data points and the variability
between them (e.g., White, 1987; Scruggs et al., 1987; Busse et al., 1995).

In the current study, individual treatment outcomes for each of the 12 cases were
analyzed using four different formats that have been reported in the literature for
quantifying individual treatment outcomes. These four different outcomes were then
analyzed using a Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to determine
whether or not systematic variability existed between these measures of outcome. The
following is a description of each of the four measures used to assess single case
outcomes and the results of the analysis of variance.

Consultation researchers have advocated for the application of conventional meta-
analytic approaches in group research to single-case consultation outcome research
(Busse et al., 1995). In group designs, the effect or change achieved in a treatment study

is analyzed by calculating the difference in treatment and control group means divided by
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the control group standard deviation (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981; Smith & Glass,
1977). This effect size measure provides a common metric for summarizing the relative
effectiveness of several group treatment studies (Busk & Serlin, 1992).

For example, Stage and Quiroz (1997) conducted a meta-analysis of 99 single
subject studies that used interventions to decrease disruptive classroom behaviors. These
authors used the interrupted time-series autocorrelation analysis (ITSACORR) program
to perform an analysis to assess the change in intercept and slope of the baseline and
intervention phase lines. The ITSACORR program yielded a t-statistic for both the
change in the y-intercept between baseline and treatment conditions, and for the change
in slope between conditions. This t-statistic was then transformed into an effect size,
allowing these authors to compare the relative effectiveness of the interventions across
studies. They were also able to compare their results to other meta-analytic studies
investigating the effectiveness of other interventions, finding that the interventions
studied yielded comparable results.

Advocating for the use of an effect size calculation for single-subject research,
Busse et al. (1995) suggested an effect size calculation that followed the aforementioned
format used by Glass et al. (1981) for group treatment research. For single subject
research, the effect size is an index of the practical importance of individillal treatﬁent
outcomes that can be used to evaluate and compare treatment effectiveness across cases
(Busk & Serlin, 1992; Busse et al., 1995). Effect size can be calculated without
assumptions regarding population distribution or homogeneity of variance, calculating

the differences in treatment and baseline phase means divided by the baseline phase
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standard deviation (Busk & Serlin, 1992; Busse et al., 1995; Glass et al., 1981; Smith &
Glass, 1977).

The basic formula for calculating effect size based on the target student and peer
comparison data resembled the format used by Glass et al. (1981) for group treatment
data in that the peer comparison data served as the control. Classroom observations of the
target student included observations of randomly selected peers in the classroom at every
sixth interval of the momentary time sampling procedure. These measures of peer
behaviors provided a normative peer comparison to support conclusions that changes in
the target student’s behaviors were significant and clinically meaningful. Intervention
effecf sizes were calculated for each case using a formula that incorporated the peer
comparison data collected during baseline and intervention phases. This effect size

calculation was as follows:

AE-C = { [M(t.tx) — M (t.bD)] - [M(c.tx)-M(c.bD1}
SDc

M(t.tx)= Mean of target student during treatment phase

M(t.bl)= Mean of target student during baseline phase

M(c.tx)= Mean of peer comparison during treatment phase
M(c.bl)=Mean of peer comparison during baseline phase

SDc= Standard deviation of peer comparison during baseline phase

Figure 1: Peer Comparison Effect size calculation

Effect sizes were also calculated for each case using only the target students’

behavioral data to investigate whether or not systematic variability existed between effect



66

sizes measures with or without peer comparison data. This effect size calculation was as

follows:

AE-C = M.tx-M.bl
SD.bl

Mtx-Mean of treatment phase
Mbl-Mean of baseline phase
SDbl-Standard deviation of baseline phase

Figure 2: Treatment minus Baseline (Tx-Bl) Effect size calculation (Busse et al., 1985)

In their review of outcome metrics for single-case research designs, Scruggs et al.
(1987) suggested that the proportion of nonoveﬂapping data points across the baseline
and treatment phases provides a good measure of treatment effectiveness that is sensitive
to other evaluative considerations (i.e., baseline variability and slope changes). The
percentage of nonoverlapping data points (PND) score measures treatment effectiveness
and allows for comparison across cases. (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 1985-86; Scruggs et al.,

1987). The PND scores were calculated as follows:

PND= # Tx data pts > highest Bl pt _
Total #Tx data pts

#Tx Data pts> highest Bl pt = the number of treatment data points that
exceed the highest baseline data point in an expected direction.
Total # Tx = the total number of treatment data points.

Figure 3: Percentage of Nonoverlapping Data (PND) (Scruges et al., 1981)
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For a multiple baseline design, the coder indicates “the number of treatment data
points that exceed the highest baseline data point in an expected direction and divides by
tﬁe total number of data points in the treatment phase” (Scruggs et al., 1987, p. 27). In an
ABAB design in v;/hich phases are repeated, the total number of nonoverlapping
treatment data points are combined, and divided by the total number of treatment data
points in the two phases. The PND scores were then converted to Z-scores to provide a
common metric for comparison across the four measures.

The ITSACORR (1.0) computer program developed by Crosbie (1993) and used
in the Stage and Quiroz (1997) study was also used in the current study to evaluate
treatment effectiveness, or whether a significant change was evidenced between baseline
and treatment phases in single cases (Crosbie, 1993). The ITSACORR program
performed an analysis to assess change in intercept and slope of the baseline and
intervention phase lines to determine whether the phase lines differed significantly, had
different vertical axis intercepts, and had different slopes. The program performed a t-test
for both the change in the y-intercept between phases and for the change in slope between
conditions. With this analysis the influence of autocorrelation (dependence among data
points) inherent in time-series data was statistically removed and the analysis accounted
for change in slope between conditions (Crosbie, 1993). The t-statistic from the
ITSACORR program was then transformed into an effect size using the following

formula;:
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AE-C=tx [(1/nE + 1/nC)]
t = the y-intercept t-statistic
nE = the number of data points in the treatment phase

nC = the number of data points in the baseline phase

Figure 4: ITSACORR Effect Size Calculation

In order to determine the amount of estimated variability in each type of effect
size calculation, the data were analyzed for each case using all four methods of analyzing
single subject data. Only the cases that met the criteria for all four effect size calculations
(i.e., at least five data points for the target student’s behavior and peer comparison déta)
were included in this analysis. For cases in which the targeted behavior was on-task (i.e.,
the desired direction of behavior change was an increase or higher percentage from
baseline to intervention phases), the effect sizes were transformed to a negative value to
make the values comparable to other targeted behaviors in which the desired direction of
behavior change was a decrease or lower percentage. In order to maintain uniformity
with the other effect size measures, PND scores were also evaluated to determine whether
or not the outcomes should be changed to a negative value. For every PND score that was
not a zero, the PND scores were coded as negative because there was some change in the

.desired direction.

For cases in which there were two intervention phases (i.e., ABAB or ABAC
designs), the data points from both intervention phases were combined to yield an
average intervention mean and the initial baseline was used in calculating the effect size

(Busk & Serlin, 1992; Stage & Quiroz, 1997). For cases in which there were two
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identified target behaviors (i.e., reducing off-task and talking behaviors), an effect size
was calculated for each behavior. The data points from the follow-up phases were not
included in the intervention phase mean, as case data did not clearly indicate that the
intervention was implemented continuously with integrity following the intervention
phase. Effect sizes were aggregated to produce an overall estimate of treatment effect for
each type of problem-solving model (FBA and CBC).

A repeated measures analysis of variance was conducted to determine the amount
of estimated variability in each calculation. Table 3 illustrates descriptive statistics from
the repeated measures analysis, and Figure 5 illustrates the box plot of the mean effect

sizes for the four effect size calculations and the grand mean:



Table 3
Descriptive Statistics of Four Effect Size Measures

Descriptive Statistics

Effect Size Measure Mean Standard Deviation N
Peer Comparison -.81 1.57 15

Tx-Bl -1.17 47 15
PND -2.77 2.62 15
ITSACORR - 17 .81 15
Grand mean -1.23

Note: Peer Comparison = effect size from basic formula based on the target student and peer
comparison data; Tx-BL = effect size from treatment minus baseline formula using only the target
students’ behavioral data; PND = Percentage of Nonoverlapping Data, a measure of treatment
effectiveness transformed into an effect size; ITSACORR = Interrupted Time-Series Auto-
Correlation t-statistic transformed into an effect size.

2
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Note: O= Outliers or values that were more than 1.5 box-lengths from the 25" percentile;
* = Extremes or values more than 3 box-lengths from the 25™ percentile.

Figure 5: Box plot of mean effect sizes for effect size calculations and grand mean
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Results indicated that there was significant variability across the four effect size
measures, F (1,14)=20.52, p <.001. The Peer Cdmparison and Percentage of
Nonoverlapping Data scores both differed significantly from the Treatment minus
baseline effect size scores.

Aside from the Tx-BI effect size calculation, the interpretation of each of the other
three effect size calculations was problematic. Regarding the peer comparison effect size
calculation, in some cases the magnitude of behavior change in the peef comparison
student’s behaviors skewed the overall effect size score in a positive direction, thus
yielding an effect size that appeared not to be in the desired direction of behavior change.
For example, 1n case #10 the target student’s aggressive behavior decreased on average
from baseline to intervention phases (i.e., from 3.29 to 2.75). Likewise, the peer
comparison student’s aggressive behaviors decreased (i.e., from 8.57 to 0). The
calculation was as follows: (2.75-3.29) — (0-8.57)/7.05=1.14. As demonstrated, because
the peer comparison student’s behaviors decreased more than the target student’s, the
calculation yielded an effect size of 1.14. When compared with other negative effect size
values, this outcome erroneously appeared to represent an effect size in the opposite
direction.

Regarding the PND effect size scores, Scruggs et al. (1987) claim that the PND is
a powerful outcome metric for evaluating outcomes that is “not insensitive to other
considerations, such as baseline variability and slope changes” (p. 27). In the current

study, the effect size calculations and comparison across cases were adversely affected by
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variability in the data that the PND calculation did not accurately represent. In his
critique of this method, White (1987) suggested that PND scores could in fact be affected
by variability in the data. In the current study, several PND scores were affected by
baseline variability and data points of zero.

For example, in case #1 the baseline data points ranged from 23-96% for off-task
behavior. The lowest baseline data point was 23, and there was only one treatment data
point that exceeded the lowest data point in the expected direction (i.e., treatment data
points that were lower than the baseline data point of 23). Divided by the total number of
treatment data points (2), the PND was 50% (or a 4.0 as a standardized score). Likewise,
for case #11 the PND was 50% for the problem behavior of talking. However, upon
closer examination of these cases, the baseline data were highly variable in case #1
(rahging from 23 to 96 with a mean of ‘32.5), whereas in case #11 the baseline data were
less variable (ranging from 64-83, with a mean of 72.6). However, because the PND
calculation only included the extreme scores, the calculation yielded identical PND
scores that were not representative of the variability in their respective data.

White (1987) also argued that the PND scores are insensitive to differences in
magnitude of effect in cases where the PND reaches the ceiling (100%). Likewise, as
demonstrated in the current study, PND scores were insensitive to such differences in
cases in which the PND was at the basal level (0%). For example, in several cases in
which the desired behavior change was a decrease in talking, there were data points of
zero in both the baseline phase and the intervention phases. When calculating the PND

for this case, although several intervention data points were lower than baseline data
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points and some data points were zero, the PND score was zero because there were no
‘nonoverlapping’ data points in the intervention phase (i.e., data points could not be
lower than zero). Thus, for cases in which there was overall behavior change in the
desired direction, as represented by the other effect size calculations, the PND scores
yielded results that were less than promising and therefore misleading.

Regarding the use of the ITSACORR program to calculate effect sizes, Busse et
al. (1995) outlined a major criticism of this procedure regarding the number of data
points required that likely had an impact on the current analysis. In order to maintain
acceptable error rates and to remove the influence of autocorrelation (i.e., dependence
among data points), Crosbie (1993) indicated that a minimum of 25 data points per phase
may be required for adequate power. In using a t-test to calculate the ¢ffect size, the
number of data points presents problems in the comparative analysis of outcomes (Glass
et al., 1981). In the current study, the number of data points ranged from seven to sixteen
across both baseline and intervention phases, with some cases yielding as few as two data
points in the treatment phase. The ITSACORR program may require more data points
than were collected in the cases in the current stﬁdy.

The t-score formula was as follows: AE-C=¢ x [(1/nE + 1/nC)], where t = the y-
intercept statistic from the ITSACORR computer program, 1/nE= one divided by the
number of data points in the treatment phase, and 1/nC= one divided by the number of
data points in the baseline phase. For case #1 the effect size was calculated as follows: ¢ (-

.33) x (1/2 + 1/9). This calculation yielded an effect size of ES = -.2. Had there been 15
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or more data points per phase, this effect size would have been significantly altered, and
calculated as follows: AE-C=¢x [(1/nE + 1/nC)] = (-.33) x (1/15 + 1/15) = -.04.

The mean of the Tx-Bl effect size values (M= -1.17) most closely resembled the
grand mean (M= -1.23). The Tx-Bl effect size calculation was the simplest version of
analyzing the single subject data, and no obvious distortions of the data were noted with
this calculation. However, each of the other calculations introduced distortions to the data
and erroneous interpretations of the effects sizes across cases. Thus, the simplest version
of analyzing singlé subject data, the Tx-Bl effect size calculation, was selected for

subsequent analyses.
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Chapter 5: Results and Description of Findings

Of the 12 cases in the current study, 9 cases involved two or more target
behaviors. The Tx-Bl effect size calculations for each of these cases comprised one data
set, and the mean of the two or three effect sizes for each case were calculated and
comprised another data set. A paired sample t-test was conducted to determine whether or
not there was a significant difference between the two distributions of scores. Results
indicated that there was not a significant difference between the two distributions, =.000,
p=1.0. Thus the mean effect sizes for each case were used as the treatment outcomes in
subsequent analyses.

Effect size outcomes were evaluated according to Cohen’s (1992) standard index
of small effect size (.20), medium (.50), and large (.80). The distribution of effect size
scores were divided according to this index, and effect sizes were assigned respective
nominal values (i.e., 1=small, 2=medium, 3=large). Each case was also assigned a
nominal value according to type of treatment or case type (i.e., I=FBA, 2=CBC). Table 4

illustrates the summary of effect size data for all cases included in the study:
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Table 4
Summary of Cases
Case #Meetings Thought Units  Effect Size Effect Size
Value Category

FBA cases

1 1 716 -93 Large (3)

9 2 1408 -58 Medium (2)

10 3 1247 =37 Small (1)

15 2 1565 -.81 Large (3)

17 1 355 -1.96 Large (3)

21 2 1263 -1.02 Large (3)

22 2 1395 , -43 Small (1)
CBC cases

2 2 1037 -1.95 Large (3)

8 3 1778 -35 - Small (1)

11 3 1110 -1.81 Large (3)

16 2 493 -.44 Small (1)

19 2 1338 -1.70 Large (3)

Note: FBA= Functional Behavioral Assessment Model, CBC= Conjoint Behavioral
Consultation model. Effect size Categories: Small =(.2-.49), Medium=(50-.79), Large=(>.8)

Statistical Analyses for Research Questions.

Frequencies of message categories as coded with the CAR for participants in each
case were calculated and summarized into a data set. The ‘source’ variable was created to
collapse across individuals according to their respective roles across groups in cases in
which more than one teacher or other professional is in attendance (i.c., message source
as consultant, teacher-consultee, parent-consultee, psychologist/therapist-consultee,

principal-consultee, or student). The problem solving meetings ranged from one to three
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meetings per case, with most cases averaging two meetings. The length of the meetings,
in terms of the number of thought units, ranged from 355 to 1,778 thought units across all
meetings for each case.

New variables were also created to represent the combined subcategories of
communication variables. A new variable, Behavioral, was created additively to include
the Behavior and Behavior Setting subcategories. This new variable was created to allow
for statistical analyses of whether or not the Behavior and Behavior Setting subcategories
had an impact on effect size outcomes additively (i.e., higher incidence of both Behavior
and Behavior Setting subcategories associated with large effect sizes), or a differential
impact on effect size outcomes than did each of the subcategories alone, between FBA
and CBC cases.

Likewise, the Directive variable was created to include Process Overt,
Summarization, and Elicitor subcategories, to determine whether or not the frequencies
of these subcategories collectively were related to effect sizes and case type. The
Functional communicative acts were not combined in this manner, as predictions were
made about each of the five problem solving functions subcategories. An additive
category of all five functions would have represented all of the coded data and would
have not provided a meaningful analysis of the relationship between the communicative
variables and effect sizes, whereas the CAR subcategories represented only a subset of all
the CAR content and process subcategories.

In total, there were seven FBA cases and five CBC cases. A preliminary chi

square analysis was conducted to assess the nature of the relationship between case type



(i.e., FBA or CBC) and effect size category (i.e., small or 1, medium or 2, large or 3).
Table 5 illustrates the results of this analysis:

Table 5

Test of relationship between the frequency of Case type and
Effect Size Category (Categories Lo, Medium and High)

Effect Size Category
Lo Med Hi Total
Case type FBA Count 2644 2975 2336 7955
Exp. Value 2852 1726 3378 7955
% w/inES 53.8 100 40 58
CBC Count 2273 0 3487 5760
Exp. Value 2065 1250 2446 5760
% w/inES 46.2 0 60 42

Note: Effect Size Category = the category of effect size as determined by the distribution of
effect size scores, i.e. Lo=small (<.49), Med=medium (.50-.79), Hi=large (>.8). Case type =
the type of intervention employed for the case, i.e., FBA = Functional Behavioral Assessment,
CBC= Conjoint Behavioral Consultation. Count = the actual frequency count of the specified

variable (i.e., the number of case type 1 in effect size category 1); Exp. Value =Expected Value,
or the expected count of the specified variable based on random variation; %w/in ES= the
actual percentage of the specified case types observed within the specified effect size category.

*Indicates statistical significance at p<.005.

The Chi Square statistic is a measure of association to assess the strength and
nature of the dependence of the frequency of case type and effect size category. The
results of this first analysis were significant, X* (2, N = 13715) =2954.9, p = .001. This
significant résult suggested that the actual frequency of FBA and CBC case types
significantly varied with the effect size categories Lo (small effect size), Medium
(medium effect si>ze) and Hi (large effect size) beyond what would have been expected

based on random variation. However, the initial inclusion of all 12 cases with the three

78
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effect size categories introduced an artifact into the data set because only one case (case
#9, an FBA) had a medium effect size. Thus, the analysis was significant only because
there were so few thought units in CBC cases (i.e., for case #9 only) and no thought units
for CBC cases with medium effect sizes. As there was no corresponding medium effect
size case among the CBC cases, this case was eliminated, and subsequent analyses of the
relationship between the proportion of communicative acts and effect sizes by case type
were conducted only on the remaining 11 cases of small and large effect size categories.

Some case meetings yielded more thought units (i.e., more rows of data) than
other cases. Cross-tabulation data indicated that the number of thought units per case type
'were not substantially different. The total number of thought units per case type was 53%
in FBA cases and 47% in CBC cases.

Crosstabulations of the data were conducted to determine the average proportion
of each communication variable observed across each of the FBA and CBC cases. These
data were then used in a series of two-way Analyses of Variance (ANOVA), testing the
difference between the average proportion of each communication variable by case type
and effect size. The two-way ANOVA is a form of the General Linear Model (GLM) that
tests whether population means differ with respect to two factors (e.g., case type and
effect size). In a two-way ANOVA, three different null hypotheses are tested, one at a
time, with three resulting F-ratios for the two factors and the interaction between the two
factors (Witte, 1993). The GLM allows the model to be fit to the data that follow

probability distributions other than the normal distribution, and relaxes the requirement of



equality of variances that is required for hypothesis testing in traditional linear models
(Trochim, 2001).
Table 6 illustrates the results from the crosstabulation analyses of the functional

communication variables for each of the 11 cases included;

80



Table 6
Percentage of Functional Communication variables within each
case from Crosstabulation analysis of Case by Variables

OP PA GAS CEAS EVAL

FBA Cases

1 10.0 47.6 10.2 12.1 6.8
10 16.1 33.2 12.5 8.8 16.5
15 5.5 283 10.1 4.0 19.5
17 4.2 64.8 3.7 2.5 14.9
21 9.1 21.5 12.0 6.4 6.9
22 17.0 36.0 8.5 4.5 14.9
N=6

CBC Cases

2 7 203 7.2 1.1 12.4
8 6.3 40.4 6.1 ' 10.5 115
11 7.2 13.8 17.7 20.4 17.9
16 9.5 65.7 2.7 5.7 12.2
19 7.2 32.9 74 8.7 9.6
N=5

Note: FBA= Functional Behavioral Analysis cases; CBC = Conjoint

Behavioral Consultation Cases; OP = Operating Procedures communicative

acts, behaviors which function to help discussants decide on actions that need

to be accomplished during the meeting, how to structure and organize the
discussion, and how they should go about solving the problem; PA = Problem
Analysis communicative acts, behaviors which function to analyze nature

of the problem, extent and seriousness of the problem, problems with

current solution or set of circumstances, or possible causes of the problem;

GAS= Generating Alternative Solutions communicative acts, behaviors which function
to help group identify an alternative solution to solving the problem,

and things that will need to be done by team members to implement the
intervention; CEAS = Criteria for Evaluating Alternative Solutions, behaviors
which function to establish evaluative criteria for solutions, i.e., what a good
solution or intervention would look like, discussing how team will know

when the intervention is working or not working, and things that will need to

be done by team members to evaluate intervention; EVAL = Evaluation; behaviors
which function to evaluate positive and/or negative qualities of each solution or
intervention choice, discussing important implications of accepting solutions, and
selecting one that meets the criteria for a ‘good’ solution.
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Table 7 illustrates the results from the crosstabulation analyses of the behavioral
communication variables for each of the 11 cases include in the study:
Table 7

Percentage of Behavioral Communication variables within each
case from Crosstabulation analysis of Case by Variables

Behavior Beh Setting  Behavl Ind. Char
FBA Cases
Cascl 381 151 53.1 45
Case 10 21.4 9.5 30.8 5.5
Case 15 22.9 93 321 3.1
Case 17 33.5 12.4 459 45
Case 21 18.3 13.4 31.7 2.1
Case 22 18.8 8.2 27.1 5.2
N=6
CBC Cases
Case 2 20.5 6.8 273 11.2
Case 8 25.9 21.1 47.0 3.5
Case 11 19.3 14.0 33.2 1.4
Case 16 32.8 20.0 52.8 1.4
Case 19 247 8.8 33.5 6.8
N=5

Note: FBA = Functional Behavioral Analysis cases; CBC = Conjoint Behavioral
Consultation Cases; Behavior =what the client does, which includes utterances dealing with
the client’s overt actions (e.g., talking and walking) and tasks currently performed by the
client, the strength of the behavior, records of behavior (i.e., graphs or anecdotal records),
and behavioral goals; Beh Setting= Behavior Setting = verbalizations referring to antecedent
(events that precede the behavior), consequent (events that occur immediately after the
behavior and may control the probability of occurrence), and sequential conditions (the time
of day or day of week when behaviors typically occur), or the patterning of antecedent and
consequent conditions across a series of occasions surrounding behaviors ; Behl =
Behavioral =combined subcategories of Behavior and Behavior Setting ; Ind Char =
Individual Characteristics = verbalizations about individual attributes of the client,
referring to conditions or states of the individual (i.e., intellectual, personality, physical, and
neurological characteristics) rather than verbalizations about observable behaviors.




Table 8 illustrates the results from the crosstabulation analyses of the directive

communication variables for each of the 11 cases included:

Table 8

Average percentage of Directive Communication variables
per case type

Provert Summ Elicitor Directive

FBA Cases

Case 1 8.8 10.8 7.8 8.5
Case 10 15 20.7 18.9 16.5
Case 15 8.8 6.7 4.9 7.4
Case 17 1.6 43 2.5 2.6
Case 21 8.7 9.5 5.4 7.9
Case 22 25.2 8.4 6.0 14.5
N=6

CBC Cases

Case 2 3.6 .90 15.7 7.5
Case 8 117 12.7 13.1 12.7
Case 11 53 14.2 11.9 99
Case 16 3.4 7.5 7.7 6.0
Case 19 7.9 43 6.2 6.5
N=5

Note: FBA= Functional Behavioral Analysis cases; CBC = Conjoint Behavioral
Consultation Cases; Provert = Process Overt content code = overt statements about the
problem solving process itself rather than the problem behavior being discussed; Summ =
Summarization = verbalizations that provide or call for review of information; Elicitor =
questions directed toward consultees to gather information or clarify issues; Directive =

combined category of Process Overt, Summarization, and Elicitors.

Research Question 1: Functional Communicative Acts

Regarding the functional communicative acts as measured with the PSF, five
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separate GLM analyses were conducted to test whether there were significant differences

between the proportion of each of the functional subcategories of communication by
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treatment effect size (small or large) and case type (FBA or CBC). Predictions were that
there would be a larger average proportion of Operating Procedures communicative acts
(i.e., statements that help the group decide on tasks to be accomplished during the
meeting, how they should go about approaching the task, how to structure and organize
the discussion) as coded With the PSF in cases with large éffect sizes, exploring the effect
of case type. Likewise, it was predicted that there would be a larger proportion of
Problem Analysis communicative acts (i.e., behaviors which help the group to identify
the nature of the problem, the extent and seriousness of the problem, problems with the
present solution or set of circumstances) in cases with large effect sizes, exploring the
effect of case type. Finally, it was predicted that there would be a larger proportion of
Generating Alternative Solutions communicative acts (i.e., statements which help the
group identify and elaborate upon alternative interventions or solutions to solving the
problem) in cases with large effect sizes, exploring the effect of case type.

Table 9 illustrates the descriptive statistics for each of the five communication
variables, and table 10 illustrates the two-way ANOVAs for the Operating Procedures,
Problem Analysis, and Generating Alternative Solutions subcategories by case type and

effect size;
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Table 9
Descriptives: Functional Communication variables by
Effect Size And Case Type

op FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)

ES Mean SD ES Mean SD ES Mean SD

Lo 16.55 64 Lo 7.9 227 Lo 12.23 5.18
Hi 72 28 Hi 503 375 Hi 6.27 3.15
Total 1032 530  Total 5.03 3.75 Total 8.44 4.80

PA FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)

ES Mean SD ES Mean SD ES Mean SD

Lo 34.6 198 Lo 53.05 17.89 Lo 43.83 14.88
Hi 40.55 19.59 Hi 2533 10.15 Hi 34.03 17.10
Total 38.57 15.50 Total 37.59 1632 Total 37.59 16.32

GAS FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)

ES Mean SD ES Mean SD ES Mean SD

Lo 105 283 Lo 44 24 Lo 745 412
Hi 90 364 Hi 10.77 6.00 Hi 976  4.42
Total 9.5 3.19 Total 892 426 Total 892 4.26

CEAS FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)

ES Mean SD ES Mean SD ES Mean SD

Lo 6.65 3.04 Lo 810 339 Lo 738 276
Hi 625 422 Hi 1007 972 Hi 7.89 6.68
Total 638 3.54 Total 928 7.16 Total 7.7 5.39

EVAL FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)

ES Mean SD ES Mean SD ES Mean SD

Lo 157 113 Lo 11.85 50 Lo 13.78 2.33
Hi 1203 626 Hi 133 422 Hi 12.57 4.10
Total 1325 523 Total 1272 3.10 Total 13.01 4.20

Note: OP=0Operating Procedures; PA=Problem Analysis, GAS=Generating Alternative Solutions; CEAS=
Criteria for Evaluating Alternative Solutions; EVAL=Evaluation; FBA= Functional Behavioral Assessment,
CBC = Conjoint Behavioral Consultation; Total (FBA and CBC)= statistics for all cases;ES: Lo = small
effect size (<.49), Hi = large effect size (>.80); Total = avg. for all categories; Mean = avg. proportion of
communicative acts; SD= Standard deviation of proportion of communicative acts.



Table 10
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Operating Procedures,

Problem Analysis and Generating Alternative Solutions
by Case Type and Effect Size

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig. Power

Operating Procedures

Corrected Model 173.09 3 57.7 7.1 .016 .84
Intercept 849.9 1 8499 1043 .00 1.0
CASE TYPE 73.9 1 73.9 9.1 .02% 73
EFFECT SIZE 943 1 94.3 11.6 .01* .89
CASE TYPE X ES 26.5 1 26.5 33 .11 35
Error 57.03 7 8.15

Total 1013.02

Corrected Total 230.13 10

Problem Analysis

Corrected Model 981.627 3 327.2 1.4 .33 23
Intercept 14887.9 1 14887.9 62.0 .00 1.0
CASE TYPE 6.6 1 6.6 .03 .87 .05
EFFECT SIZE 299.2 1 2992 1.2 3 .16
CASE TYPE X ES 7159 1 7159 29 13 32
Error 1680.7 7 240.1

Total 18206.2 11

Corrected Total 2662.3 10

Generating Alternative Solutions

Corrected Model 56.1 3 18.7 1.04 43 18
Intercept 759.0 1 759.0 423 .00 1.0
CASE TYPE 11.9 1 11.9 .66 44 12
EFFECT SIZE 14.9 1 14.9 83 39 A3
CASE TYPE * ES 39.09 1 9.09 2.18 18 .25
Error 125.65 7 17.95 '

Total 1056.6 11

Corrected Total 181.8 10

Note: Type III SS = sum of squared deviations of scores about overall mean; df = degrees
of freedom; MS = Mean Square = variance estimate of sum of squares divided by df; F =F
ratio of between-group mean square (for cases treated differently) to within-group mean
square (for cases treated similarly); Sig. = level of significance; Power = probability of
detecting an effect. Case type = Results of test formain effect for case type, i.e., FBA or
CBC model; Effect Size = results of test for main effect for Effect Size category, i.e.,
Lo=small effect size, Hi=large effect size; Case type * ES = results of test of interaction
between case type and effect size, i.e., when effects of one factor are not consistent for

all values of the other factor; Error = variance unaccounted for by the identified factors;
Total = total variance explained and unexplained. * Indicates significance at p<.05.
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Regarding the Operating Procedureé communicative acts, results indicated that
there was a significant main effect for case type, F(1)=9.07, p<.01. There was a
difference in the average proportion of Operating Procedures communicative acts across
FBA and CBC cases, specifically the average proportion of Operating Procedures
communicative acts was larger in FBA cases (M=10.32) than in CBC cases (M=6.18).
There was also a significant main effect for effect size, F(1) = 11.57, p<.05. The average
proportion of Operating Procedures communicative acts was larger in cases with small
effect sizes (M=12.23) than in cases with large effect sizes (M=6.27). There was no
significant interaction between case type and effect size. These findings were in the
opposite direction of the prediction. Thus, hypothesis 1a was not confirmed.

Regarding the Problem Analysis communicative acts, there were no significant
main effects or interactions for the Problem Analysis subcategory. Thus, hypothesis. 1b
was not confirmed. There were no significant main effects or interactions for the
Generating Alternative Solutions subcategory. Thus, hypothesis 1¢ was not confirmed.

Predictions regarding the remaining functional communication variables were that
there would be a larger proportion of Criteria for Evaluating Alternative Solutions
communicative acts (i.e., behaviors which help the group decide what a good intervention
would look like, establish appropriate evaluative criteria) in cases with large effect sizes,
exploring the effect of case type. In addition, it was predicted that there would be a larger
proportion of Evaluation communicative acts (i.e., behaviors which help the group to
discuss positive and negative aspects of the proposed solutions) in cases with large effect

sizes, exploring the effect of case type. Table 11 illustrates the analyses with Criteria for



Evaluating Alternative Solutions and Evaluation subcategories by case type and effect
size:

Table 11
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Problem Analysis by
Case Type and Effect Size

Source Type IIISS  df MS F Sig. Power

Criteria for Evaluating Alternative Solutions

Corrected Model 27.74 3 9.25 25 .86 .08
Intercept 609.56 1 609.56 16.21 .01 93
CASE TYPE - 17.52 1 17.52 47 52 .09
EFFECT SIZE 1.55 1 1.56 .04 .85 .05
CASE TYPE * ES 3.54 1 3.54 .09 .77 .06
Error 263.18 7 37.6

Total 943.11 11

Corrected Total 290.92 10

Evaluation

Corrected Model 21.3 3 71 32 .81 .09
Intercept 1765.75 1 1765.75 79.8 00 1.0
CASE TYPE 4.19 1 4.19 19 .68 .07
EFFECT SIZE 3.13 1 3.13 14 72 .06
CASETYPE *ES  16.6 1 16.6 5 42 12
Error 154.9 7 22.13

Total 2037.8 11

Corrected Total 176.19 10

Note: Type III SS = sum of squared deviations of the set of scores about their overall mean;
df = degrees of freedom, the number of deviations free to vary in the sum of squares term,
MS = Mean Square = variance estimate of sum of squares divided by degrees of freedom,;
F =F ratio = ratio of between-group mean square (for cases treated differently) to
within-group mean square (for cases treated similarly); Sig. = level of significance; Power
= observed power or probability of detecting an effect. Case type = Results of the test for a
main effect for case type, i.e., FBA or CBC model; Effect Size = results of the test for a main
effect for Effect Size category, i.e., Lo=small effect size, Hi=large effect size;
Case type * ES (Effect size) = results of the test of the interaction between case type and
effect size, i.e., when the effects of one factor are not consistent for all values of the other
factor; Error = variance unaccounted for by the identified factors; Total = total variance
explained and unexplained. * Indicates significance at p<.05
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Regarding the Criteria for Evaluating Alternative Solutions communicative acts,
results indicated that there were no significant main effects for case type or effect size,
and no significant interactions. That is, there were no significant differences in the
average proportion of Criteria for Evaluating Alternatives communication across FBA
and CBC cases, or across cases with small and large effect sizes. Thus, hypothesis 1d was
not confirmed. Regarding the Evaluation communicative acts, there were no significant
main effects for case type or effect size, and no significant interactions. That is, there
were no significant differences in the average proportion of Evaluation communication
across the FBA and CBC cases, or across cases with small and large effect sizes. Thus,
hypothesis 1e was not confirmed.

Research Question 2: Behavioral Communicative Acts

Regarding the behavioral content communicative acts as measured with the CAR,
a series of two-way ANOV As were conducted to explore whether or not there were
differences in the average proportion of behavioral communication in school-based
problem solving teams by effect size (small or large) and case type (FBA or CBC).
Regarding the Behavior communicative acts (i.e., statements addressing what the client
does), it was predicted that there would be a larger average proportion of Behavior
communicative acts in cases with large effect sizes, and that there would be a larger
average proportion of this communication in FBA cases. Regarding the Behavior Setting
communicative acts (i.e., verbalizations referring to the antecedent, consequent, and
sequential conditions occurring contiguously with a client’s behavior), it was predicted

that there would be a larger average proportion of Behavior Setting communicative acts
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in cases with large effect sizes and in FBA cases. Table 12 illustrates the descriptive
statistics for the Behavioral communication variables, and Table 13 illustrates the results
from the two-way ANOV As for the Behavior and Behavior Setting communicative acts

by case type and effect size.



Table 12

Descriptive Statistics for the Behavioral communication variables

by Effect Size and Case Type

Beh FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)
ES Mean SD ES Mean SD ES Mean SD
Lo 20.1 1.84 Lo 2935 488 Lo 2473 6.13
Hi 282 9.17 Hi 21.5 284 Hi 25.33 7.59
Total 25.5 8.28 Total 2533 7.59 Total 25.11 6.77
BS FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)
ES Mean SD ES Mean SD ES Mean SD
Lo 885 92 Lo 20.55 .78 Lo 14.70 6.79
Hi 12.55 2.44 Hi 9.87 3.72 Hi 11.40 3.10
Total 11.32 2.72 Total 14.14 6.43 Total 12.60 4.73
Behl FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)
ES Mean SD ES Mean SD ES Mean SD
Lo 2895 2.62 Lo 4990 4.10 Lo 3943 12.42
Hi 40.70 10.58 Hi 31.33 3.50 Hi 36.69 9.23
Total 36.78 10.26 Total 38.76 10.66 Total 37.68 9.96
Ind Ch FBA CBC " Total (FBA and CBC)
ES Mean SD  ES Mean SD  ES Mean SD
Lo 535 21 Lo 245 148 Lo 390 1.89
Hi 3,55 1.17 Hi 6.47 491 Hi 4,80 3.34
Total 4.15 1.30 Total 4.86 4.18 Total 4.47 2.82

Note: Beh= Behavior; BS=Behavior Setting; Behl=Behavioral (Behavior + Behavior Setting);
Ind Ch = Individual Characteristics; FBA= Functional Behavioral Assessment cases, CBC=
Conjoint Behavioral Consultation cases; Total (FBA and CBC)= statistics for all cases; ES=
Effect size category: Lo = small effect size (<.49), Hi = large effect size (>.80); Total = average
for the specified combined categories. Mean = average proportion of communicative acts; SD=

Standard deviation of the proportion of communicative acts
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Table 13
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Behavior and Behavior
Setting communicative acts by Case type and Effect Size

Source Type IISS  df MS F Sig.  Power
Behavior

Corrected Model 163.4 3 54.5 1.3 .35 22
Intercept 6208.88 1 6208.88 147.1 .00 1.0
CASE TYPE 4.11 1 4.11 1 .76 .06
EFFECT SIZE 3.94 1 3.94 .00 98 .05
CASE TYPE * ES 160.68 1 160.68 3.81 .09 .39
Error 295.57 7 42.21

Total 7394.04 11

Corrected Total 458.91 10

Behavior Setting

Source Type IISS  df MS F Sig. Power
Corrected Model 176.95 3 58.99 8.81 .01 91
Intercept 1795.77 1 169577 253.17 .00 1.0
CASE TYPE 51.35 1 51.35  7.67 .03* .66
EFFECT SIZE 30.8 1 308 . 46 .07 46
CASETYPE *ES  139.66 1 130.66 19.51 .00* .96
Error 46.89 7 6.7

Total 1970.2 11

Corrected Total 223.84 10

Note: Type III SS = sum of squared deviations of the set of scores about their overall mean;
df = degrees of freedom, the number of deviations free to vary in the sum of squares term;
MS = Mean Square = variance estimate of sum of squares divided by degrees of freedom;
F = F ratio = ratio of between-group mean square (for cases treated differently) to
within-group mean square (for cases treated similarly); Sig. = level of significance; Power
= observed power or probability of detecting an effect. Case type = Results of the test for
a main effect for case type, i.e., FBA or CBC model; Effect Size = results of the test for a
main effect for Effect Size category, i.e., Lo=small effect size, Hi=large effect size;

Case type * ES (Effect size) = results of the test of the interaction between case type and
effect size, i.e., when the effects of one factor are not consistent for all values of the other
factor; Error = variance unaccounted for by the identified factors; Total = total variance
explained and unexplained. * Indicates significance at p<.05.
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Regarding the Behavior subcategory, there were no significant main effects for
case type or effect size. That is, there were no significant differences in the average
proportion of thé Behavior communicative acts between the FBA and CBC cases. Thus,
hypothesis 2a and 2b were not confirmed. There was no significant interaction of case
type and effect size. That is, there were no significant differences in the average
proportion of the Behavior éommunicative acts between the FBA and CBC cases with
small and large effect sizes. Thus, hypothesis 2¢ was not confirmed.

Regarding the Behavior Setting subcategory, there was no significant main effect
for effect size in the Behavior Setting category. That is, there was no significant
difference in the average proportion of Behavior Setting communicative acts between
small and large effect size cases. Thus, hypothesis 2d was not confirmed.

There was a significant main effect for case type, F(1) = 7.7, p<.03. That is, there
was a significant difference in the average proportion of Behavior Setting communicative
acts between the FBA and CBC cases. Specifically, the avérage proportion of Behavior
Setting communicative acts was larger in CBC cases (M = 14.14) than in FBA cases (M =
11.32). This finding was in the opposite direction of the prediction. Thus, hypothesis 2e
was not confirmed.

There was a significant interaction between case type and effect size in the
average proportion of Behavior Setting communicative acts, F(1) = 19.51, p<.00. For
FBA cases, the average proportion of Behavior Setting communicative acts was higher in

cases with large effect sizes (M = 12.55). However, for CBC cases, the average



94

proportion of Behavior Setting communicative acts was higher in cases with small effect
sizes (M= 20.55). Thus, hypothesis 2f was confirmed.

Regarding the Behavioral category (i.e., Behavior and Behavior Setting
subcategories combined), it was predicted that there would be a larger average proportion
of Behavioral communication in cases with large effect sizes. The prediction was that
there would also be a larger average proportion of Behavioral communication in FBA
cases than in CBC cases. Table 14 illustrates the results of the two-way ANOVA for
Behavioral communicative acts with effect size and case type:

Table 14

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Behavioral communicative acts
by Case type and Effect Size

Source Type IISS  df MS F  Sig. Power
Corrected Model 608.41 3 202.8 37 07 .55
Intercept 14378.4 1 143784 262.19 00 1.0
CASE TYPE 84.74 1 84.74 155 25 .19
EFFECT SIZE 29.35 1 29.35 54 .49 .09
CASE TYPE*ES  580.48 1 5480.48 10.59 .01* .80
Error 383.87 7 54.84

Total 16611.39 11

Corrected Total 992.2 10

Note: Type III SS = sum of squared deviations of the set of scores about their overall mean;
df = ldegrees of freedom, the number of deviations free to vary in the sum of squares term;
MS = Mean Square = variance estimate of sum of squares divided by degrees of freedom;
F =F ratio = ratio of between-group mean square (for cases treated differently) to within-
group mean square (for cases treated similarly); Sig. = level of significance; Power =
observed power or probability of detecting an effect. Case type = Results of the test for a
main effect for case type, i.e., FBA or CBC model; Effect Size = results of the test for a main
effect for Effect Size category, i.e., Lo=small effect size, Hi=large effect size; Case type

* ES (Effect size) = results of the test of the interaction between case type and effect size,
i.e., when the effects of one factor are not consistent for all values of the other factor; Error
= variance unaccounted for by the identified factors; Total = total variance explained and
unexplained. * Indicates significance at p<.05.
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Regarding the Behavioral communicative acts, results indicated that there was no
significant main effect of effect size. That is, there was no significant difference between
the average proportion of Behavioral communicative acts across small and large effect
sizes. Thus, hypothesis 2g was not confirmed.

There was no significant main effect of case type for the Behavioral
communicative acts. That is, there was no significant difference between the average
proportion of Behavioral communicative acts between the FBA and CBC cases. Thus,
hypothesis 2h was not confirmed.

There was a significant interaction of case type and effect size, F(1)=10.59,
p<.01. For the FBA cases, the average proportion of Behavioral communicative acts was
larger in cases with large effect sizes (M=40.70). However, for the CBC cases, the
average proportion of Behavioral communicative acts was larger in cases with small
effect sizes (M=49.90). Thus, hypothesis 2i was confirmed.

Regarding the Individual Characteristics communicative acts (i.e., verbalizations
about individual attributes of the client), it was predicted that there would be a larger
average proportion of Individual Characteristics communication in cases with small
effect sizes. The prediction was also that there would be a large average propc;rtion of
Individual Characteristics communicative acts in CBC cases, and that there would be a
large proportion of this type of communication in CBC cases with small effect sizes.
Table 15 illustrates the results of the two-way ANOVA for the Individual Characteristics

subcategory with case type and effect size:
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Table 15
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Individual Characteristics
communicative acts by Case type and Effect Size

Source Type IISS df MS F Sig. Power
Corrected Model 25.06 3 8.35 1.07 42 .19
Intercept 200.48 1 20048 2573 .00 .99
CASE TYPE 1.75 1 1.75 00 .99 .05
EFFECT SIZE 3.1 1 3.10 40 55 .09
CASETYPE *ES  21.37 1 21.37 274 .14 30
Error 54.55 7 7.80

Total 299.66 11

Corrected Total 79.60 10

Note: Type III SS = sum of squared deviations of the set of scores about their overall mean;
df = degrees of freedom, the number of deviations free to vary in the sum of squares term;
MS = Mean Square = variance estimate of sum of squares divided by degrees of freedom;
F =F ratio = ratio of between-group mean square (for cases treated differently) to within-

group mean square (for cases treated similarly); Sig. = level of significance; Power =

observed power or probability of detecting an effect. Case type = Results of the test for a

main effect for case type, i.e., FBA or CBC model; Effect Size = results of the test for a

main effect for Effect Size category, i.e., Lo=small effect size, Hi=large effect size; Case type

* ES (Effect size) = results of the test of the interaction between case type and effect size,
i.e., when the effects of one factor are not consistent for all values of the other factor; Error
= variance unaccounted for by the identified factors; Total = total variance explained and

unexplained. * Indicates significance at p<.05.

Regarding the Individual Characteristics subcategory, results indicated that there
was no significant main effect for effect size. That is, there was no significant difference
in the average proportion of Individual Characteristics communication between small and
large effect size cases. Thus, hypothesis 2j was not confirmed. There was no significant
main effect for effect size. That is, there was 1o significant difference in the average
proportion of Individual Characteristics communication between the FBA and CBC
cases. Thus, hypothesis 2k was not confirmed. There was no significant interaction of

case type and effect size. That is, there was no significant difference in the average
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proportion of Individual Characteristics communication between FBA and CBC cases
with small and large effect sizes. Thus, hypothesis 21 was not confirmed.
Directive Communicative Acts

Regarding directive communication, the general prediction was that there would
be a difference in the average proportion of directive communicative acts as measured
with the CAR in school-based problem solving teams by effect size (small or large) and
case type (FBA or CBC). The prediction was that there would be a larger proportion of
Process Overt communicative acts (e.g., verbalizations that address the problem solving
process itself rather than aspects of the presenting problem) in cases with large effect
sizes, exploring the effect of case type.

Table 16 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the Directive communication
variables, and Table 17 illustrates the results of the two-way ANOVA for Process Overt

communicative acts by case type and effect size:
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Table 16
Descriptive Statistics for the Directive communication variable
by Effect Size and Case Type

PROV FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)

ES Mean SD ES Mean SD ES Mean SD

Lo 20.10 721 Lo 755 587 Lo 13.83 9.01
Hi 698 3.58 Hi 560 2.17 Hi 6.39 292
Total 11.35 8.00 Total 6.38 348 Total 9.09 6.60

SUMM FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)

ES Mean SD ES Mean SD ES Mean SD

Lo 14.55 8.70 Lo 10.10 3.68 Lo 12.33 6.03
Hi 7.83 291 Hi 6.47 691 Hi 7.24 4.55
Total 10.07 5.78 Total 7.92 559 Total 9.09 547

ELIC FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)

ES Mean SD  ES Mean SD ES Mean SD

Lo 1245 9.12 Lo 1040 3.82 Lo 11.43 5.83
Hi 515 2.17 Hi 11.27 478 Hi 7.77 4.55
Total 7.58 5.80 Total 1092 391 Total 9.10 5.10

DIR FBA CBC Total (FBA and CBC)

ES Mean SD ES Mean SD ES. Mean SD

Lo 1550 141 Io 935 474 Lo 12.43 4.56
Hi 6.60 2.70 Hi 797 1774 Hi 7.19 228
Total 9.57 5.09 Total 8.52 2.78 Total 9.09 4.04

Note: PROV=Process Overt, SUMM=Summarization; ELIC=Elicitor; DIR=Directive
(combined category of all three); FBA= Functional Behavioral Assessment cases, CBC=
Conjoint Behavioral Consultation cases; Total (FBA and CBC)= statistics for all cases;
ES= Effect size category: Lo = small effect size (<.49), Hi = large effect size (>.80);

Total = average for the specified combined categories. Mean = average proportion of
communicative acts; SD= Standard deviation of the proportion of communicative acts.
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Table 17
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Process Overt communication
by Case type and Effect Size

Source Type IIISS  df MS F Sig. Power
Corrected Model 301.62 3 10054 524 033 .71
Intercept 1021.93 1 102193 5324 .00 1.0
CASE TYPE 122.47 1 12247 638 .04* .59
EFFECT SIZE 143.53 1 143.53 748 .03* .65
CASE TYPE *ES  78.87 1 78.87 4.11 .08 42
Error 134.37 7 19.2

Total 1345.08 11

Corrected Total 435.99 10

Note: Type III SS = sum of squared deviations of the set of scores about their overall mean;
df = degrees of freedom, the number of deviations free to vary in the sum of squares term;
MS = Mean Square = variance estimate of sum of squares divided by degrees of freedom;

F = F ratio = ratio of between-group mean square (for cases treated differently) to within-
group mean square (for cases treated similarly); Sig. = level of significance; Power = observed
power or probability of detecting an effect. Case type = Results of the test for a main effect
for case type, i.e., FBA or CBC model; Effect Size = results of the test for a main effect for
Effect Size category, i.e., 1=small effect size, 3=large effect size; Case type * ES (Effect size)
= results of the test of the interaction between case type and effect size, i.e., when the effects
of one factor are not consistent for all values of the other factor; Error = variance unaccounted
for by the identified factors; Total = total variance explained and unexplained. * Indicates
significance at p<.05.

Regarding the Process Overt subcategory, results indicated that there was a
significant main effect for effect size, F(1) = 7.48, p<.03. This indicates that there was a
significant difference in the average proportion of Process Overt communicative acts
between small and large effect size cases, specifically that the avérage proportion of
Process Overt communicative acts was higher in cases with small effect sizes (M=13.83)
than in cases with large effect sizes (M=6.39). This finding is in the opposite direction of
the prediction, as it was predicted that there would be a larger proportion of Process
Overt communication in cases with large effect sizes. Thus, hypothesis 3a was not

confirmed.
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There was a significant main effect of case type, F(1) = 6.38, p<.04. This
indicates that there was a significant difference in the average proportion of Process
Overt communicative acts between FBA and CBC cases, specifically that the average
proportion of Process Overt communicative acts was larger in FBA cases (M=11.35) than
in CBC cases (M=6.38). There was no significant interaction between case type and
effect size on the average proportion of Process Overt communication. This indicates that
there was no significant difference in the average proportion of Process Overt
communicative acts between small and large FBA and CBC cases.

Regarding the Summarization and Elicitor communicative acts, the predictions
were that there would be a larger average proportion of Summarization (i.e., statements
that review information discussed earlier) communicative acts in cases with large effect
sizes, exploring the effect of case type. The.prediction was that there would also be a
larger average proportion of Elicitor (i.e., questions) communicative acts in cases with
large effect sizes, exploring the effect of case type. Table 18 illustrates the results of.the

two-way ANOV As with these variables by effect size and case type:
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Table 18
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Summarization and Elicitor
communication by Case type and Effect Size

Source Type HIISS df MS F  Sig. Power
Summarization

Corrected Model 88.71 3 29.57 99 45 17
Intercept 957.76 1 957.76 3193 .00 .99
CASE TYPE 21.31 1 21.31 71 .43 11
EFFECT SIZE 67.77 1 67.77 226 .18 26
CASE TYPE * ES 6.04 1 6.04 20 .67 .07
Error 209.99 7 30

Total 1207.80 11

Corrected Total 2989.71 10

Elicitor

Corrected Model 102.32 3 3411 1.51 .29 25
Intercept 973.81 1 973.81 43.23 .00 1.0
CASE TYPE 10.44 1 10.45 46 .52 .09
EFFECT SIZE 26.14 1 26.14 1.16 .32 .16
CASE TYPE * ES 42.12 1 42.12 1.87 .21 22
Error 157.68 7 22.53

Total 117091 11

Corrected Total 260.00 10

Note: Type III SS = sum of squared deviations of the set of scores about their overall

mean; df = degrees of freedom, the number of deviations free to vary in the sum of squares
term; MS = Mean Square = variance estimate of sum of squares divided by degrees of freedom;
F = F ratio = ratio of between-group mean square (for cases treated differently) to within-
group mean square (for cases treated similarly); Sig. = level of significance; Power = observed
power or probability of detecting an effect. Case type = Results of the test for a main effect
for case type, i.e., FBA or CBC model; Effect Size = results of the test for a main effect for
Effect Size category, i.e., Lo=small effect size, Hi=large effect size; Case type * ES

(Effect size) = results of the test of the interaction between case type and effect size, i.e.,

when the effects of one factor are not consistent for all values of the other factor; Error

= variance unaccounted for by the identified factors; Total = total variance explained and
unexplained. * Indicates significance at p<.05.
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Results indicated that there were no significant main effects or interactions for the
Summarization subcategory. That is, there were no significant differences in the average
proportion of Summarization communicative acts between the FBA and CBC cases, or
between cases with small and large effect sizes. Thus, hypothesis 3b was not confirmed.
Likewise, there were no significant main effects or interactions for the Elicitor
subcategory. There were no significant differences in the average proportion of Elicitor
communicative acts between the FBA and CBC cases, or between cases with small and
large effect sizes. Thus, hypothesis 3¢ was not confirmed.

Regarding the Directive communicative acté (category combining Process Overt,
Summarization, and Elicitor subcategories), the prediction was that there would be a
larger average proportion of Directive communicative acts in cases with large effect
sizes, exploring the effect of case type. Table 19 illustra’;es the results of the two-way

ANOVA for Directive communication by case type and effect size:
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Table 19
Test of Between-Subjects Effects for Directive communication
by case type and effect size

Source Type IISS df MS F Sig. Power
Corrected Model 110.90 3 36.97 493 04 .68
Intercept 981.27 1 9981.27 130.86 .00 1.0
CASE TYPE 14.45 1 14.45 1.93 21 .23
EFFECT SIZE 66.79 1 66.79 891 .02 .73
CASE TYPE * ES 35.68 1 35.68 476 .07 47
Error 52.49 7 7.5

Total 1072.48 11

Corrected Total 163.39 10

Note: Type III SS =sum of squared deviations of scores about their overall mean;

df =degrees of freedom, the number of deviations free to vary in sum of squares term;
MS = Mean Square =variance estimate of sum of squares divided by degrees of freedom;
F=F ratio=ratio of between-group mean square (for cases treated differently) to within-
group mean square (for cases treated similarly); Sig.=level of significance; Power =
observed power or probability of detecting an effect. Case type=Results of the test for a
main effect for case type, i.e., FBA or CBC model; Effect Size = results of the test for a main
-effect for Effect Size category, i.e., Lo=small effect size, Hi=large effect size;Case type
* ES (Effect size) = results of test of interaction between case type and effect size,

i.e., when effects of one factor are not consistent for all values of other factor; Error

= variance unaccounted for by the identified factors; Total = total variance explained and
unexplained. * Indicates significance at p<.05.

Regarding the Directive communicative acts, results indicated that there was no
significant main effect for case type. That is, there was no significant difference in the
average proportion of Directive communication between the FBA and CBC cases. There
was a significant main effect of effect size, F(1)=8.91, p<.02. That is, the average
proportion of Directive communication was larger for cases with small effect sizes
(M=12.43) than for cases with large effect sizes (M=7.19). There was no significant
interaction for case type and effect size on Directive communication. That is, there was

no significant difference in the average proportion of Directive communication between
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the FBA and CBC cases with small and large effect sizes. Thus, hypothesis 3d was not

confirmed.
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Chapter 6: Discussion
Functional Communication

The Problem Solving Functions (PSF) coding systém was designed as a tool for
assessing functional communicative acts during the initial problem solving stages in
which team members collectively identified problem behaviors, analyzed the behaviors,
and discussed potential solutions to the problem behaviors. The PSF did not lend itself to
analyzing subsequent stages of the problem solving process such as analyzing
intervention effects and discussing modifications and generalizations or maintenance
strategies. Thus, only the first transcript of each case was coded using the PSF, and the
analyses do not address the relationship between functional communicative acts during
subsequent meetings (i.e. intervention evaluation) and treatment outcomes.

The general prediction was that there would be larger average proportions of the
functional communicative acts as measured by the PSF in school-based problem solving
teams in cases with large effect sizes, exploring the effect of case type. Specifically, it
was predicted that the average proportion of Operating Procedures, Problem Analysis,
Generating Alternative Solutions, Criteria for Evaluating Solutions, and Evaiuation
communicative acts would be higher in cases with large effect sizes, exploring for the
effect of case type on these average proportions. Although there were some significant
findings, none of the hypotheses were confirmed through this analysis. However, findings
regarding the Operational Procedures communicative acts provide valuable insight into

the impact of this type of communication on outcomes between the FBA and CBC cases.
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Hypothesis 1a: Operating Procedures

Operating Procedures communicative acts include behaviors that function to help
the group decide on actions to be accomplished during team meetings, discuss how they
-should go about approaching the problem-solving task, and how they should structure
and organize the discussion. There was a higher average proportion of Operating
Procedures communicative acts in cases with small effect sizes. This finding was in fhe
opposite direction of the prediction, as it was anticipated that more procedural discussion
would be associated with better outcomes. In addition, there was a higher average
proportion of Operating Procedures communication in FBA cases than in CBC cases.

In an investigation of group effectiveness in small-group decision making,
Hirokawa (1980a; 1982) also found a negative linear relationship between attempts to
establish operating procedures and group effectiveness. In a meta-analytic study testing
the functional perspective on small-group decision-making, Orlitzky and Hirokawa
(2001) also found a negative relationship between operational procedures and decision-
making effectiveness. Hirokawa (1982) suggested that some procedural comments may
have been necessary initially for effective problem solving, but that a higher frequency of
procedural comments may have been a symptom of a breakdown in the group’s problem
solving process.

In the current study, when groups experienced problems in accomplishing task
objectives, or if the problem became difficult to analyze due to the complexities of the

case, the group may have focused more attention on procedural matters in an attempt to
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direct the process more effectively. Thus, a higher frequency of procedural comments
may have been symptomatic of a breakdown in the problem solving process or an
indication of the complexity of the task. In addition, due to the complexity involved in
analyzing and hypothesizing functions of the problem behaviors, this effect was likely
more pronounced in the FBA cases than in the CBC cases.

The FBA model was distinct from the CBC model in that the assessment of why
problem behaviors occurred in particular settings preceded and directly informed
behavior support planning. Conducting the various assessments and using this
information to develop testable hypotheses regarding potential functions and
contingencies surrounding problem behaviors required additional support from
consultants in explaining the steps of the problem solving process and reporting results
from the assessment and verification phases. Thus, the added complexity of this process
may have accounted for the greater proportion of Operating Procedures communication
in the FBA cases. Particularly for cases in which the team experienced difficulties in
accomplishing the task objectives (i.e., cases with small effect sizes), more procedural
comments may have been required to direct the group discussion.

Two cases in the current study were comparatively analyzed to determine the
frequency of procedural communication during the initial phases of the problem solving
process. In case #10, an FBA case with a small average effect size (ES= .38), the
Operating Procedures comments occurred throughout the meeting, but most frequently
during the beginning and end than during the middle phase. For example, 35% of the

statements were coded as OP in the first five pages of coding (i.e., first 125 thought
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units), then in each set of 5 pages following the percentages were as follows: 18%, 30%,
5%, 2%, 26%. This means that participants emitted Operating Procedures communicative
acts more during the initial phases of the problem solving meeting (i.e., establishing
objectives for the meeting, reviewing and reporting assessment activities prior to the
meeting, and problem analysis) and during the final phase of the meeting (i.e., planning
for data collection and intervention implementation) and less during the middle phase of
the meeting (i.e., discussing feasible intervention options).

Initially, the consultant outlined the purpose of'the meeting (i.e., to discuss and
analyze the student’s problem behaviors), e.g., “So today we have the grandmother, the
classroom teacher, myself, the research assistant....First of all, I will start off with the
student’s strengths.” The consultant then reviewed in detail the assessment activities
accomplished prior to the meeting, e.g., “Alright. So what we did was collect some data
over the last couple of weeks on (student) with two assigned days. And we had people
coming in to really just observe.” The consultant then set the stage for the next task in the
meeting, e.g., “So what we were able to do is generate summary statements. And I kind
of want to pass this out to you so you can kind of get a little better idea of how summary
statements kind of go. This right here is how we are going to build a support plan.” The
consultant then reviewed the interview and assessment results conducted prior to the
meeting. This higher frequency of procedural discussion during the initial phase of
problem solving appeared to be what this group required to set the stage for the problem
solving process, as one participant was unfamiliar with the process as well as the nature

of the student’s behaviors at school (i.e., the student’s grandmother).
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The group proceeded to discuss hypotheses regarding antecedent and consequent
conditions surrounding a problem behavior. The consultant then clarified task objectives
and attempted to establish consensus regarding which problem behavior to focus upon,
e.g., “I mean, we can attapk multiple ones, but I think that with (student), some of our
interventions are going to be able to attack more than one of the hypotheses. But in order
for us to do that, I think we should pick one hypothesis and kind of go with that. And so
what I was presenting was, which hypotheses should we pick over another?”). The
complexity of the task required that the consultant be more directive in facilitating
 discussion, redirecting, and maintaining focus on the particular task. In addition, given
that the FBA process required a systematic review and analysis of the assessment results,
the group required frequent redirection from the consultant to accomplish these tasks.

On several occasions, when the group was attempting to establish which problem
behaviors and maintaining consequences the interventions would be focused on, the
discussion moved toward intervention ideas, and the consultant needed to redirect the
group toward the task objectives, e.g., “There’s actually some methods that we are going
to review in a minute, but I kind of want to work through this and then I will follow
through with some of the interventions that I was thinking about. But I also want to get
on the same page, make sure that you guys agree that this is what we’re working on...this
is what’s causing him problems.” On another occasion in response to a suggestion
regarding an intervention from a participant, the consultant stated, “I have an intervention
that’s....that’s one of my intervention ideas, so I will get to that. I know I keep saying

that I’'m going to, my ideas kind of roll with these things, but I just wanted to get
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agreement before I make my presentation (about the intervention ideas) so I wouldn’t
bias your perceptions of what is going on.” Due to the complexity of the problem analysis
in this particular case, and the group’s inability to reach consensus on the functional
hypotheses, more redirection regarding the appropriate sequence of events (i.e., first
establishing consensus on hypotheses, then discussing intervention ideas to fit the
hypotheses) was required during this phase of the problem solving process.

During the middle of this meeting, less Operational Procedures comments were
emitted as the group appeared to progress through discussing intervention ideas and how
they would be implemented without difficulty. During the final phase of the meeting,
more procedural comments were emitted in summarizing the proposed plan and
discussing plans for follow-up with the team, e.g., “So, we’ll go with those two, we’ll do
the reversal, and so we’ll review this plan.” Over the course of the entire ﬁleeting, it
appeared that when the team was having difficulty accomplishing task objectives,
frequent Operating Procedures comments were required to direct the problem solving
process. This higher frequency of procedural comments may have been related to less
effective treatment outcomes due to the true complexity of the case and the difficulty that
the group experienced in reaching consensus on functional hypotheses.

In contrast, in case #11, a CBC case with a large average effect size (ES=1.81),
Operating Procedures communicative acts were emitted less frequently overall, but also
occurred most frequently at the beginning of the problem solving process only. That is,
16% of the statements were coded as OP in the first five pages of coding, then in each

subsequent set of 5 pages the percentages were as follows: 5.6%, 4.8%, and 1.3%. In this
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case, the consultant initially spent time establishing objectives for the meeting (e.g., “We
had briefly discussed some issues regarding (student) three weeks ago in relation to his
behavior... and I want to you to go ahead and state any ideas that you have or any
questions, or suggestions, and start the report, and hopefully I have a really solid
intervention strategy”). Later, after discussing the problem behavior, the consultant
briefly directed the discussion toward the next phase, intervention planning (e.g., “So, the
intervention, I have some intervention strategies based on what we talked about and the
percentages that we have here...why don’t I read through these particular intervention
ideas and get some feedback from you”). In general, procedural comments in this case
were far less frequent than in the previous example, but seemed to be associated with
smooth, sequential transitions from one problem-solving phase to the next.

Thus, it appears not only that Operating Procedures communicative acts were less
frequent in cases associated with better treatment outcomes, but that this type of
communication in these cases was most frequent at the beginning of the problem solving
meeting, perhaps effectively setting the stage for the problem solving process that
followed. For cases in which Operating Procedures comments were more frequent overall
(i.e., case #10), the facilitator may have sensed that the group was not working efficiently
toward problem solving objectives and made more procedural comments in an attempt to
redirect the group discussion. Problem solving teams with higher frequencies of
procedural comments may have required more redirection or reminders regarding how to
accomplish the task at hand, and may have had more difficulty reabhing effective

problem solving outcomes, thus contributing to weaker treatment outcomes. Specifically,
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teams with the more complex task of accomplishing task objectives within the FBA
model may have experienced more difficulty than those utilizing the CBC model.
Whereas, team meetings facilitated according to the CBC process may have been able to
move more efficiently through the task objectives without explicit procedural reminders,
thereby contributing to better treatment outcomes.

The Operating Procedures subcategory is similar to the Process Overt code added
to the CAR categories by Gutkin (1996), in that both categories represent attempts to
facilitate the problem solving process. Both categories were included in the current study,
as the Operating Procedures subcategory is an integral part of the Functional theory and
the Process Overt category provides a categorization for verbalizations that would
otherwise be coded as “other” using the CAR. The Functional theory predicts that
communication is the medium through which task requirements are accomplished, and
specific communicative acts that satisfy a critical task requirement (e.g., establishing
operating procedures for a problem solving meeting) are related to problem solving
outcomes. The Operating Procedures subcategory, which includes all communicative acts
that help the group decide on what needs to be accomplished during the team meetings
and how to structure and organize the discussion, is an important component of this
analysis. However, as the PSF was used to code only the first transcript of each case, the
analyses do not address the relationship between Operating Procedures communicative
acts and outcomes in subsequent problem solving meetings. The Process Overt category
in the CAR, which includes all verbalizations that address the probiem solving process

itself rather than aspects of the presenting problem, allows for the analysis of this
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essential component in relation to other communicative acts as coded with the CAR in all
the recorded problem solving meetings. Similar results were observed in the analysis of
the Process Overt category. These results in relation to the school consultation literature
will be discussed in the Directive communication section.

Hypothesis 1b and 1c: Problem Analysis and Generating Alternative Solutions

Problem Analysis communicative acts include behaviors that help the group
identify the nature of the problem behavior, the extent and seriousness of the problem,
and problems with the present solution or set of circumstances. The prediction was that
there would be a greater average proportion of Problem Analysis communicative acts in
cases with large effect sizes, exploring the effect of case type. No significant differences
were found in the average proportion of Problem Analysis communicative acts by case
type or treatment effect size. Generative Alternative Solutions communicative acts
include those behaviors that help the group to identify and elabdrate upon altemati\}e
solutions to the problem. The prediction was that there would be a greater average
proportion of Generating Alternative Solutions communicative acts in cases with large
effect sizes, exploring the effect of case type. No significant differences were found in the
average proportion of Generating Alternative Solutions communicative acts (i.e.,
behaviors that help the group to generate‘ and build upon feasible intervention ideas) by
case type or effect size.

The average proportion of the Problem Analysis communicative acts represented
the highest average across all functional communicative acts, accounting for 50% of the

coded communicative behaviors across all cases. The base rate occurrence of the Problem
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Analysis category ranged from 25.33-53.05, compared to other categories such as
Operating Procedures that occurred far less frequently (i.e., means ranged from 5.03-
16.55) but distinguished among cases in terms of relative proportions. The Problem
Analysis category in the PSF encompassed all communicative acts related to identifying
the nature of the problem behavior, the extent and seriousness of the problem, and
problems with present solutions to the problem behavior.

During the first problem solving meeting, the majority of the discussion is
intentionally focused on these factors, as the primary goal in the first meeting is to clearly
define the problem behavior, discuss potential factors contributing to the problem
behavior, and begin to explore appropriate behavioral interventions to address the
problem. Thus, perhaps this category was too broad to distinguish among team meetings
that discussed some factors relating to the problem behaviors and problems with the
- current circumstances to varying degrees. For example, some teams may have spent time
analyzing the nature of the problem behavior and the extent and seriousness of the
behaviors, but failed to address potential causes and problems with current circumstances
in the classroom. Whereas, another team may have spent some time discussing the nature
of the problem behavior and discussed at length the environmental contingencies
surrounding the problem behavior and how the current set of circumstances failed to
adequately address the problem behavior. The outcome of these problem solving
meetings would likely have a differential impact on the quality of the interventions,
however the relative proportion of the Problem Analysis communicative acts failed to

distinguish across these two types of discussions.
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Regarding the Generating Alternative Solutions category, the difference in the
relative proportion of this type of communication may not have been adequate to
distinguish between effect size categories or case type. Across both effect size categories
and case types, the range of means was relatively small (i.e., 4.4-10.77), and only one cell
appeared significantly different from the others (e.g., CBC cases with small effect sizes).
In case #11, a CBC case with a large effect size, the consultant listed several intervention
strategies, provided details regarding implementation, and then the group proceeded to
evaluate each of these suggestions. This case had the greatest average proportion of
Generating Alternative Solutions communication (i.e., 17.7), compared to case #16, a
CBC case with a small effect size, with the smallest average proportion of this type of
communication (i.e., 2.7). In case #16, a CBC case with a small effect size, the team
spent a great deal of time discussing transition options for the student (i.e., hall passes to
see counselor, peer tutor) but less time discussing specific intervention strategies to be
implemented within the current program. In addition, because the PSF coding system
only addressed the first problem solving meeting in which teams engaged in problem
identification and problem analysis at length, perhaps this analysis failed to capture the
full extent of the génerating and elaboration upon alternative solutions throughout the
problem solving process.

Hirokawa (1982) also failed to find a relationship between attempts to generate
alternative solutions and group effectiveness. Hirokawa (1982) suggested that perhaps
generating alternative solutions was conductive to effective problem solving to a point,

but that excessive production of ideas may be counterproductive to problem solving in
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causing confusion among group members regarding alternatives. Orlitzky and Hirokawa
(2001) found only siightly positive relationships between the generation of alternative
solutions and group effectiveness in their meta-analytic study. Interestingly, these authors
suggested that the time spent ‘brainstorming decision alternatives seems to be the least
important of all five functions examined’ (in the meta-analysis) (p. 334), however the
process of generating alternatives appears to work well within ‘real world’ bona-fide
groups (e.g., Sutton & Hargadon, 1996, an ethnographic study of brainstorming in an

| organizational context). These observations illustrate an essential difference between the
bona-fide groups examined in the current study and previous studies in the small group
literature.

In the current study, the team process involved multiple consultees in the natural
school setting working collaboratively with the target student being discussed, under the
direction of an external consultant trained in the FBA and CBC consultation processes.
Participants were involved in an ongoing problem solving process regarding students
with whom they worked and shared responsibility for educating on a daily basis.
Essentially, these ‘bona-fide’ groups shared vested interests in the problem solving
outcomes and were likely motivated to consider several appropriate alternative solutions
to the problem behaviors. In contrast, in the small group laboratory experiments
involving college students in time-limited decision-making sessions (e.g. Hirokawa,
1982; 1988; Busse et al., 1985), group members typically had no past or future

relationships or task interdependence (Sutton & Hargadon, 1996) and were thus less
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likely to be motivated to spend a great deal of time considering and elaborating upon
alternative solutions to the problem.

In the current study, having several appropriate alternatives within their
repertoire of interventions was likely advantageous to the school-based staff that shared
responsibility for implementing the interventions following the group meetings. The
group process of generating and elaborating upon alternatives also likely assisted school-
based staff in getting ‘unstuck’ in repetitive patterns of responding to and designing
interventions for the target student, with new and innovative ideas generated collectively
by the group (Sutton & Hargadon, 1996). The more detail and elaboration upon
intervention ideas that occurred during these meetings, the more comprehensive the
resulting intervention plan would have been, making successful and accurate
implementation of the intervention more likely.

With a larger sample size in a controlled study of all problem solving meetings
that occurred, perhaps there would be significant relationships between the discussion of
several feasible interventions and elaborating upon these ideas with details regarding plan
implementation and effective intervention outcomes. In contrast, for cases in which
intervention ideas were briefly discussed but not elaborated upon, team members may not
have a comprehensive plan to facilitate intervention implementation and monitoring. In
addition, discussing the intervention plan in detail at the team meeting may increase the
likelihood that teachers could implement the intervention successfully with support from

the team members following the meeting.
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Hypothesis 1d and le: Criteria for Evaluating Solutions and Evaluation

Criteria for Evaluating Solutions communicative acts include behaviors that
function to help the group decide what a good solution or intervention would look like
and establishing appropriate evaluative criteria. Evaluation communicative acts include
those behaviors that help the group to evaluate the positive and negative qualities of each
intervention choice. The prediction was that there would be a greater average proportion
of Criteria for Evaluating Solutions and Evaluation communicative acts in cases with
large effect sizes, exploring the effect of case type.

There were no significant differences between the average proportion of Criteria
for Evaluating Alternatives by case type or effect size. In addition, no significant
relationship was found between the Evaluation subcategory and effect size or case type.
As in the two previous categories discussed, the base rate occurrence of these types of
statements (e.g., Criteria for Evaluating) was relatively consistent across case types and
effect size categories (i.e., M=6.65 in FBA cases with small effect sizes, M=6.25 in FBA
cases with large effect sizes). Thus, the current analysis failed to distinguish between
these cases.

In the current study, team members generally tended to focus on the feasibility
and practicality of potential solutions utilizing current resources, as well as considering
how the student would respond to the intervention, in considering the positive and
negative qualities of intervention options. They did not tend to systematically establish
criteria for evaluating solutions or evaluate both positive and negative qualities of the

proposed intervention plan. If group members agreed upon a prospective plan, they
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tended to proceed with generating additional ideas to build upon the plan. If they
disagreed upon a proposed plan, the discussion was brief and then turned to other
intervention ideas. The goal of these problem solving teams may have been more an
evaluation of how the intervention subjectively fit within the classroom environment and
the current resources available to implement the intervention than on a systematic
evaluation of the positive and negative qualities of the plan.

For example, in case #11, a CBC case with a large average effect size, the team
discussed setting up a point system with visual symbols representing items (i.e., ice
cream sundae) that the student could earn for positive behaviors. Team members
proceeded to build upon that idea, and evaluated the intervention in terms of how the
student would respond, e.g., “Maybe you get points for the plate, you get points for the
banana, whatever it is. And build an ice cream and when it’s done, we can have it (the ice
cream sundae)”. Another participant responded, “Yeah, I can see that...It would be a
good visual thing for him.”. The discussion continued as participants built upon the ideas
presented and evaluated ideas in relation to their perceived impact on the student. These
evaluative statements were infrequent but assisted the group in reaching consensus on an
intervention plan and moving forward in the intervention planning process.

This case may not have been distinguishable in terms of relative frequéncies from
a case in which intervention ideas were briefly discussed and evaluated but that the
intervention ideas themselves may not have been as effective, as there was very little
variability about the means (i.e., on average 2% or less). For example, in case #16, a CBC

case with a small effect size, participants also continued to build upon an idea that was
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presented and eventually concluded with a clear plan that was evaluated favorably. These
evaluative statements were also infrequent, however in this case the intervention idea
(i.e., point system for assignments completed) may not have been as powerful, or other
factors could have influenced the effectiveness of the intervention (i.e., student
motivation). The quality of the ideas and the appropriateness of the intervention
proposals, in addition to the group’s ability to reach consensus‘efﬁciently, may have had
a stronger impact on problem solving and related treatment outcomes than the relative
average proportions of establishing criteria and evaluative statements.
Behavioral Content Communication

The general research question regarding behavioral content communication was
whether or not there would be significant differences between the average proportion of
behavioral content communication in school-based problem solving teams by effect size
and case type. Specifically, the predictions were that there would be a larger proportion
of Behavior (i.e., verbalizations about what the student does), Behavior Setting (i.e.,
verbalizations referring to antecedent, consequent, and sequential conditions occurring
contiguously with a client’s behavior), and Behavioral (i.e., Behavior and Behavior
Setting combined) communicative acts in cases with larger effect sizes. In addition, it
was predicted that there would be a larger proportion of behavioral communication (i.e.,
Behavior and Behavior Setting subcategories and Behavioral category) in FBA cases
with large effect sizes. Finally, it was predicted that there would be a larger proportion of
Individual Characteristics communicative acts in cases with small effect sizes, and a

larger proportion of this type of communication in CBC cases with small effect sizes. -
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Hypotheses 3a, 3b, and 3c: Behavior, Behavior Setting, and Behavioral

No significant difference was found in the Behavior category by case type or
effect size. A significant difference was found in the proportion of Behavior Setting
communicative acts by case type and effect size. The average proportion of Behavior
Setting communication was larger in CBC cases. In addition, for FBA cases the average
proportion of Behavior Setting communication was higher in cases with large effect
sizes, but for CBC cases the average proportion of Behavior Setting communication was
larger in cases with small effect sizes. Likewise, with Behavioral communicative acts (i.e‘.
Behavior and Behavior Setting combined), fof FBA cases a higher average proportion of
Behavioral communication was associated with large effect sizes, whereas for CBC cases
a higher average proportion of this type of communication was associated with small
effect sizes.

In the school consultation literature, researchers have found that problem
identification is the single most important predictor of consultation outcomes (Bergan &
Tombari, 1975). Communication related to probiem identification (i.e, behavior and
behavior setting specification, observation specification and summarization) accounted
for more than half the variati‘on in the occurrence of plan implementation, which in turn
accounted for 95% of the variation in problem solution (Bergan & Tombari, 1975). Busse
(1996) also found that behavior specification communication was predictive of positive
outcomes in consultee perceptions of effectiveness and child treatment. Thus, it appears
that previous research has illustrated positive relationships between attempts to better

understand variables that control problem behaviors and outcomes.
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In the current study, a similar positive relationship was observed within the FBA
cases, however the opposite relationship was observed within the CBC cases. The testing
of the differences in Behavioral communication by case type and effect size was |
exploratory in nature. However, these results do illustrate an important distinction
between the CBC and FBA cases regarding the importance of systematic problem
analysis linked to intervention planning.

Within the FBA cases, the analysis of problem behaviors and the contexts within
which they occurred were assessed and empirically validated prior to intervention
planning and implementation. In these cases, an extensive problem analysis discussion
(i.e., high proportion of Behavior and Behavior Setting communig:ative acts) was
confirmed through this assessment and verification process, the results of which were
directly linked to the intervention design. This systematic process likely had a positive
impact on treatment outcomes. In contrast, within the CBC cases a systematic problem
analysis and functional hypotheses were not directly linked to the chosen intervention
strategies, possibly contributing to weaker treatment outcomes.

In the CBC cases, the assessment and controlled intervention to verify these
phenomena was an essential missing link in the creation of quality interventions related
to the functions of the problem behaviors. That is, in spite of an extensive discussion of
problem behaviors and the contexts within which they occurred, this analysis did not
inform subsequent intervention planning, but rather interventions were selected from a set
of empirically-validated interventions by the team members. Particularly in the more

complex cases, this lack of connection between the extensive problem analysis and
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intervention selection may have contributed to weaker treatment outcomes. This may
account for the inverse relationship observed between the proportion of Behavior Setting
and Behavioral communicative acts and effect size between the CBC and FBA cases, as
well as the greater proportion of Behavior Setting communicative acts in CBC cases with
small effect sizes.

For example, in case #8, a CBC case with a small effect size, the school-based
staff and the student’s parent spent more than half of the 60 minute meeting discussing
problem behaviors to focus upon (i.e., aggression, rushing through work), potential
contributing factors to the problem behavior (i.e., anxiety, unstructured time with peers),
as well as perceived functions of the behaviors (i.e., peer attention, social interaction,
escape from difficult task). The team struggled to reach consensus both on definitions of
problem behaviors and the contingencies surrounding the behaviors, and reported
different behaviors and environmental circumstances between the home and school
settings.

In response to the consultants’ question, “What are your thoughts on what it is
about the bus that’s difficult for him? Is it the lining up part?”, the parent responded with,
“He has never made getting on the bus or being on the bus an issue. The issue always
precedes the boarding of the bus, involving the line.”, and attributed his aggressive
behaviors to generalized anxiety about starting at a new school and the absence of one
parent at home during the beginning of the school year. The parent disagreed with the
problem definition terms, explaining, “Well, it sort of has a negative connotation to it,

only if it can be replaced with. ..something that is more accurate than physically
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aggressive.” In contrast, the teacher perceived that the aggression was related to being
moved from a preferred to less preferred activity, and the school psychologist attributed
the problem to general anxiety in coping with transitions from home to school. Without
establishing consensus on definitions or perceived functions of problem behaviors, the
team moved toward selecting an intervention that might address the problem behavior
(e.g., reinforcement of compliance with teacher directives to maintain ‘personal space
bubbles’ and ignoring noncompliance). As the CBC model did not require further
assessment or validation of these functional hypotheses, the interventions that were
se}ected may or may not have adequately addressed the function of the problem
behaviors and the environmental contingencies surrounding them.

In case #16, another CBC case with a small effect size, the consultant began the
meeting by sharing observational data on the agreed upon target behavior and facilitating
discussion of the problem behaviors observed by team members. Nearly 85% of the
content during the first part of the discussion was Behavior and Behavior setting
communication. For example, the teacher explained, “(student) will have difficulty
looking forward and will either have a chapter book out, reading from it, he could be
playing with his clay....so until someone intervenes or staff goes over and says
something verbally to him, he will continue to do that type of thing (the problem
behavior)....he will avoid the task, continue to play with toys, read a book, until someone
comes over and intervenes and takes it away.” The team continued to discuss potential
contributing factors (e.g., boredom, student isn’t able to do the task, nonstructured events

predict the behavior). In this case, the team appeared to agree that the behaviors were



125

fairly predictable based on factors that had been identified, however the intervention that
was then selected (e.g., point system for completing assignments) did not appear to be
linked specifically to these identified factors. In both CBC cases, there was a greater
proportion of Behavior and Behavior Setting communicative acts overall, however this
extensive discussion was not validated through assessments or linked directly to the
intervention implementation, which may have accounted for the negative relationship
between the Behavioral communication and treatment effect sizes.

In contrast, in the FBA cases it appeared that when teams sufficiently analyzed
the problem behaviors,‘empirically validated the functional hypotheses, and then selected
interventions based on their assessments, better treatment outcomes were observed. For

example, in case #17, an FBA case with a large effect size, the team discussed in detail
the problem behaviors that were observed (i.e., truancy), what triggered the behavior (i.e.,
difficult academic work) and consequences (i.€., negative peer attention). The team
discussed the testing of these hypotheses, and the discovery that the student’s work
refusal behaviors were likely triggered by difficult academic tasks and maintained by
attention. This systematic analysis of contributing factors directly informed the
intervention plan that was implemented in the classroom (i.e., positive attention for
attempting tasks, encouragihg the student to communicate with ‘teachers proactively).

In another example, case #1, an FBA case with a large effect size, the team spent
a great deal of time discussing various problem behaviors (e.g., off-task, talking,
disruptive, disorganized) and exploring variables related to them. In reporting the results

of the assessments, the consultant shared, “I was able to calculate, through observations,
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we observed (student) for a week...and what we were able to do is take the assessment
forms you guys filled out, and the number one antecedent was a difficult task. If you
present a difficult task to (student), he would be most likely to avoid work and would talk
out a lot. Not doing work, and being non-compliant, supported by escaping the task.” The
team was able to use this assessment information to design strategies both for preventing
the problem behavior from occurring and teaching new skills that were directly linked to
the results of the assessment.

These findings provide empirical support for the theory that incorporating the
FBA process into behavioral support planning increases the prospect of a positive
intervention outcome (Sugai, Horner & Sprague, 1996). Traditional team-based
procedures to address problematic behavior are frequently ineffective because the
treatment selection is limited, is not linked to specific assessment information, and is
arbitrary in relation to behavioral function (Tilly, Reschly, & Grimes, 1998; Vollmer &
Northup, 1996). In contrast, embedded in the FBA process is a direct link between
assessment and intervention activities (Nelson et al., 1999; Storey, Lawry, Ashworth,
Danko, & Strain, 1994). A comprehensive FBA promotes hypothesis-driven treatment
and generates information that improves the effectiveness and efficiency of interventions
(Nelson et al., 1999; Sugai, Horner & Sprague, 1999; Vollmer & Northup, 1996).

Thus, the systematic functional assessment that directly informs intervention
planning may be the missing link in the CBC model accounting for the inverse
relationship observed between Behavioral communication and effect size between the

FBA and CBC cases. In the CBC case examples, behavioral communication was frequent
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but was not part of the systematic process of considering and empirically validating the
factors potentially influencing the behaviors in the settings in which they were observed.
In addition, the CBC process did not require teams to reach consensus on the problem
analysis phase, possibly further contributing to the weak link between understanding
problem behaviors and designing interventions to address them. Whereas, the FBA
process required that teams systematically evaluate variables related to the prdblem
behavior, establish consensus on functional hypotheses, and design interventions in
accordance with this analysis.

Individual Characteris‘tics

There was no significant main effects or interactions between the average
proportion of Individual Characteristics (i.e., verbalizations about individual attributes or
internal states) by effect size or case type. There was a relatively low base rate occurrence
of the Individual Characteristics subcategory. Overall, only 4.7% of the communicative
acts were coded as Individual Characteristics content, compared to a range of 10-28% for
other CAR codes, with one category, Summarization, equivalent at 4.8%. When
discussants did emit Individual Characteristics communication, these acts did not appear
to impede the group’s problem solving outcomes as was predicted. Team members often
hypothesized about the internal states of individual students within the context of
discussing observable behaviors to contribute to the team’s understanding of the potential
causes of the problem behavior.

For example, in discussing possible causes for a student’s disruptive talking out

behavior, the consultant indicated that the student appeared capable of engaging in
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disruptive behavior while still absorbing the content of the lesson, attributed to as ‘part of
the AD/HD(Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder)’. This comment did not appear
counterproductive to effective problem solving, but rather helped illustrate to the group
how the behavior was being maintained. In the same case, the classroom therapist
commented that ‘these ADHD kids have difficulty remembering something they read’,
thus facilitating their understanding of the strengths and limitations of the target student.

In another case, the behaviorl specialist described, ‘he’s really concrete
random...all that stuff is going to be a real strength...even the obsessive stuff’, again
describing how the student’s strengths and idiosyncracies were important considerations
in intervention planning. Thus, it appeared in many cases that discussing the internal
states of the individual did not necessary impede problem solving discussion. Rather,
participants appeared to be contributing that information in an effort to offer possible
explanations for behavior and evaluate an intervention in light of individual
characteristics that may not be responsive to environmental manipulation.
Directive Communication

The general research question regarding directive communication was whether or
not there would be differences in the average proportion of directive communicative acts
by case type (FBA or CBC) and effect size (small or large). Specifically, it was predicted
that there would be a greater average proportion of Process Overt (i.e., verbalizations that
address the problem solving process itself), Summarization (i.e., statements that review
information), Elicitor (i.e., questions), and Directive communicative acts (i.e., combined

category of all three) in cases with large effect sizes, exploring the effect of case type.
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Specific predictions about the directive verbalizations were evaluated utilizing the CAR,
and none of the hypotheses confirmed. However, the findings regarding the Process
Overt and Directive communicative acts offer valuable insight into the relationships
between communication and effect size between FBA and CBC cases.

Hypotheses 3a, 3b, 3¢ and 3d: Process Overt, Summarization, Elicitors, Directive

There was a significant difference in the average proportion of Process Overt
communicative acts between FBA and CBC cases. The average proportion of Process
Overt communicative acts was larger in FBA cases than in CBC cases. In addition, there
was a significant difference in the average proportion of Process Overt communicative
acts between small and large effect size cases. That is, the average proportion of Process
Overt communication was higher in cases with small effect sizes. There were no
significant differences observed in the proportion of Elicitor and Summarization
communication by effect size or case type. However, there was a significant difference in
the average proportion of all three types of directive communication combined (i.e.,
Process Overt, Summarization, and Elicitors) between small and large effect size cases.
That is, the average proportion of Directive communication was larger for cases with
small effect sizes than for cases with large effect sizes.

As cited previously, mixed results have emerged in the school-based consultation
literature regarding the relationship between directive communication and problem
solving outcomes. In some studies, consultant leadership behaviors were positively
related to interview quality or child treatment outcomes (Busse, 1996; Gutkin, 1996;

Sheridan, 1997), whereas other studies have found only marginal relationships (e.g.,
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Erchul et al., 1999; Witt et al., 1991) or relationships in the opposite direction (Erchul &
Chewning, 1990; Hughes & DeForest, 1993). Erchul and Chewning (1990) found a
negative correlational relationship between ‘dominant’ communicative behaviors (1.e.,
requests for information when the answer is already supplied or ‘fed’ to the recipient of
the question) and ratings of consultation effectiveness. In addition, Witt et al. (1991)
found negative relationships between positive validation elicitors (i.e., questions that call
for agreement) and consultation outcome scores.

Regarding the Process Overt statements, Gutkin (1996) found a positive
relationship between content leadership (i.e., what was said) and ratings of interview
effectiveness for consultants and consultees, as well as between process leadership (i.e.,
the verbal action conveyed by the message) and effectiveness for consultants only.
Gutkin (1996) analyzed consultant and consultee leadership behaviors separately, and
found that consultants used more Process Overt content communication than did
consultees, and that only consultant process leadership (i.e., Summarization) was
positively related to outcomes, as opposed to consultant content leadership (i.e., Process
Overt). Although the initial predictions were based on previous findings (e.g., Gutkin,
1996) that directive communicative behaviors were associated with better outcomes, the
opposite appears to be true in the cases in the current study.

Perhaps there is a different dynamic observed in the school-based problem
solving teams facilitated by external consultants in the current study. Previous studies
were primarily conducted on time-‘limited dyadic consultation sessions (i.e., consultant

and consultee) in analogue conditions (i.e., graduate students with teachers in laboratory
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settings) regarding real or imagined students (e.g., Busse et al., 1996). In the current
study, cases were recruited through teacher and staff selection, and the consultees (i.e.,
teachers, parents, other school personnel) shared responsibility for the treatment
outcomes for the students being discussed. The problem solving consultation service was
offered to teachers working with the moét difficult emotionally and behaviorally
challenged students in their classrooms. These were the students for whom teachers had
historically ‘tried everything’, and teachers were looking for directive assistance in
dealing with these challenges. Although the problem solving models were essentially
collaborative in nature, the consultants did maintain leadership roles in directing the
process.

The greater proportion of Directive verbalizations in small effect size cases may
have been symptomatic of a team struggliﬂg to effectively accomplish problem solving
objectives, thereby requiring more direction and reminders about process objectives from
the consultant. Similar to the results observed between the Operating Procedures
subcategory and effect size, perhaps the school-based teams that produced fewer Process
Overt communicative behaviors were betfer able to progress efficiently through the task
objectives (i.e., identifying the problem behavior), thereby contributing to better
treatment outcomes.

In general, between both FBA and CBC cases, the greater proportion of Process
Overt communication and Directive communication may have been related to difficulties
that the group experienced in accomplishing task objectives, or may have been due to the

complexity of the particular case. Thus, the greater proportion of Process Overt



132

communication and other Directive behaviors combined may have been symptomatic of
difficulties experienced by the team in accomplishing task objectives, or a breakdown in
the problem solving process. -

Particularly in the FBA cases, the more complex nature of the functional
assessment and analysis may have further contributed to difficulties experienced by team
members in accomplishing the task objectives. In these cases, more process discussion
and clarification from consultants may have been required, thereby accounting for the
greater proportion of Process Overt communication in FBA cases. Whereas, team
meetings facilitated according to the CBC process may have been able to move more
efficiently through the task objectives without explicit procedufal reminders, thereby
contributing to better treatment outcomes.

For example, in case #8, a CBC case with a small effect size, the consultant
emitted Process Overt statements relatively frequently throughout the meeting. In relation
to other cases, the parent and teacher (a general education kindergarten teacher) may have
been less familiar with the consultation process than the consultees (i.e., special
education self-contained teacher) in other cases, and they appearéd to have difficulty in
establishing consensus on the problem behavior definitions and environmental factors
related to the problem behaviors. Thus, the consultant was explicit in describing the steps
involved in the process, summarizing information discussed throughout the meeting, and
asking questions for clarification from both the teacher and parent. For example, in
explaining the first step of defining the problem behavior, the consultant said, “I want to

go through the description of the problem behaviors in the report. I have the behavior
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description. It is written in terms of a discrepancy between what’s observed and what’s
expected of the student, so that when we come up with a goal, we know what we are
shooting for, what we’re expecting him to do that he ié not able to demonstrate right
now.”

The team appeared to struggle to establish consensus on the problem behavior
definitions, requiﬁng frequent questions for clarification and summarizing of information
from the consultant throughout the process. For example, after reading the problem
behavior description from the draft of the report, the consultant asked, “Does that sound
accurate to you? Is there anything that you would add or delete?” In response, the parent
described the student’s behavior in more detail, e.g., “I think he tends to have sort of a
perfectionist type attitude...he gets so frustrated with that (writing assignments)”. In
describing the second problem behavior (i.e., physical defensiveness) the consultant
asked, “So it’s more that he just responds physically and then does he sort of stay in the
‘huff’, or what does he do after that?”” The discussion continued in this fashion, and the
consultant emitted frequent directive behaviors to summarize, clarify, and assist the team ‘
in moving forward in the problem solving process.

In addition, in case #22, an FBA case with a small effect size, the nature of the
problem behavior and the student’s history were complex. The team spent a great deal of
time attempting to define the problem behaviors and behavioral goals to focus upon, and
the complexity of this case warranted frequent summarization and direction in the

problem solving process from the consultant. For example, the team discussed that the

student had difficulty starting work independently, was easily frustrated by academic
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tasks and refused to ask for help, was resistant to reminders or reprimands from adults,
and likely suffered from mental health issues (i.e., depression, Post-traumatic stress
disorder) as well as auditory processing delays (i.e., difficulty processing spoken
language).

After an extensive discussion, the consultant summarized the information shared
by the participants and attempted to direct the team to establish behavioral goals: “So I
think that that is an important issue to keep in mind as we keep going (the medical
diagnoses). It seems a goal for the meeting today, in sort of planning what to do, it seems
like we would all like to help (student) complete more of his work with less assistance.
So, complete what he is capable of doing, and perhaps ask for help when he needs it, and
show a little more independence. Does anybody have anything else to add, or what do
you think?” The group continued to discués other potential issues underlying the problem
behaviors, (i.e., difficulty communicating with adults, learned helplessness). The
consultant later stated, “That’s sort of an ongoing project for the team (figuring out what
the student is capable of doing independently), and it has to do with communications
between everyone. We won’t figure it out in the next half hour, but at least we can clarify
kind of a challenge. So any other comments about any strengths or challenges that he
has?” To introduce the hypothesis statements and the competing pathways model, the
consultant explained, “In this next section, a functional assessment is a process of trying
to define the contextual variables that relate to problems. So I’'m gonna say it in a couple
of different ways. One is to determine where problems occur, and where they don’t

occur. What conditions under which it occurs, and what seems to occur afterwards.” The
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consultant then proceeded to describe the competing pathways and hypotheses proposed
for the student, and continued to explain the process and task requirements along the way.

The sheer complexity of this case warranted more directive communicative
behaviors by the consultant as the team attempted to accomplish the problem solving
tasks of defining and analyzing the problem behavior and discussing possible solutions.
Frequent summarization of information, explanations of the functional assessment
process, and asking questions for clarification from the team were required in order to
move forward in the problem solving process. In both examples of cases with small effect
sizes, the greater proportion of Process Overt, and the Directive behaviors combined,
appeared to be symptomatic of difficulties both in the complexity of the problem solving
process and the specifics of the problem behaviors the teams were attempting to address.

The FBA cases with small effect sizes in particular seemed to present more
challenging and complex problem solving tasks for the respective teams, possibly
accounting for the greater proportion of Process Overt communicative acts in FBA cases.
For example, in case #10, an FBA case with a small effect size, Process Overt statements
occurred frequently throughout the meeting, as discussed in the previous section on
Operating Procedures. The complexity of the problem solving process required that the
consultant be more directive in facilitating the discussion, redirecting, and attempting to
help the group progress systematically throughout the problem solving process.

In contrast, in case #11, a CBC case with a large effect size, the average
proportion of Process Overt communication was relatively low (i.e., 5.3%). The

consultant briefly described the purpose of the meeting (i.e., to review behavioral
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observations and discuss intervention strategies), and proceeded to direct the discussion
regarding the problem behavior definitions and proposed interventions with few
reminders about the systematic problem solving process. The problem analysis phase was
relatively brief, as the teachers and consultant appeared to have an adequate
understanding of the problem behaviors (e.g., talking, provoking). The group was able to
establish consensus regarding problem behaviors to focus on without difficulty, were
receptive to the consultant’s intervention recommendations, and constructed a solid
intervention strategy collaboratively.

For example, in discussing a group contingency plan that required cooperation
among students to earn points, the consultant explained, “Cooperation can be put on
...what that equals is that no matter what, it’s not contingent just on one person, so then it
becomes, even if somebody sabotages and is going totally off...there’s still enough points
out there when everyone else is being nice.” The teacher responded, “Yeah. I like that
one. I like that idea.” The team continued to evaluate several different strategies
presented by the consultant, and was able to establish consensus on the chosen strategies
without difficulty. The consultant did summarize information in this case, but these brief
summaries appeared to facilitate the discussion and very few reminders about the
problem solving process were required thereafter. The intervention strategies were fairly
straightforward and relevant to the problem behaviors. In general, the resolution of this
case appeared somewhat less complex than the problem solving tasks required in other
cases (i.e., case #10), which likely accounted for the smaller proportion of Process Overt

statements required of the consultant.
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There was no significant difference in the proportion of Summarization
statements alone by case type and effect size. Within the context of group discussions, the
summarization statements did appear to serve a facilitative function in refocusing and
structuring the group within the context of the discussion. For example, after extensive
discussion about how to facilitate a self-monitoring intervention, the consultant said, “So
it sounds like starting with something in which he’s a little more successful at the
beginning would be good for him to see some progress too”. In another case, after input
from several participants describing problem behaviors, the consultant' summarized, “so
what I am hearing here is talk-outs....our goal is to decrease talk-outs”. Although these
brief statements did not occur frequently, they effectively summarized the previous
discussion and allowed the group to move forward in the intervention planning.
Nonetheless, the power to detect statistical differences in this category was too low due to
sample size and case variability (i.e., range of .99 to 20.7 percent across cases).

Regarding Elicitors, there was no significant difference in the proportion of
Elicitor communication by case type or effect size. In these cases, both consultants and
consultees appeared to ask questions for clarification or to gather information. The
Elicitors did not seem to serve so much as a directive function, but rather as an
information gathering tool for both consultants and consultees.

Summary of Findings and Clinical Applications

Across all the functional communication categories, the only significant

difference by case type and effect size was in the average proportion of Operating

Procedures communicative acts. A higher average proportion of Operating Procedures
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communicative acts was observed in cases with small effect sizes and in FBA cases
overall. In general, it appeared that problem solving teams with a higher average
proportion of Operating Procedures communication required more redirection or
reminders regarding how to accomplish the problem solving tasks, and had more
difficulty reaching effective problem solving outcomes, thus contributing to weak
treatment outcomes. Particularly in the more complex FBA cases, teams may have
experienced more difficulty accomplishing task objectives, thereby requiring more
procedural redirection and contributing to small effect size outcomes.

Regarding the Behavioral communication, the proportion of Behavior Setting
communicative acts were greater in CBC cases across both effect size categories. Within
CBC cases, a greater proportion of Behavior Setting communication was associated with
small effect sizes, whereas the opposite was observed in FBA cases (i.e., greater
Behavior Setting in large effect size cases). Likewise, when Behavior and Behavior
Setting communicative acts were combined in the Behavioral category, a greater
proportion of Behavioral communication was associated with large effect sizes within the
FBA cases only. Between the FBA and CBC cases, it appeared that the systematic
functional assessment process required in the FBA model accounted for the greater
proportion of Behavioral communication associated with large effect sizes, whereas in
CBC cases without the systematic assessment linked to the intervention the inverse of
this relationship was observed.

Regarding the Directive communication, no significant differences were observed

in the average proportion of Summarization or Elicitors by case type and effect size,
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however when these subcategories were combined with Process Overt communication
there was a greater average proportion of Directive communicative acts in cases with
small effect sizes and in FBA cases overall. Thus, it appears that in cases with small
effect sizes, the greater proportion of Process Overt, and the Directive behaviors
combined, appeared to be symptomatic of difficulties both in the complexity of the
problem solving process and the specifics of the problem behaviors the teams were
attempting to address. The FBA cases with small effect sizes in particular seemed to
present more challenging and complex problem solving tasks for the respective teams.

Across all the types of communicative behaviors, a systematic problem analysis
(i.e., greater proportion of Behavior and Behavior Setting communicative acts) in FBA
cases likely contributed to better treatment outcomes. The FBA process required that
teams systematically evaluate variables related to the problem behavior, establish
consensus on functional hypotheses, and design interventions in accordance with this
analysis. Whereas, in the CBC cases the problem analysis was not part of the systematic
process of considering and empirically validating the factors potentially influencing the
behaviors in the settings in which they were observed. In spite of an extensive discussion
of problem behaviors and the contexts within which they occurred, this analysis did not
directly inform subsequent intervention planning. Particularly in the more complex CBC
cases, this lack of connection between the extensive problem analysis and intervention
selection may have contributed to weaker treatment outcomes.

Problem solving teams with higher proportions of Directive consultant behaviors

(1.e., Operating Procedures, Process Overt, Directive) may have required more redirection
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or reminders regarding how to accomplish the task at hand, and may have had more
difficulty reaching effective problem solving outcomes, thus contributing to weaker
treatment outcomes. Specifically, teams with the more complex task of accomplishing
task objectives within the FBA model may have experienced more difficulty than those
utilizing the CBC model. In contrast, within the CBC cases, the less complex process of
considering problem behaviors and why they occurred without an empirical validation of
possible functions of the behaviors was associated with small effect sizes, and less
process redirection was observed overall.

These findings provide support for the theory that incorporating the FBA process
into behavioral support planning can increase the prospect of a positive intervention
outcome (Sugai, Horner, & Sprague, 1996). In spite of the additional time, resources, and
training required to conduct the functional assessment prior to intervention planning in
natural school settings, school consultation practitioners should considering incorporating
a comprehensive FBA in behavioral support planning to improve the effectiveness of
intervention outcomes. If school-based teams take the time to analyze the problem
behaviors from a functional perspective, the results of this analysis can directly inform
individualized behavior support plans and may have a positive impact on intervention
outcomes.

Consultant leadership can also play an important role in problem solving and
treatment outcomes. In the current study, it appeared that directive communication (i.e.,
making explicit statements about the problem solving process) at the beginning of the

meetings effectively set the stage for the problem solving discussion that followed.
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However, an excessive amount of directive communication appeared to be symptomatic
of problems experienced by the group in accomplishing task objectives. Particularly in
adherence to the more complex FBA model, school-based consultants could set an
agenda at the beginning of the problem solving meeting and ensure that the participants
understand the importance of sequentially accomplishing the task objectives (i.e.,
analyzing the prdblem behavior prior to discussing intervention options). Brief reminders
about the problem solving stages throughout the process could effectively facilitate the
team discussion. However, if a team appears to be experiencing difficulty, the consultant
may need to assess the team’s level of understanding regarding the essential components
of the problem solving model and whether or not the problem being discussed can
adequately be addressed with the information that has been gathered prior to the meeﬁng.
Directions for Future Research

Functional Communication

The PSF was derived from previous studies in which the problem solving or
predecisional functions were coded in single, time-limited meetings with a limited
number of participants in analog settings. However, the meetings in this study often
involved different participants across several meetings of varying lengths for each case.
The PSF was designed as a tool for assessing functional communicative acts during the
initial stages of the problem solving process in which team members collectively
analyzed and made decisions about potential solutions to the problem. However, the PSF
coding systerh did not lend itself to analyzing subsequent stages of the problem solving

process such as analyzing intervention effects and discussing modifications and
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generalization or maintenance strategies, which are essential components of both the
FBA and CBC models. Thus, only the first transcript of each case was coded using the
PSF, and the data in subsequent meetings could not be analyzed using this system.

Nonetheless, the functional approach to understanding how group communication
impacts the problem solving process and related outcomes is relevant to school-based
consultation. The PSF is a comprehensive direct measure of functional communicative
behaviors that are relevant to the goals of school-based problem solving teams. The PSF
message categories essentially encompass many of the CAR categories that are relevant
to the problem solving process, but are broader in their definitions and can be related
directly to the accomplishment of problem solving task objectives. For example, the PSF
subcategory Operating Procedures encompasses the CAR process overt subcategory.
Likewise, the PSF Summarization and Question behaviors include the CAR
Summarization and Elicitor process codes.

Researchers have suggested that it is not necessarily the time that groups spend
addressing the functions that predicts quality decision making, but rather whether or not
these types of communicative behaviors bring the group closer to satisfying important
requirements of effective decision making, such as assessing the problematic situation
and acceptable courses of action (Gouran & Hirokawa, 1983; Hirokawa, 1988). Hirokawa
(1988) illustrated that groups arrived at higher quality decisions when the group was able
to accomplish certain critical task requirements. In contrast, the group’s inability to
perform these decisional functions had a negative impact on the decision quality. Future

research in school-based consultation should examine the direct link between satisfying
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the essential components of the FBA and CBC problem solving models and the
effectiveness of problem solving outcomes, mediated by the types of functional
communication that occur among team members.

Hirokawa (1980b) demonstrated that effective and ineffective decision-making
groups were not distinguishable based on the types of communicative behaviors produced
within the discussion, but rather the sequencing of those behaviors over time (i.e., the
interaction processes). The presence of directive, behavioral content, and functional
communication are relevant only insofar as these types of communicative behaviors are
presumed to have an impact on subsequent problem solving phases and eventually child
treatment outcomes (i.e., contributing to problem behavior identification and analysis).
However, what happens in the problem solving process after these types of
communication occur has not been explored with these act-by-act coding schemes.

In future research, the PSF system could be used in conjunction with global
measures (i.e., ratings of the quality of communicative messages) to provide insight into
the relationship between group communication and problem solving outcomes. For
example, trained judges could observe and rate the extent to which groups satisfy
problem solving objectives throughout with a rating scale designed specifically to assess
this type of school-based problem solving process. Nonetheless, the PSF, like the CAR,
only measures the frequency of communicative acts in isolation does not permit an
analysis of what happens before and after these types of communicative acts are emitted

in the problem solving meetings, and how this relates to outcomes.
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Analyzing coded communicative behaviors sequentially would facilitate an
exploration of what happens after certain types of communicative acts occur and how this
communication relatés directly to subsequent stages in the problem solving process (i.e.,
generating alternative solutions from problem analysis discussion). Lag sequential
analysis has been used to identify the nature of different interaction patterns in both
consultation and small group research (e.g., Benes et al., 1995; Hirokawa, 1983). Coded
behaviors are treated as target behaviors, and the transitional probabilities for other
behaviors occurring subsequent to the target behavior are calculated to assess the patterns
of interaction that emerge over time (Benes et al., 1995; Hirokawa, 1983). Benes et al.
(1995) liken this type of analysis to ‘moving pictures’ as compared to ‘static still
photographs’ from coding systems that analyze only summative information (i.e.,
percentages of statements) (p. 694). In the future, a study analyzing coded behaviors
sequentially in conjunction with global ratings of the extent to which communicative
‘behaviors contribute to the accomplishment of specific task objectives could contribute
further to our understanding of how these communication processes impact problem
solving and related outcomes. |

Regarding the functional communicative acts measured, future research should
investigate the extent to which extensive problem analysis either helps or hinders the
problem solving process in naturally occurring problem solving teams. The Problem
Analysis category could be subdivided into (1) communicative acts reiated to identifying

the nature, extent, and seriousness of the problem behavior and (2) problems with current
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solutions to the problem behavior, to further distinguish between group discussions
" considering the problem behaviors and environmental contingencies surrounding them.

Future investigations should also focus on the impact that generating alternative
solutions have on the quality of the resulting intervention plans, plan implementation, and
subsequent treatment outcomes. The Evaluation subcategory should be divided into two
distinct categories, evaluating the positive qualities of alternative choices and evaluating
the negative qualities of alternatives, to further investigate the true nature of this
relationship. This evaluation process should be measured in relation to the group’s
process for reaching consensus on the resulting intervention plan. Further distinctions
should be made between the last two subcategories, Establishing Evaluative Criteria and
Evaluation, as there may have been overlap in the coding of the data with these
subcategories. |

In the current study, the small number of cases and lack of poWer contributed to
the failure to yield significant findings across several communication categories. For
example, in the Generating Alternative Solutions subcategory the observed power
between the means tested, sample size, and the standard deviation ranged from .12-.25,
and in the Criteria for Evaluating Solutions and the Evaluation subcategories the
observed power ranged from .05-.12. In a controlled study with a larger sample size, the
PSF coding system could be used to sequentially code the communicative behaviors.
Including global ratings of the accomplishment of task objectives could contribute further
to our understanding of the relationship between functional communication and child

treatment outcomes.
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Behavioral Content Communication

The current study was unique to other consultation studies in that the cases were
some of the most difficult, chronically behaviorally challenged students that had been
resistant to prior interventions in the school districts that participated. This study required
that school-based teams engaged in systematic problem solving in adherence to the FBA
and CBC models while remaining flexible in their approaches in consideration of the
unique learning needs of these students. The CAR was designed specifically for
analyzing dyadic consultation within the Behavioral Consultation model (Bergan &
Tombari, 1975), and has been utilized primarily in analyzing time-limited, structured
consultation sessions in laboratory settings with real or imagined students (e.g., Busse et
al.,1999; Gutkin, 1996). As school psychology practitioners often work within team-
based models similar to those in the current study, analyzing the consultation process
with this system does not contribute sufficiently to our understanding of consultation
practice in natural school settings.

Previous studies utilizing the CAR coding system have produced some findings of
interest regarding the presence or absence of communication factors that may be related
to treatment outcomes in school-based problem solving teams (i.e., directive behaviors,
e.g., Sheridan, 1997). However, results across studies have been inconsistent (e.g., Busse,
1996; Erchul & Chewning, 1990) and have failed to capture the dynamic, interactive
nature of communication that occurs within these problem solving groups. A large
number of different communication-outcome relationships have been explored, some

with very low frequency categories, which makes replication of significant findings



147

difficult (Hughes et al., 1997). A majority of studies have measured communicative
behaviors only in relation to perceptions of consultation effectiveness (e.g., Gutkin,
1996), and many have found only marginal relationships between verbal behaviors and
outcomes (e.g., Hughes et al., 1997; Witt et al., 1991). Other large-scale studies of
consultation dyads have found only minimal relationships between the frequencies of
individual CAR categories and actual treatment outcomes (e.g., Busse, 1996).

In over thirty years of research utilizing the CAR in consultation research, there is
still relatively little empirical data to guide school-based consultants on what should be
said and done in consultation (Gutkin & Nemeth, 1997; Witt, 1990). In order to
contribute to our understanding of how practitioners can be most effective in their
leadership roles within school-based teams, perhaps the time has come to move away
from the reliance on this static method of analysis to incorporate more comprehensive,
dynamic analyses relevant to actual school-based models of practice.

In future research, perhaps the relationship between behavioral content
communication and outcomes can be further examined at the initial stages of the problem
solving process in which this type of communication occurs most often. Utilizing the
CAR in a controlled study analyzing coded behaviors sequentially could inform an
analysis of the extent to which the communication that occurred during initial problem
solving phases either helped or hindered the team’s ability to accomplish task objectives.
The presence of behavioral content communication may only be predictive of treatment
outcomes insofar as the discussants’ use 6f these communicative acts helps the group

establish clear definitions of the problem behaviors and the contexts within which they
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occurred. Direct measures of the communication that occurs sequentially during this
process and how this relates to the accomplishment of task objectives and treatment
outcomes would provide a better understanding of the clinical implications of
communication in problem solving teams. In conjunction with global ratings of the extent
to which communicative behaviors contribute to the accomplishment of specific task
objectives, this sequential analysis could contribute further to our understanding of how
these communication processes impact problem solving and related outcomes.

Directive Communication

Research in school-based consultation can be informed by the group
communication literature regarding group leadership and the impact on problem solving
outcomes. Barge (1989) summarized the Group Leadership Influence Model (GLI) as the
perspective that leadership is an active and directive ‘social influence process’ through
which limited members control the group’s activities (p. 237). In contrast, in the
Leaderless Group Discussion (LGD) Model, leadership is a form of mediation engaged in
collectively by all group members to facilitate goal achievement. In testing the
assumptions of these two competing models, Barge (1989) illustrated that collective
group leadership behavior (i.e., the LGD model) was a better discriminator of group
productivity than individual leadership behaviors.

These findings are in contrast to research in school-based consultation. Compared
to dyadic consultation, Sheridan (1997) suggested that the added complexity of a second
consultee in Conjoint Behavioral Consultation warranted more deliberate and active

attempts by the consultant to guide the consultation process. Other researchers have
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suggested that consultants and consultees both play positive leadership roles in
relationship to the content being discussed, but that consultants made unique
contributions in guiding the process (Gutkin, 1996; Zins & Erchul, 1995). These models
assume that the consultaﬁts or leaders contribute uniquely to the problem solving process,
whereas Barge’s (1989) study emphasizes collective leadership behavior across all
discussants.

The nature of these relationships should be further explored within the context of
school-based problem solving teams. Further research is needed to assess both the
frequency and the quality of directive communication in relation to group outcomes.
Global ratings of leadership emergence (i.e., which participants emerge as leaders within
the group) and leadership behaviors, as well as direct measures of directive or leadership
communicative behaviors, could be utilized to examine the unique contributions of both
consultants and consultees in the problem solving process. With a larger sample size in a
controlled study, manipulations and measures of leadership could offer valuable insight
into these relationships in school-based problem solving models.

Study limitations

There are several limitations that need to be noted in this study. In terms of the
time period for data collection, the research and school-based teams processed cases over
an extended period of time, ranging from two to six months depending on the nature of
the cases, for a total of two consecutive school years to collect data for all the cases.
Experimental control over extraneous factors such as student absences, subject attrition,

parent participation, and treatment fidelity across time were compromised in some cases.



150

The study included measures of process integrity and treatment integrity to bolster
investigations of treatment efficacy. However, attempts to facilitate and measure both
process and treatment integrity did not always ensure that teams could adhere to the
models and the treatment plans as intended. For example, in one case the student was
hospitalized for a psychiatric evaluation after only two days of intervention
implementation. In another case, the teachers agreed upon intervention ideas discussed
during the meetings, however failed to follow through with plans for implementation in a
timely manner following the meetings, and this case was eliminated from the study.

Research assistants provided feedback to school-based teams throughout the
process to facilitate adherence to the intervention plans to the maximum extent possible.
Nonetheless, several cases were eliminated from the analysis because one or more of the
essential meetings were not audiotaped, and other cases were eliminated because the
teams did not reach the intervention phase by the end of the school year. This elimination
of cases had a negative impact on the power to detect statistically significant differences
between cases.

As noted by several researchers in the field, multi-component interventions are
often administered as packaged treatments, including academic interventions (i.e.,
reducing task length and incorporating experiential learning) and other behavioral
supports. The individual contributions of each intervention element are often unknown
(e.g., Dunlap, White, Vera, Wilson, & Panacek, 1996; Umbreit, 1995). In some cases,
intervention plans resulting from the FBA and CBC processes included multiple

academic and/or behavioral components, thereby impeding analysis of individual
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intervention effects. In the FBA model, the Competing Pathways model is a multi-
component treatment, in that teachers and school personnel devise a plan to both decrease
the occurrence of the problem behavior and teach a positive alternative behavior.

The research assistants, as opposed to the school psychologist or some other
school personnel, facilitated the FBA and CBC problem solving discussions. Thus, these
consultation sessions may not be representative of the interactive nature of problem
solving discussions in school-based teams in natural school settings. For example,
traditional Behavioral Consultation was initially designed to occur across three sessions
(problem identification and problem analysis in the first meeting, program evaluation in
the second meeting, and a third meeting for follow-up). In school settings these
distinctions among phases are often not so clear. In natural school settings, issues such as
scheduling, time constraints, and inadequate training of school personnel may induce
teams to proceed through several phases ef the model in an unspecified order during one
single meeting.

The research assistants received several hours of training and ongoing supervision
in adherence to both the FBA and CBC models. The RA was responsible for ensuring
that team meetings focused specifically on accomplishing these task obj ectives to the
maximum extent possible, and maintained a directive leadershiﬁ position throughout the
process. In terms of generalizability, the differences in communicative acts across cases
in the current study may have been minimal compared to differences that naturaily occur

in school settings where adherence to specific consultation models is far less controlled.
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As consultants not employed by the school district, the RAs generally maintained
directive roles in facilitating the meetings and guiding the school-based teams through the
problem solving processes in efforts to adhere to the research models. Whereas, school-
based consultants facilitating meetings among team members with whom they maintain
working relationships may be less directive, and more eclectic in terms of their
approaches to consultation, drawing from several different models when facilitating team
meetings. In addition, the aﬁalysis of only the audiotaped team meetings failed to capture
the impact of the communication and problem solving that occurred outside the formal
team discussions. These factors may have introduced sources of variance unaccounted for

by the frequency counts and measured treatment effects.
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Appendix A

Problem Solving Functions (PSF) Coding System

Case # Meeting #: Date: =

Source: CN=Consultant, CT=Consultee-Teacher (1,2,~), CP=Consultee-Parent,

CS=Consultee-Student, CO=Consultee-Other (principal, teaching assistant)

Code: OP=Establishing operating procedures, PA=Problem analysis, CS=Criteria for

evaluating alternative solutions, GS=Generating alternative solutions, EV=Evaluating positive and negative
qualities of alternative solutions, OT=Other

Purpose: 1. F=Fact, 2. O=Opinion, 3. AG= agreement , 4. DS= disagreement, 5. SU=Summary/synthesis,
6. QU=Question

Source Function Purpose
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Appendix B

Brief Overview of Problem Solving Functions

The five Problem Solving Functions are the general task-achievement functions of
the communicative utterances (e.g., cstablishing operating procedures). The other
category includes any utterance which does not fit into one of the five specified
categories. The specific purpose of the utterance is identified by the six behavioral
categories. This more specific function relates to the type of verbal action conveyed by
the message (e.g., Summarize), which conveys a broader task-achievement function
within the discussion. Each thought unit is-coded for the following: source (indicates the
person speaking), problem solving function (indicates the general task-achievement
function), purpose of the utterance (indicates the sixteen behavioral categories).

Source: CT=Consultant, CE-T=Consultee-Teacher (1,2,~), CE-P=Consultee-Parent, CE-
S=Consultee-Student, CE-O=Consultee-Other (principal, teaching assistant)

Problem Solving Functions:

1. OP (Establishment of a set of Operating Procedures). The discussants decide what
needs to be done to solve the problem, and how they should go about doing it.
Behaviors which function to establish Operating Procedures: Any statement or
question which helps the group:

a. Decide on actions, what needs to be accomplished during the
team meeting
Example: “Okay, our goal for today is to come up with a set of
functional hypotheses that everyone agrees on”

b. Discuss how they should go about approaching/solving the task
or problem Example: “We should probably give everyone a
chance to say what they think and then maybe we can vote”

¢. Discuss how they should structure and organize the discussion to’
meet their goals and objectives
Example: “ Mrs. X, why don’t you start with telling us what your
concems are for your son and then we’ll hear from his teacher”

2. PA (Problem Analysis) Given the information available to the discussants, they
need to arrive at a “correct” understanding of the:
Behaviors which function to analyze the problem: Any statement or
question which helps the group to identify:
a. The nature of the problem, symptoms or signs of the problem
Example: “He is getting out of his desk all the time without asking
permission”
b. The extent and seriousness of the problem
Example: “Do you think his behavior is impacting his ability to learn?”




c. Problems with the present solution or set of circumstances
Example: “The whole-class point system doesn’t seem to interest him”

d. Possible causes(s) of the problem.

Example “I agree, he may be acting out because he doesn’t know how to

do the work’

3. _GAS (Generation of Alternative Solutions): The group must generate a number of

appropriate alternative solutions to solving the problem, considering as many feasible
alternatives as possible before attempting to decide on a final decision or solution.

Behaviors which function to generate Alternative Solutions: Any
statement or question which helps the group identify an alternative
solution to solving the problem:

Examples: “Do you think if he had a quiét space to work and you checked

. on him at specified intervals, like every 5 minutes, that might help him to

concentrate?”
“We’d probably have to keep some kind of log of each tlme he can work
for five minutes without getting out of his desk’

4. CEAS (Criteria for Evaluating Alternative Solutions) (3) - Appropriate

understanding of the requirements for an acceptable solution, how the intervention
choice will be evaluated

-

Behaviors which function to establish evaluatlon criteria: Any statement

or question which helps the group decide:
a. What a “good” solution or intervention would look like, quahtles or

characteristics of a good solution

Example: “It would have to be something that he’s interested in or he
won’t go for it”

b. Appropriate evaluative criteria- how team will know it’s working,
discussing the specific aspects of the problem that the solution would
remedy

Example: “It that would keep him from feeling like he needs to scream at
other kids to get attention then that would be great”

c. Discussing tasks of team members — what things will need to be done to
implement the intervention to.alleviate the problem

Example: “Would you be willing to be the one that checks with him every
5 minutes?”

5. EVAL (Evaluation of positive and negative qualities of each solution or intervention

choice):

The group must carefully evaluate all alternative solutions, making certain that all
important implications and consequences of accepting such a solution have been
considered, and the one finally selected meets the criteria for a “good” solution. The
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group’s evaluation of the positive and negative qualities of available alternatives in
terms of acknowledged criteria relates to the appropriateness of its choices.
Behaviors which function to evaluate alternative solutions: Any statement or
question which helps the group to:
a. Discuss positive aspects or desirability of the intervention plan-evaluate,
weigh or assess the desirability of a given alternative
Example: “It sounds like you think giving her the time to calm downina
quiet space would help to alleviate her anger”
b. Discuss potential negative consequences of the intervention plan, or any
statement or question which helps the group identify implications and
consequences of accepting or not accepting a particular alternative
solution ‘
Example: “I don’t think he’s going to like having to check in with you
when he comes to school”

~ B. Purpose of the utterance:

Fact.
Opinion
Agree
Disagree
Summary
Question

QPN

(Gouran, et al., 1993; Hirokawa, 1980; 1983; 1985; 1988).
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Appendix D

Brief Overview of the Consultation Analysis Record (CAR) Codes

Source Codes: Consultant-Consultant is talking, Consultee-Consultee is talking
Source codes on coding sheet: CT= Consultant, T=Teacher, P=Parent, O=Other

Control Codes

Elicitor - “an utterance that calls for a response in particular content subcategory and a
particular process subcategory” (p. 60)

Emitter — “a verbalization that provides content and process information to a listener but
does not call for a specific response on the part of the listener” (p. 62).

Content Codes

Background Environment - “verbalizations concerning ‘remote’ environmental
conditions related to behavior” (p. 47)-“remote” - (in time or location or both) events that
occurred earlier a child’s life or current home conditions that could influence the child’s
actions at school :

(i.e., “tell me about the conditions surrounding the child’s birth”, “How many brothers
and sisters does he have?”, “When Carol gets home after school no-one is home”)
Behavior Setting — “verbalizations referring to antecedent (factors that signal the
occurrence of the behavior, happen before), consequent (factors that occur after the
behavior), and sequential conditions (sequential variables that could affect retention or
response rate) occurring contiguously with a client’s behavior” (p. 48)-factors that are in
the immediate environment in which the behavior occurs.

(i.e., “what happened before Ted hit Bob?”, “What do you usually do to teach addition?”,
“The classroom is generally hot when Ted gets sleepy”).

Behavior — statements addressing “what the client does™ (p. 50)- covert processes
(thinking/feeling) and overt actions (talking/walking). Also included are tasks currently
performed by the client, the strength of the behavior (e.g., graphs or anecdotal reports of
the behavior), and behavioral goals.

(i.e., “what does she do to demonstrate her anger?”, “Let’s look at the data on his hitting
behavior”, “Let’s establish a goal for her”, “I want to focus on his math skills”. '
Individual Characteristics — “verbalizations about individual attributes of the client” (p.
51) (e.g. gender, personality, physical characteristics, age, intellectual characteristics)
(i.e., “How old is she?”, “He has a hot temper”, “I think it’s because he’s immature”, “she
is ready to read now”).

Observation — verbalizations referring to “observations and recording activities such as
those involved in gathering data on client behavior” (p. 52)-

(i.e., “How would it be most convenient for you to observe him?”, “I will record the data
for the next 2 weeks”). '

Plan — statements describing “one or more plans to solve the problem or problems
presented by the consultee” (p. 52)- procedures suggested to change client behaviors,
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maintain desired behaviors, or generate behaviors (can be general strategies or specific
ideas)

(i.e., “We might want to try peer modeling”, “What are some ways we can reinforce the
appropriate behavior?”, “I don’t like the idea of tangible rewards™).

*Process QOvert — verbalizations that address the problem solving process itself rather than
aspects of the presenting problem (This code was added to the CAR by Gutkin, 1996).
Other ~ “a catch-all category to cover subjects not explicitly delineated in the other
content subcategories” (p. 53)

Process Codes:

Specification — verbalizations that “provide or elicit descriptive or definitional
information regarding the various content subcategories under discussion” (p. 54)

(i.e., “let’s look at the data”, “Tell me about his home life”, “Did he hit her?”).

Positive Evaluation — statements indicating positive “attitudes or emotional reactions of a
speaker toward the things that he or she is discussing” (p. 54)

-for both evaluation subcategories - utterances that require a value judgment made in
accordance with a value dimension, could be polar terms such as wise-foolish, good-bad,
difficult-easy

(i.e., “Tell me what you like about his behavior”, “I’m happy with the changes™).
Negative Evaluation — statements indicating negative “attitudes or emotional reactions of
a speaker toward the things that he or she is discussing” (p. 54)

(i.e., “This is not a good plan”, “I don’t think this is a good idea”).

Inference — verbalizations that “provide or call for judgements as opposed to statements
of fact” (p. 56)- may be verbs that suggest judgment, predictions, or generalizations.
(i.e.,” I think she misspells words because she wants my attention”, “I think he can do the
work, he’s just choosing not to”).

Summarization — statements that “review information discussed earlier in the interview at
some time before the interview” (p. 57)

(i.e. “So then we’ve agreed to collect data for 2 weeks”, “Tell me again what the
intervention will look like?”, “Can we go over the recording procedure again?”).

Positive Validation — verbalizations that “call for agreement. ...with regard to matters of
fact” (p. 58)- validation elicitors can always be responded to with a yes or no, the central
function is to establish consensus between the consultant and the consultee. -
Verbalizations calling for validation are coded as positive. Requests such as “could
you...” or “would you...” are not coded as validations, but are coded as specifications.
Content is coded in accordance with the antecedent utterance to which validation refers.
(i-e., “Okay”, “Is that correct?”, “Did we agree we were going to use tangible rewards?”’)
Negative Validation — verbalizations that “call for....disagreement...with regard to

matters of fact” (p. 58).
Note: Quotations describing each category were taken from Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990, as presented in Gutkin, 1996.
Some examples are from Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990, and some examples are from cases in the present study.
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Appendix E
Competing Pathways Template

Maintaining
Desired behavior Consequence
-
Setting “ Triggers”™ / Problem Maintaining
etting - Predictors /" Behavior Consequence
»> > >

Acceptable
- Altemative /

Behavior Support Plan

Setting Predictor Problem Behavior Maintaining Consequences
Events Events '




“Data Hecorder: - o Date Recorded:
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Appendix F
Student Archival Records Search (SARS)

Instructions: All information should be for the current school year unless otherwise
noted. It is recommended that record searches be conducted either: (a) at the end of the
school year or (b) at the beginning of the new school year for the previous year. I the
search is conducted at the beginning of a nevy school ysar, “currsint” year refers to the
past school year.

I. DEMOGRAPHICS

A

mmo o w

Sex ____ | - _ -
Grade _
Number of different elementary schools attended (including present)
Number of dfferent middle schools attended (including present)
Number of different high schools attended (including present)
Ethnicty: O White O Black 0O Asian ~ O Hispanic
O Native American O Other

. ATTENDANCE

A.
B.

~Number of days present during current year

Number of days absent during current year

. ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES (National Norm Percentiles)

A.
B.

C.
0.

Test Name/Date Administered

Reading Total

Math Total
Spefling Total

E. Llanguage Total
F. Overall Total
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X. NEGATIVE NARRATIVE COMMENTS:

List each negative narrative comment separately (according to the definitions in the SARS Training
Manual).
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Total number of negative narrative comments for current school year:
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Xl. DISCIPLINARY CONTACTS FOR THE CURRENT SCHOOL YEAR, WITHIN
SCHOOL AND WITH SOMEONE OTHER THAN THE TEACHER

(e.g., secretary, principal, vice principal, counselor, efc.)

Description of Offense | Date Action Taken
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Total Number of disciplinary contacts for current school year:




IV. NUMBER OF GRADE RETENTIONS

(Count al, including muttiple retentions within the same grade.)

V. ACADEMIC AND BEHAVIORAL REFERRALS (for current school year)

Academic

Behavioral SpeechLanguage © Other

TOTAL

Vi. - SPECIAL EDUCATION

A. CurentlEP? QYes QO No
B. W yes, currently certified as

O MR: Mentally Retarded O OHI: Other Health Impaiment

O SBD: Severely Behaviorally Disordered Q HI:Hearing Impaited
SED: Severely Emotionally Disordered )

O SU: SpeechLanguage Impaired O VI: Visually Impaired
O LD: Learning Disabled O MH:Muit-Handicapped
Q O: Orthopedically Impaired < |

VI PLACEMENT OUT OF REGULARCLASSROOM? O Yes Q Mo

Hyes, - Q Partial Day

O FulDay

VIl RECEIVING CHAPTERISERVICES? O Yes 0O No

IX. FREQUENCY OF REFERRALS OUT OF SCHOOL: State Protective Services __
Counseling_____

Medical _ Other

173



Appendix G
Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers and Staff (FACTS -A&B)

Student/ Grade:

_ Interviewer:

Date:

174

Respondent(s):

Student Profile: Please identify at least three strengths or contributions the student brings to school.

Problem Behavior(s): ldentify problem behaviors

Tardy o lnapprop-u Language

Withdrawn " Verbal Harassment
Describe problem behavior:

Unresponsive  ___ Fight/Physical Aggress

__ . Disruptive ___Theft
___Insubordination ___ Vandalism
___ Worknotdone ___ Other

Identifying Routines: Where, When and With Whom Problem Behaviors are Most Likely.

Schedule | Activity ' With Whom does | Likelihood of
(Times) Problem Occur Problem

Behavior

Specific Problem
Behavior

Low High
123456

123456

123456

12345¢%6

123456

Select 1-3 Routines for further assessment: Select routines based on (a) similarity of acﬁvitia
(conditions) with ratings of 4, 5 or 6 and (b) similarity of problem behavior(s). Complete the

FACTS-Part B for each routiae identified.

March, Horer, Lewis-Palmer, Brown , Crone & Todd (1999)

e amemtend

426199



Student/Grade: Date:

Interviewer: Respondent(s): B
Routine/Activities/Context: Which routine(only one) from the FACTS-Part A is assessed?
Routinc/Activities/Context Problem Behavior(s)

Provide more detail about the problem behavior(s):

What does the problem behavior(s) look like?
How often does the problem behavior(s) occur?
How long does the problem behavior(s) last when it does occur?

What is the intensity/level of danger of the problem behavior(s)v‘.’

What current efforts have been used to control the problem behavior?
Strategics for preventing problem behavior Conscquences for problem behavior

What are the events that predict when the problem behavior(s) will occur?
Related Issues (sctting events) Environmental Features

___illness Other: ___reprimand/correction ____ structured activity
__ druguse . physical demands ___ unstructured time
____negative social __socially isolated ___tasks too boring
___conflict at home ) : ___ with peers ____activity too long
____academic failure ____Other ____tasks too difficult

.What consequences appear most likely to maintain the problem behavior(i)‘! ‘
Things that are Obtaincd Things Avoided or Escaped From
_.__adult attention  Other: __hardtasks  Other: -

___peer attention : ___reprimands
___ preferred activity ____peer negatives
___moacy/things ' ___physical effort
SUMMARY OF BEHAVIOR
Identify the summary that will be used to build a plan of behavior support.

Sctting Events & Predictors Problem Behavior(s) Muintaining Consequenc(s)

March, Homcr, Lewis-Palmer, Brown , Crone & 10dd (1999)
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Appendix H
Functional Behavioral Assessment Checklist for Teachers (FBAC)

Student’s Name: Teacher’s Name: B
Date: .

Directions: Please check the most important behavior of concern,or write-in the behavior in the
blank next to “other™. Then check the event that best predicts the occurrence of the behavior, and

your best guess about the consequence that maintains the behavior.

e v e e e e e e ettt e s e e et e st emrees e seeremserescsemene et
Behavior of Concern 4

disrupts class won’t follow directions stealing
verbally abusive physical altercations slecping
withdrawn sexually inappropriate cries
incomplete work self-injurious teasing
destroys things rushes through work talks out
seems sad threatens others daydreaming
out of seat won’t volunteer temper tantrums
other;
ey ——

What are the events that predict when the problem behavior will occur?

—Relatw Issues (setting events) . Environmental Features. )

academic difficulty

other;

tasks too difficult

other;

illness reprimand/correction structured activity
medication physical demands unstructured time
interpersonal conflict at school | —socially isolated tasks too boring
conflict at home —— with peers ——_activity too long

What consequences appear most likely i(_) maintain the problem behavior?

other:;

money/things

Things That Are Obtained ' .

adult attention peer attention preferred activity

Or Things Avoided or Escaped : L

_tasks
other:

reprimands ___°__peer negatives physical effort




Appendix 1
Functional Behavioral Assessment Checklist for Students (FBAC)

Student’s Name: : : Teacher’s Name:
Date:
Directions: Please check the most important behavior of concem,or write-in the behavior in the
blank next to “other”. Then check the event that best predicts the occurrence of the behavior, and
your best guess about the consequence that maintains the behavior.

Behavior of Concern

._disrupting class following directions stealing
verbally abusive physical altercations sleeping
withdrawn sexually inappropriate crying
incomplete work hurting yourself teasing
destroying things rushing through work talking out
sad threatening others daydreaming
out of seat will not work with others temper outbursts

other;

What are the events that predict when the problem behavior will occur?

Related Issues (setting events) Environmental Features
illness ____ teacher correction structured activity
medication physical activity unstructured time
conflict w/ someone at school socially isolated tasks too boring
conflict at home : with peers activity too long
academic difficulty tasks too difficult

other; other:

m

What consequences appear most likely to maintain the problem be_havior?

Things That Are Obtained from the Problem Behavior i .

peer attention _____ preferred activity money or things

_____adult attention
other:;

Or the Problem Behavior allows you to Avoid or Escape. o :

tasks ___teacher reprimands negative peer behavior -__physical effort

other;

177



178

Appendix J
Student Directed Functional Assessment Interview (SDFAI)

Grade: Sex:M F IEP: Y N

Student
Teacher: __. i School:
Interviewer: Date: _

We are meeting today to find ways 0 change school, so that you like it more. This interview will
take about 30 minutes. I can help you best if you answer honestly. You will not be asked anything

that might get you in trouble.

1. What do you like to do, or do well, while at school? (e.g., activities, helping others).

2. Whar are classes/iopics you do well in?

Assist the student to identify specific behaviors that are resulting in problems in the school or
classroom. Making suggestions or paraphrasing statements can help the student clarify her/his

ideas.

3. What do you do that gets you in trouble or are a problem? Prompts:-late to class?, talk out in
class?, don’t get work done?, fighting? '

Behavior Comment

.\).ONU\&\»N
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4. Which of these behaviors occur together in some way? Do they occur about the same time? In
some kind of order”? In response to the same type of situation? .

-

C.

5. Of these groups of behaviors which one is the most concern? Let's focus on those behaviors.
Write the target problem behaviors in the box marked I Problem behaviors on the last page of
the interview. ‘ '

Assist the student to complete the schedule and routine matrices to show the routines and activities
where they have difficulty with the behavior(s) they talked about. First have the student complete
the schedule column (or have this column completed before the interview). Add any routines
unique to the teacher’s classroom. : :

6. We know that some times and activities are harder and easier for different students. Can you
tell me which times during your day are easy and which are difficult? A “6” indicates it is likely
that you will have a problem and a *'1” indicates that no or few problem(s) occur. (Repeat for
routines). .

Student Séhedule, and Routi.neMatrix

6 54321 Getting help
6 54321}k - ¥ Getting materials/drink, 65 43 2
l[ sharpening pencil
" 6 S 4 3 2 1 Working in groups 6 543 2 1“
“ 6 54 3 21 ¥ Working alone 654321“
654321 Getting permission and 6 543 21
. going to the restroom
6 543 21 Moving between activities | 6 S 4 3 2 1
or Jocations )
6 S 4.3 21 § Working with substitute 6 5 4 3 21
teachers/volunteers
6 5 43121 ' 6 5432 lI
6 54321 6 S 43 21
6 54321 6 5 4 2 i
6 5 4.3-21 6 5 4 21
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One of the reasons I want to talk to you is to learn about when and why problem behaviors occur
and do not occur. So, I am going to ask you questions about when you are having problems and
then I will ask you some questions about why you think you are having problems.

7. What events trigger or start problem behavior? (appear to set-off the problem behavior? Write
answer in the box marked 2 Trxggermg Antecedents on the last page of the interview. For
example:

— class demands (hard, boring, unclear, long)  __teacher reprimands
_peers (teasing, encouraging) __other

8. Whatrdo you gex after you do the problem behavior? What do ydu want 1o happen? Write
~answer in the box marked 3 Maintaining Consequences on the last page of the interview. For
example, 10 escape or avoxd

__teacher (demands, reprimands) . peers (teasing)
___tasks (hard, boring) __other

Or it could be 10 get something like attention or an item. For example:

___teacher attention —_peers '
__item (game, food, money, different task) __other

9. We know that certain events make some days easier and harder than others and sometimes
these events occur outside of the school day. What important events, places, or activities tend
to affect your day? Write answer in the box marked 4 Setting Evenxs on the last page of the
interview. For example:

__lack of sleep __illness  __ physical pain _ hunger
__touble athome  __ activity __ noise/distractions __other
__ fight/conflict with peer

10. Before we talked about things that trigger problems. What do you think the teacher wants you
to do when these events happen? What should you do? Write answer in the box marked 5

Desired Alternarive on the last page of the interview.

11. As with problem behavior, there are things that you get for doing what you should, or what the
teacher wants. If you do the behavior(s) we just talked about what happens" ‘Write answer in
box marked 6 Maintaining Consequence on the last page of the interview,

Escape/Avond

__teacher (dcmands reprimands) — peers (teasing)
__tasks (hard, boring) - __other

. Gevobuain: - : ' ‘
. teacher attention - peers

xtcm (game, food, money, different lask) —other
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We know that what we get for problem behaviors is often different than what we get for desired
behaviors. Another way of thinking about this is that problem behaviors work for us. For
example, if a student doesn’t want to take a math test, they might start teasing a peer so that the
teacher will send them 10 the office and they get to miss the test.

12. Let’s talk about ways to make the problem behavior better. Before you said you did problem

behavior to ___(3 Maintaining Consequence} . What do you think the teacher would like

you to do instead of the problem behavior? What is an alternative response you could make that
would get you samne thing as the problem behavior? Write answer in box marked 7 Desired
alternative on the last page of the interview. :

Deseloping Behs

The information collected about when, where, and why problem behaviors are occurring provides
the foundation for developing a comprehensive behavior support plan. The following questions
provide information about the features of multi-component support plan. Use the Behavior Support
Planning matrix on the following page to summarize the plan and to make sure that all components
of the Competing Behavior Pathway are addressed in the plan.

13. What are ways to reduce the effect of things that make the problem behavior worse? (Setting
Event Manipulations). . ‘

__Clarify rules/fexpected behavior for whole class __Change schedule
—__Wnten contract with the student __Change seating
__Counseling __Other

14. Whar are ways to prevent the problem behavior? (Antecedent Manipulations).

__Reminders when problem behavior is likely __Provide extra assistance
__Modify assignment to match student skills __Other

» 15. What can be done 1o increase desired behavior or 10 teach an alternative behavior? (Behavior
Teaching Manipulations). : .

__Practice expected behavior in class __Self-management prografn
__ Other

16. What should happen when a problem behavior occurs? (Consequence Manipulations).

__Reward/punishment program ' __Contact with parents
__Reduced pnvileges , —_Time out
- _Reprimand in class ’ —Other

17. What should happen when the desired or altemative behavior occurs? (Consequence
Manipulations). ’

_Reward program __Praise from tcacl-nc
__Increased privileges __Other -
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Student Directed Functional Assessment Interview (Secondary)

Student: . Grade: Sex:M F IEP: Y N
Teacher: School:
Interviewer: ' ‘ Date:

We are meeting todgy to find ways to change school, so that you like it more. This interview will
take about 30 minutes. I can help you best {f you answer honestly. You will not be asked anything
that might get you in trouble.

1. What do you like to do, or do well, while at school? (e.g., activitics, helping others).

2. What are classes/topics you do well in?

Assist the student to identify specific behaviors that are resulting in problems in the school or
classroom. Making suggestions or paraphrasing statements can help the student clarify her/his

" ideas.

3. What do you do that gets you in trouble or are a pr,obleni? Prompts:-late to class?, talk out in
class?, don’t get work done?, fighting?

Behavior - . Comment

[
.

N oA W
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4. Which of these behaviors occur together in some way? Do they occur about the same time? In
some kind of order™? In response to the same type of situation?

a.

.

5. Of these groups of behaviors which one is the most concern? Let’s focus on those behaviors.
Write the target problem behaviors in the box marked I Problem behaviors on the last page of
the interview. ’ )

;-

Assist the student to complete the schedule to show the times and classes where they have
difficulty with the behavior(s) they talked about.

6. We know that some times and activities are harder and easier for different .pcOplc. Can you tell
me which times during your day are easy and which are difficult? A “6” indicates it is likely
that you will have a problem and a “1”” indicates that no or few problem(s) occur.

Student Daily Schedule

al ol af af of o] & af & o] &) &l &) & & & &
Wi W] W] Wl Wl W) W} Wl W Wl W] W] W] W] W W W

ol oo o) o]l o]l ]l )] ol af ] & AN] A | ] ]
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Develop Compéting “Behavioe:

One of the reasons I want to talk to you is to learn about when and why problem behaviors occur
and do not occur. So, I am going to ask you questions about when you are having problems and
then I will ask you some questions about why you think you are having problems.

7. What events trigger or start problem behavior? (appear 1o set-off the problem behavxor’ Write

answer in the box marked 2 Triggering Antecedents on the last page of the interview. For
example:

— cfass demands (hardv, boring, unclear, fong) __ teacher reprimands
___peers (teasing, encouraging) __other

8. What do you get afier you do the problem behavior? What do you want to happen? Write
answer in the box marked 3 Maintaining Consequences on the last page of the interview. For

example, to escape or avoid:

—

__teacher (demands, reprimands) ’ __peers (teasing)
. tlasks (hard, boring) __other

Or it could be 10 get something like attention or an item. For example:

__teacher attention - __peers
___item (garue, food, money, different task) ~ __other

9. We know that certain events make some days easier and harder than others and sometimes
these events occur outside of the school day. What imporiant events, places, or activities tend
1o affect your day? Write answer in the box marked 4 Setring Event: on the last page of the

interview. For example:

_lack of sleep ___illness _ ﬁhysical pain _ hunger
__trouble athome  __ activity T __ noise/distractions __other
—fight/conflict with peer a

10. Before we talked about (hmgs that trigger problems. Whal do you think the u:achcr wants you
to do when these events happen? What should you do? Write answer in the box marked 5
Desired Alternative on the last page of the interview. _ _

11. As with problém behavior, there are things that you get for doing what you should; or what the
teacher wants. If you do the behavior(s) we just talked about what happen.r" Write answer in
box marked 6 Maintaining Consequence on the last page of the interview.

Escape/Avoid:

__teacher (demands, reprimands) . _ __ peers (teasing)
v __tasks (hard, boring) ' —__other
G:Vobtzxin
__ teacher attention : __peers

. item (game, food, moncy, differenttask) = __other
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We know that what we get for problem behaviors is often different than what we get for desired
behaviors. Another way of thinking about this is that problem behaviors work for us. For
examnple, if a student doesn't want to take a math test, _they might start teasing a peer so that the
teacher will send them o the office and they get to miss the test.

12. Let’s talk about ways to make the problem behavior better. Before you said you did problem
behavior to ___(3 Maintaining Consequence) . What do you think the teacher would like
you to do instead of the problem behavior? What is an alternative response you could make that
would get you same thing as the problem behavior? Write answer in box marked 7 Desired
alternative on the last page of the interview.

The information collected about when, where, and why problem behaviors are occurring provides
the foundation for developing a comprehensive behavior support plan. The following questions
provide information about the features of multi-component support plan. Use the Behavior Support
Planning matrix on the following page to summarize the plan and to make sure that all components
of the Cornpeting Behavior Palhway are addressed in the plan.

13. What are ways 1o reduce the effect of thuxgs that make the problem behavwr worse’ (Setting

Event Manipulations).

_Clarify rules/expected bchavior for wholc class _Changc schedule -
__Written contract with the student __Change seating
__Counseling ' - __Other

14. What are ways to prevent the problem behavior? (Antecedent Manipulations).

__Reminders when problem behavior is likely- _—_Provide extra assistance
__Modify assignment to match student skills : Other

15. What can be done to increase desired behavior or 10 teach an alternative behavzor’ (Behavior
Teaching Manipulations).

__Practice expected behavxor in class : _Sclf-managemcnt program '
Othcr ’

16. What should happen when a problem behavior occurs? (Consequence Manipulations).

__Reward/punishment program L _ Contact with parents
—Reduced privileges. L _-Time out

—_Reprimand in class : . Othcr
17, What should happen when the desired or alternative behawor occurs? (Consequcnce
Manipulations).

__Reward program : : ~ __Praise from u:acher
—Increased privileges ' . Other



188

ST 59y 0) 559908
A3uow 0) $52058+
T pooj 0) $59008-
£oy 0} $53008
T suned 0) s$9008

W3 T RAANY 150

T ynpesIayoes) woly.
T 6290d woye

TRV D

(8uoj ‘pasy) sysel-
“(3uiseay)

T 10Ru0d [RyD0S 199d-

UOI1934103 S34I83)-

T spuewipdal Jayoeale

T SPURMIIP Jayoed).

PIOAY 3050533

. BYIO
== uonruIpIOgRSU|
T wstjepue A
uagay)

1§

ysom 3unajdwod JoN
T el

=7 suodeam 3uikue)
T uononaisop Apadosd

»3en3ue| sssdosddeu)
suondnusiq
583 U} IO Yje g

sse)d 0} e

10]ARYaq Jnyidadsais)q’

a0

Juswaeinosud 4334
T Suisea 493d
ST spususiadas sayowa |,
- 8uo)-
T aBajdun.
" 8unoq-
=T psey 003
1948 18Y) SPURWISP SSB|D

CTT a0

T sse) /KAy

T suonoRAsIpSION
T s499d Yim 101U03 314
2W0Y )¢ 3jqn02Y.
$3uny
T uped eogsAyd
T ssaulfy
T desys o s

LSIOIARYD G WD|QOL4
3Y) Wou4 UieD JUIPTIS Y1 $30(] 1BYM

LI %007 SI0lABYIG
wi2{qoid ay) op leym

J01ARYRg WIBjqOLd
1J0 13§ o) sueaddy 1eym

{301ABYG ) Yiim pAjeIOOSSY
501 puaL SapIAIRY 10
590814 ‘SIUIAT Juenodusf ey

*20u3nbasuU0d MU YoE 40§ IS KIswuing TOSTSIP ® a19jdwio) - “uawisiels Apwwins

24) UF UOISRIOUY JOJ SIUAWI 3]G1SSOd SB MOJIQ SN 3Y) JIPISUOD (101D ‘SIOIIPALG UL ‘Isit) (SHOIARYIE) Sousnbas pasaquinu 3yl Sumo}j0) weiBEp uawae)s Aiswins 2y) )jdwory

®©

®

©

®

SISUSHDRUTY Juiusuiey

TTIOTAEGSE wa|qosd

uLI04 JuaWalel§ Atewiumg




189

. Yo
| . . Sutjesunoy
o : . * a|npayds adueyDd
sse[d u puewaday ™ sjuausaBueLie
leuajar 20 »nYyo Suness 23uey)
. wo oty S{I14S uapnIS Yojew . ays
240 $93s(1a13d paonpay Yo o} spuawsudisse AJIPON ™~ | Joreyndiuewi-gjes Juapms
yoea) | sjuased yum o) | wresSoud 0UB)SISSE BIXD IPIAGI] sjuopnys
oy osteld wesSosd awadeuew-}jas A[ox1] SLI01ABYSQ | oY) Yim 0B1LOD UORLIM ™
(wes3osd premay wawysiund/premay : SSE|O U JOIABY3Q wajqosd usym JoiaeYaq S52{2 2joYym 10} JolARYaq
{54N250 J0I1ABYDG . papedxa aanoetd noqe s1apunuay | pardadxa pue sajru AjelD
Jawooejdas (84n920 J0lABY3Qq I0IABY3q JuaLuade|dal ZIOIABYDq 4 AIES5903UUN JOIAEY3q
10 paJIsIP UAYM wajqoid e uaym € 1983} 0} JO SI0IABYDY paldadxd wo|qoud oY) TUSASHA | wiajqoid iy SxBu 0} XIU0D
uaddey pinoys jeym uaddey pjnoys jeym 35E2.0U] 0) BUOP 2 UED JEY A : 01 sAem a8 1oy | syr-aSueys o) skem a1 eym
&
A S
Jo1ABY3g uawade|day
_ *
asuanbasuo) Suureiurey <*
Jolaeyag wajqold
V 4
< .
$10j01pald sjuaay Sumes
sousnbasuo) JOIABYDY] palisa(]

ue|qd Hwoddng e 3uip[ing



190

Appendix K
Adapted Functional Assessment Interview for Parents (Adapted FAID)
Student name/number Parent’s name
School Date

After introduction of yourself (the RA) state: “I'm trying to gather some information about your son_
{or daughter) in regards to how you sec his (or her) behavior at school.”

What kind of strengths dees (student’s name) possess? List strengths.

Describe the behavior that is most likely to get (student’s name)> in trouble at schoot.

Describe the conditions that this behavior is most likely 1o occur.

When: Where:

With whom:

Describe what usually happeas after the problem behavior occurs.

Describe what usually happens immediately before the problem behavios; occurs.

Describe what you wsually do when the behavior occurs.

Describe what others ( ie, students and teachers) do when the behavior occurs.
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Appendix L
ABC Observation Form

Student _ . . Teacher

Date . Time ' Schdol

Setting:

Time Antecedents Bchaviors - Consequences
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Appendix M
Functional Assessment Observation Form (FAOF)
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Appendix N
Intervention Evaluation Inventory-Short Form

Please complete the items listed below by placing a checkmark on the line next to each question that best
indicates how you fecl about the treatment. Please read the items very carefully because a checkmark
accidentally placed on one space rather than another may not represent the meaning you intended.

Strongly Strongly
‘ Disagree . Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
1. I find this intervention plan to
be an acceptable way of dealing
with the student’s problem
behavior.

2. I would be willing to use .
this procedure if I had to ~
change the student’s problem
behavior.

3. Ibelieve that it would be
acceptable to use this
plan without a student’s
consent.

4. 1like the procedures used
in this intervention plan.

S. Ibelieve this plan is
likely to be effective.

6. Ibelieve the student will
experience discomfort
during the use of this plan.

7. Ibelieve this plan is
likely to result in permanent
improvement.

8. Ibelieve it would be accep-
table to use this intervention
plan with individuals who cannot
choose treatments for them-
selves. . .

9. Overall, T have a positive
teaction to this intervention
plan.

Adapted from: Kelley, M. L., Heffer, R. W., Gresham, F. M., & Elliott, S. N. (1989). Development of a
Modified treatment evaluation inventory. Joumal of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 11,
235-247. )
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Appendix O
Student Intervention Rating Profile
1. What do you think of the support plan 1. Great plan
the teacher will use if the misbehavior 2. Good plan
happens again? Is the plan fair? 3. Notsure
4. Not a good plan
Comments: 5. Bad plan
2. Is what the teacher plans to do too 1. Very harsh
harsh? . 2. Harsh
_ 3. Not sure
.| Comments: 4. Not very harsh
5. Not harsh at all
3. Will the teacher’s plan make you 1. Very worried
worried about what your friends will 2. Worried
say? ' 3. Not sure
4. Not very worried
Comments: 5. Not worried at all
4. Is there a better way to help you stop -1, Much better way to help
the misbehavior? 2. Better way to help
3. Not sure
Comments: 4. There may be a better way to help
5. A much better way to help
5. 1Is this a good plan for other students if 1. Great plan for other students
they misbehave? 2. Good plan for other students
3. Notsure
Comments: ' 4. Not a good plan for other students
5. Bad plan for other students
6. 1like this plan. 1. Ilike this plan very much
2. Ilike this plan-
Comments: 3. Not sure .
o 4. 1do not like this plan
5. This is a very bad plan-
7. Do you think this plan will be helpful? 1. Very helpful
. o 2. It may be helpful
Comments: 3. Not sure »
4. It may not be helpfu
5. It will not be helpful
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Appendix P: Classroom Behavior Observation Data Collection Procedures

Using the Classroom Observation Form

Descriptive Information The observer fills out his’her name. The teacher’s name is noted.
Activity describes the classroom activity conducted. (i.e., individual seatwork, teacher or guest
lecture, small group activity with more than one student, large group activity with more than 4
students, an entire classroom activity (describe it), movie either educational or entertainment, or
individual presentations to the class.) If the activity changes during the session mark it on the
interval that it happened and also note the change in activity at the top of the page with an
additional description. Content area is noted as reading, writing, math (e.g., pre-algebra or
calculus), history, science, computer, independent living, American literature etc. Reliability
coder provides a space for the initials of the inter-rater o bserver if the session is a reliability
check. Classroom setting is coded as a self-contained classroom, the woodshop, the gym, the
cafeteria, or a general education classroom, etc. Page of pages is filled out with the first number
identifying what page it is in the sequence, and the second blank is for the last page in the
sequence of pages used.

Interval Recording Procedures A 15-minute tape is constructed that signals each 10 second-
interval with a pre-recorded verbal prompt (i.e., "Observe 1-1." 10 seconds elapse. Then the pre-
recorded prompt states, "Observe 1-2.") The person c onducting the o bservation uses the pre-
recorded tape with a recorder and an ear piece extension cord. The ear piece is used so that only
the person conducting the observation can hear the prompts.

Momentary time sampling. After the verbal prompt (e.g., "Observe 1-1."), the observer
notes whether the student is on-task (+) or off-task (-) at the moment that the prompt occurs.

Partial-interval time sampling. After the observer records on- or off-task behavior, the
observer notes any occurrence of the student performing any of the coded behaviors (i.e., talking,
T; out-of-seat, S; provoking, P; noise, N; or, aggression, Ag). In addition, teacher behavior
directed at the target student is noted (i.e., interaction, X; approval, A; and, disapproval, D). The
observer also records peer behavior directed at the target student (i.e., talking, Tp or provoking,

Pp).

Peer comparison interval. Every sixth interval a non-target student is randomly selected
and observed using the same codes described above. These data provide a normative comparison
in the same environment with similar setting characteristics as the target student.
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Coding Student Behaviors

+ = On-task behavior. Defined as the student oriented towards the appropriate activity. For
example, the student is oriented to his textbook, paper and pencil, or teacher. On-taskis also
coded for examples where the student is oriented to other students when the activity is a group
activity. Otherwise, the behavior is considered off-task. Non-exemplars include talking to others
when the teacher expectation is to complete independent seatwork.

- = Off-task behavior. Defined as the student not being oriented to the instructional material or
activity. For example, the student is staring at persons or objects not related to the student's
instruction. Non-exemplars include when the student is supposed to be talking to other students,
or when the student is talking to the teacher.

T = Talking. Defined as the student talking with others. Non-exemplars include talking with
students after teacher directions to engage in small group discussion about a classroom project.

O = Qut-of-seat. Defined as the student being out of his seat. This is coded when the student’s
buttocks are no longer making contact with the seat. Non-exemplars include lying on the desk
with feet between the chair and student’s buttocks.

P = Provoking. Defined as derogative name-calling (i.e., “four-eyes”, “drug addict”, “slob”,
“jerkosaurus”, etc.), or performing physically threatening postures or gestures (i.e., Shaking a fist
at someone or flipping someone off), or throwing spit wads or paper balls to get someone’s
attention. N on-exemplars include verbal threats o f a ggression or throwing pencils or books or
chairs, see aggression below.

N = Noise. Any audible noise produced by the student that is superfluous to the task at hand. For
example, humming, whistling, singing, rapping, snapping fingers, making popping sounds, or
tapping pencils or feet. Non-exemplars are talking to others.

Ag = Aggression. Defined as forceful contact with another person. That is slapping, hitting,
shoving, punching, swinging at another, swinging an object at another, throwing something at
another p erson that ¢ ould result in injury (i.e., throwing p encils or b ooks). T his also includes
verbally threatening behavior such as stating that the student will physically attack another (e.g.,
“Step outside and I’ll knock your teeth out!”). Non-exemplars include throwing wadded paper
balls or name-calling.

Tm = Tantrum. This includes behavior such as stomping feet, shoving books off desktops or
pushing chairs in a fit. Non-exemplars include physical aggression or verbal aggression, which
are directed specifically at other persons.

R = Refusal. This category of behavior includes defiance to the teacher, argumentative behavior,
and work refusal to teacher request. This is an overt behavioral response to teacher request. Non-
exemplars would include off-task behavior (e.g., the student is staring at persons or objects not
related to the student's instruction).
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Teacher Behaviors

X = Interaction. Defined as teacher interaction with the target student. For example, giving
directions, explanations, or teaching that is not intended as reward or punishment. Non-exemplars
include teacher approval or disapproval, see below.

A = Approval. Teacher offers verbal approval for the student's social behavior. For example,
praising classroom behaviors such as working diligently. Non-exemplars include giving
directions to complete an assignment.

D = Disapproval. Teacher disapproval for the student's social behavior. For example, “Stop
talking!” Non-exemplars include giving directions (e.g., “I would like everyone to work
quietly.”).

Peer Behaviors in Relation to Target Student

Pv = Peer Talking to Target Student. Defined as a student talking with the target student. Non-
exemplars include talking after teacher directions to engage in small group discussion about a
classroom project.

Pp = Peer Provokes Target Student. Defined as derogative name-calling or performing physically
threatening postures or gestures or throwing spit wads or paper balls directed at the target student.
Non-exemplars include verbal threats of aggression or throwing pencils or books or chairs. See
aggression.



Classroom Observation Form

Observer Activity

Teacher
Reliability coder Classroom setting

Time started Time ended

Content area
Page of pages

Date

Interval-1 Interval - 2 Interval -3 Interval - 4 Interval - §
1 +TOPTmRN +TOPTmMmRN  +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg

2+TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg

3+TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg

4 +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmMRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg

5+TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPVPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg- XADPvPpAg

6 +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg

7 +TOPTmMRN +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN +TOPTmMRN +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg -XADPvPpAg

8 +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg -XADPvPpAg -XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg

9+TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg -XADPvPpAg

10 +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg

11 +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg

12 #TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpA - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg

13 +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPYPpAg

14 +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg

15 +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN  +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN +TOPTmRN
- XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg - XADPvPpAg

Interval - 6
+TOPTmMRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmMRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmMRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmMRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmMRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmMRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmRN
XADPvPpAg

+TOPTmRN
XADPvPpAg
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Coding Behavioral Observation Data

1. Coding the Overall Proportion of Target Student and Peer Comparison Behavior

The overall proportion of the Target Student is compared to the Peer Comparison
data in the Proportion of Target and Peer Comparison Behavior data coding sheet.
The coding sheet uses the overall proportion of behaviors per observation compared
to the peer comparison. In the first row, the Target Student’s Behavior is recorded and
the Peer Comparison is recorded in the second row.

On-task Off-task Talking  Out-of-Seat Provoke Noise Aggression
Target Student | +=n/75 =n/75__ | T=n/75 S=n/75 P=n/75 N=n/75 Ag=1/75
Peer Compmson +=n/15 -=n/15 T=n/15 S=n/15 P=n/15 N=n/15 Ag=n/15

The table above shows that based on 75 intervals (15 rows x 5 intervals) the
frequency of the target student behavior per observation is calculated by dividing the
occurrences by 75. For the Peer Comparison Data, the proportion of behavior is
calculated by dividing by 15. The date of the observation, the student code-number,
and classroom teacher is also recorded for each observation.

This data is also transformed into Excel spread sheets to make graphs for the
Positive Behavioral Support Plan Reports (i.e., reports summarizing baseline data for
Behavioral Consultation cases) or Functional Behavioral Assessment Reports
(i.e., for cases involved in FBAS).



Proportion of Target and Peer Comparison Behavior

Date
Student #
Teacher

On-Task Off-Task Talking Out-of-Seat

Provoke

Noise

Aggression
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Appendix Q: Behavioral Sequence Coding System

Each 5-interval sequence is coded in an Antecedent-Behavior-Consequence (A-B-C)
sequence. Each 3 10-second sequence is coded as a unit.

On the Behavior Sequence Coding Sheet each A-B-C sequence interval is recorded in the
accompanying A. Symbol — B. Symbol - C. Symbol column. The first column labeled
Sequence indicates the row it was coded from and an alphabet letter is used to determine
which of the 3 sequences is being coded. For example, on line 1, the 1% 10-second
interval, the 2" 10-second interval, and 3" 10-second interval would be coded in an A-B-
C sequence denoted as 1a. The 2" 10-second interval, the 3rd 10-second interval, and 4th
10-second interval would be coded in an A-B-C sequence denoted as 1b. The 3rd 10-
second interval, the 4th 10-second interval, and 5th 10-second interval would be coded in
an A-B-C sequence denoted as 1c. In the cases where there are multiple possibilities use
additional letters. (See below).

After coding the A. Symbol — B. Symbol - C. Symbol sequence code the number codes
for the sequence under the respective columns: the A. Number accompanying the A.
Symbol, the B. Number accompanying the B. Symbol, and the C. Number accompanying
the C. Symbol.

The number codes for the symbols are given below:

Numeric Key: The antecedent and consequent numeric codes are identical and
correspond to the Classroom Observation code with the exception of 15, which denotes
an interaction between the teacher and peer behavior in the antecedent or consequent
behavioral sequence code. The behavior code under the heading Behavior is used only to
code the target student’s behavior. When using the numerical code active problem
behavior (i.e., T=3,0=4,P=5,Tm=6,R=7,N = 8§, Ag = 14) from the target student
is always given precedence over passive behavior (i.e., + =1 or - =2).

Antecedent:
+=1,-=2,T=3,0=4,P=5Tm=6R=7,N=8,X=9,A=10,D=11,Pv=12,
Pp = 13, Ag = 14, (Social Combinations of teacher-peer behavior. XPv, XPp, APv, App,
DPv, or DPp) = 15, Combination of target student behaviors (i.e., O, P, Tm, R, and N) =
16

Behavior: +=1,-=2,T=3,0=4,P=5 Tm=6,R="7,N =8, Ag = 14, Combination
of target student behaviors (i.e., O, P, Tm, R, and N) = 16

Consequence:
+=1,-=2,T=3,0=4,P=5Tm=6,R=7,N=8,X=9,A=10,D=11,Pv=12,
Pp =13, Ag = 14, (Social Combinations of teacher-peer behavior. XPv, XPp, APv, App,
DPv, or DPp) = 15, Combination of target student behaviors (i.e., O, P, Tm, R, and N) =
16



202

Behavior Sequence Coding Sheet

Date of Observation:
Observer:

Sequence A. Symbol A. Number B. Symbol B.Number C.Symbol C.Number
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Functional Behavioral Assessment (FBA) Essential Components Checklist

Collect Parent Consent, Student Assent, Teacher Consent, and Record Analysis Consents

A. Problem Identification and

Functional Assessments

Baseline Assessment Phase

Yes

~-FACTS; -ABC « All assessments complete o
~-FBAC; . -FAOF
- SDFALI = All demonstrate face validity (e.g., functions of problem
1 - Adapted FAI behavior have support in the research literature, setting —_ -
events are relevant to the conceptual model)
Summary of Testable * Worksheets complete ) N -
Hypotheses (Worksheet 1 * “Level of Confidence” & “Recommendation” sections are
- & Worksheet 2) reasonably justified R _

Report on Assessment
Phase

* Report is complete; conclusions and recommendations are
justified )

Baseline Data

« Discuss the adequacy of baseline data with supérvisqr in
regard to the level difference from peer comparison and
variability of data.

B. Intervention Planning & Implementation Phase

Case Review @ Team
Meeting

» Discussed assessments, testable hypotheses,
recommended next steps (behavior support planning or
more assessment)

Design & Implement
‘Alternating Assessment
Conditions (if necessary)

* Alternating assessment condition resulted in the
manipulation of relevant factors in an effective manner

Behavior Support Planning
Meeting

« Plan prevents occurrence of problem behavior, teaches
new skills, & arranges effective consequences

» Teachers, parents, and the student believe the plan is
acceptable (SIRP / TEl data collected)

» Behavior support plan appears to be a good-contextual fit
with clear implementation guidelines

« Discuss use of ABAB design

Implementation &

« Monitoring and data collection strategies are developed 1o

support plan and degree to which it was implemented as
written (treatment fidelity)

Monitoring evaluate the fidelity / integrity of implementation

Written Behavior Support ¢ Report documents plan as well as monitoring and

Plan - Report evaluation strategies B

C. Evaluation Phase

Date-based Decision » Teacher, student, & parent feedback, as well as

Making | observation data is used to evaluate the effectivenessof the | -

Implefhent Reversal Phase

« Adequate data is collected during reversal condition

De{rclop Final report .

performance, and recommendations

(if possible) .
Plan for Maintenance & = Discuss the use a specific strategies for help the student
‘| Generalization ' demonstrate prosocial skills / improved performanceinnew |.___ = _
- environments :
» Develop follow-up plans . - ] _
+ Report includes evaluation of plan & student’s




Conjoint Behavioral Consultation (CBC) Essential Components Checklist

A. Problem Identification conducted by telephone or in person with the teacher

Goal specification

Appendix S
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Obtain a behavioral description of the student’s problem behavior
from the teacher.

Obtain a description of conditions under which the problem
behavior occurs.

Obtain an estimate of the level of incidence of the pmblcm
behavior.

Assessment Objectives

Obtain agreement regarding the type of measure used to assess
performance, what is to be recorded, how recording is to be done,
and the schedule of recording. -

Initial Meeting Date .

Set date for the first meeting to present a tentative plan.

B. Collect 5 Baseline Data Observalions.

{ Baseline Data

Discuss the adequacy of bascline data with supervisor in regard to
the level difference from peer comparison and variability of data.

C. 1 lysis an
Write Tentative Plan Report

n

plementation for the Teacher, Parent(s), and Student

Write Tentative Plan report with (P1, PA, graph of behavior data,
and Proposed Plan sections)

Problem Identification .
(Validation)

In the meeting determine the discrepancy between the existing and
desired student behavior levels as depicted in the report.
Determine a behavioral objective based on the data-that is
measurable.

n

Problem Analysis Discuss conditions (e. g., setting events, antecedents, and
conscguences) that influence the problem behavior as written in —_— -
. the report.
Plan Design Discuss proposed plan (i.e., DR+, group contingencies, or self-

monitoring) based on your construction of the problem analysis.
Validate plan with participants using Intervention Evaluation
Inventory for parents and teachers and the Student’s Intervention
Rating Profile student.

Discuss use of ABAB design.

Skill Development

Determine whether plan executors possess the skilis needed for
implementation.

Determine the necessary materials.

Schedule training if necessary.

L1

NN

Implementation Monitoring

Determine the schedule for data collcctlon and trcatmcnl integrity
measures.

Next Meeting Date

. Problem Evaluation within the Month of the Treatment Plan Implementation

Write Behavioral Support
Review Report

Schedule next meeting within a month to review treatment.

Write Behavioral Plan report with review of previously written
section and an update of treatment data from baseline (P1, PA,
graph of AB phase data, and Treatment Plan sections)

|

Goal Attainment

Review report and focus on attainment of behavioral goals.

|

Plan Effectiveness

Discuss difference in level of problem behavior from baseline to
treatment.

Have student, parent(s), and teacher discuss annbuuon for change
or lack of change in behavior.

Discuss necessity for changing treatment plan.

N

Next Meeting or Terminate

Schedule next meeting or termination and additional data
collection with SARS.
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