
 

 

 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT  

 

Functional Behavior Assessment: Increasing Pre-service General Education Teachers’ 

Self-Efficacy in Managing Classroom Behavior 

 

Tonya Marie Trepinski, Ph.D. 

Committee Chair: Terrill F. Saxon, Ph.D. 

 

 A quasi-experimental design was conducted to examine differences in perceived 

self-efficacy of pre-service general education teachers towards classroom behavior 

management before and after instruction in functional behavior assessment.  A complex 

repeated measures design was used with the professional development as the independent 

variable and the raw scores on the Classroom Management Self-Efficacy scale and the 

FBA General Knowledge Test as dependent variables. A total of 38 participants 

responded to three administrations as well as an additional retrospective self-efficacy 

scale.  This additional scale was administered to compare means of the participants’ 

perceptions of self-efficacy before instruction and their retrospective perceptions after 

instruction.  Results demonstrated a change in all raw scores of the participants before 

and after instruction in functional behavior assessment.  The second treatment scores 

remained fairly constant across their regularly scheduled sessions, whereas both groups 

showed a significant increase in raw scores after instruction in functional behavior 



 

 
 

assessment.  Regarding the retrospective survey results, there were significant differences 

only in the factor of classroom behavior management self-efficacy. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

Introduction 

 

Nature of the Problem 

Despite its induction in 1975, the requirement of the Least Restrictive 

Environment (LRE) under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) has 

been consistently challenged as to what exactly LRE means in terms of inclusion of 

students with exceptionalities.  It has been suggested that several federal and state 

policies may be influencing the movement towards a more inclusive classroom in the 

public schools (McLeskey, Landers, Williamson, & Hoppey, 2010). Today’s teachers are 

faced with increasing diversity in the classroom.  In addition to the classroom behavior 

management of typical students in general education, they are faced with the inclusion of 

students with disabilities.  Often, students with disabilities have a comorbidity of 

emotional disturbance disorder, Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), or other 

possibly disruptive disorders (Forness, Freeman, Paparella, Kauffman, & Walker, 2012; 

Simonoff et al., 2008).  Allday, Neilsen-Gatti, and Hudson (2013) agree saying, 

“Students at risk of disabilities engage in a wide range of challenging behaviors” (p. 300).  

This spectrum of challenging behaviors strengthens the need for effective classroom 

behavior management instruction in teacher education programs in order to promote 

success for all students. 

Smith, Robb, West, and Tyler (2010) state that “…recent policy changes require 

greater knowledge about inclusive processes and practices, such as response to 
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intervention, positive behavioral interventions and supports, and universal design for 

learning" (p. 37).  Once in the classroom, there is little time for intensive professional 

development to address these policy changes.  The instruction should be implemented in 

the teacher education programs before the candidates are in charge of their own 

classroom.  Recent studies show that pre-service teacher education programs are often 

inadequate in their instruction of classroom behavior management (Allday et al., 2013; 

Baker, 2005; Forlin & Chambers, 2011).  A study conducted by Allday et al. (2013) 

resulted in less than half (41%) of the universities teacher education programs surveyed 

requiring a 3-credit course on classroom management.  In addition, only 27% of the 

reviewed teacher education programs offered at least 3-credit hours related to inclusion of 

students with disabilities.  The lack of proper instruction can create poor student 

outcomes and early burn out for teachers (Aloe, Amo, & Shanahan, 2013; Beteret, 2009; 

Brouwers & Tomic, 2000; Emmer & Stough, 2001).  Even those programs that do 

include classroom management strategies are often perceived as ineffective by the 

participants (Atici, 2007; Giallo & Little, 2003; Reupert & Woodcock, 2010).  With the 

rising numbers of students with behavior problems in the regular classroom, as well as 

the government mandates in IDEA, pre-service teachers need to leave teacher education 

programs better equipped and feeling confident in their ability to manage behavior. The 

perceived self-efficacy of pre-service teachers concerning classroom behavior 

management needs to be examined in order to identify an effective instructional strategy 

for dealing with students. 
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Background and Significance of the Problem 

Based on social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977), Albert Bandura theorized that 

self-efficacy affects all aspects of an individual’s life, from choice of day-to-day 

activities to his or her effort on any given task.  He hypothesized that people who have 

low self-efficacy will avoid tasks they find difficult, whereas those with high self-

efficacy will move full speed ahead when faced with a hard task (Bandura, 1977).  

Teaching in the differentiated classroom will present tasks that are difficult.  A high self-

efficacy can assist in the confidence a new teacher needs when faced with challenging 

students.  A teacher’s self-efficacy is directly related to the achievement levels of his or 

her students (Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006; Jennings & Greenberg, 

2009; Moolenaar, Sleegers, & Daly, 2012; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010; Tschannen-Moran 

& Hoy, 2001).  A study examining the relationship between self-efficacy and student 

problem behavior supported the connection between a teachers’ self-efficacy and 

students’ behavior problems (Pas, Bradshaw, Hershfeldt, & Leaf, 2010).  Brouwers and 

Tomic (2000) found that self-efficacy was also directly related to classroom behavior 

management ability.  If a teacher is spending too much time on managing behavior, the 

content instruction will suffer.   

Also clear from the literature is a need for effective classroom behavior 

management tools (Baker, 2005; Hardman, 2008; Sugai, Guardino, & Lathrop, 2007). 

While many courses make reference to classroom behavior management, they lack the 

specific tools that can be implemented to make a difference.  Research has identified that 

managing difficult student behavior can be intimidating for new teachers (Forlin, 2001; 

Giallo & Little, 2003, O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012), especially with the turn towards a 
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more inclusive classroom environment.  Effective, evidence-based instruction of tools to 

assist in increasing the confidence of pre-service teachers must be researched.   

Present practices in education are often required to be an evidence-based practice 

(EBP) per federal mandates such as the IDEA and the No Child Left Behind Act 

(NCLB).  In response to this mandate, the Department of Education produced The What 

Works Clearinghouse as a source of evidence-based practices for both educators and 

parents ("What Works Clearinghouse," n.d.).  Originally paired with more clinical 

sciences, EBP is defined as using treatments that are “based on the best science” (Kazdin, 

2008, p. 157).  What practices will have the biggest effect on students’ learning?  Much 

research has focused on EBP and their effectiveness (Kratochwill & Steele Shernoff, 

2003; Odom et al., 2005; Simonsen, Fairbanks, Briesch, Myers, & Sugai, 2008).  

Hardman (2009) suggested that curriculum for teacher education programs “should 

include approaches, methods, and techniques that have been validated through research; 

are effective across students with diverse needs; and can be implemented successfully in 

an inclusive early childhood, primary or secondary education classroom” (p. 584).  

Among different classroom behavior management practices reviewed and utilized, 

functional behavior assessment (FBA) has been consistently identified as an effective 

EBP (Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, & Lathrop, 2007; Gable, Tonelson, Sheth, Wilson, & 

Park, 2012; Machalicek, O’Reilly, Beretvas, Sigafoos, & Lancion, 2007; Odom, Collet-

Klingenberg, Rogers, & Hatton, 2010; Sugai & Horner, 2002).  Teachers often assign a 

consequence with little attention to the behavior’s antecedent.  For example, it is quick 

and easy to send a student into the hallway if she is causing a disruption, but what if the 

student was trying to get out of an assignment?  Does sending her into the hallway correct 
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the problem?  Or, a student may be punished for falling asleep in first period every day, 

but on closer inspection, he is homeless and has nowhere to sleep.  Functional behavior 

assessment allows for a more in depth look at the why or function of the behavior being 

analyzed; FBA also has the benefit as representing an evidence-based practice 

(Fairbanks, et al., 2007; Gable, et al., 2012; Odom, Collet-Klingenberg, Rogers, & 

Hatton, 2010; Sugai & Horner, 2002).   

Use of FBA has been shown to be successful in general education classroom 

behavior management situations to bring about effective intervention solutions (Banda, 

Hart, & Kercood, 2012; Gann, Ferro, Umbreit, & Liaupsin, 2012; Machalicek et al., 

2007; Preciado, Horner, & Baker, 2008; Taylor, Hoch, & Weissman, 2005).  However, 

despite the studies resulting in success, FBA instruction is not a part of most general 

education teacher programs in the nation.  Studies comparing function-based and non-

function-based intervention plans have resulted in a decrease in behavior problems when 

using FBA (Ingram, Lewis-Palmer, & Sugai, 2005; Payne, Scott, & Conroy, 2007). 

However, despite the positive implications of FBA on classroom behavior management, 

pre-service teachers are still claiming lack of instruction in this area (Allday et al., 2013; 

Baker, 2005: Giallo & Little, 2003; Hardman, 2009; Reupert & Woodcock, 2010).  In a 

study of a national sample of faculty members from teacher education institutions, 

analysis revealed that while 35% of the institutions offered special education courses 

across all majors, only 3% were specific to classroom management (Harvey, Yssel, 

Bauserman, & Merbler, 2010). 

Inclusion is happening in the general education classroom, and behavior 

management is affected by it.  The overwhelming amount of research leaves little doubt 
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that there is a need for instruction in teacher education programs concerning effective 

tools for classroom behavior management.  As Darling-Hammond (2010) stated, “For 

teacher education, this is perhaps the best of times and the worst of times” (p. 35).  While 

the equal opportunity for all children to learn in the general education class is inspiring, 

the dynamic change of the classroom is intimidating.  The performance mandates of 

recent policies are creating an expanding general education curriculum for all children.  

Allday et al. (2013) concluded their study with the suggestion that if “inclusion as a 

placement for students with various disabilities is to be carried out successfully; teacher 

preparation will have to change to meet the needs of their graduates” (p. 308). 

 

Problem Statement 

Teachers’ confidence in their instruction can be an important influence on 

students’ achievement in the classroom.  Instruction includes classroom behavior 

management.  It is imperative that a teacher feels confident in this area.  There is an 

overarching problem of teacher education programs that lack effective instruction to deal 

with the differentiated classroom of today’s generation.  More specifically, pre-service 

general education teachers’ lack of training decreases their self-efficacy when dealing 

with students with behavior problems or exceptionalities.  The literature reveals much 

research concerning the need for effective classroom behavior management strategies 

with the growing inclusivity of the classroom as well as positive results in student 

outcomes when FBA is implemented in the classroom.  However, there is minimal 

literature concerning the instruction of FBA to pre-service teachers and its effect on their 

perceived self-efficacy of implementing classroom behavior management strategies.  The 

current study will address the pre-service, general education teachers’ perceived self-
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efficacy regarding managing students with behavior problems and functional behavior 

assessment general knowledge before and after receiving instruction in the functional 

behavior assessment. 

 

Research Questions 

 

The following research questions will be examined: 

 

 When additional pre-service training in functional behavior assessment strategies 

is added to the teacher education curriculum senior year, does it increase the 

general education teacher candidate’s perceived self-efficacy in classroom 

behavior management and functional behavior assessment general knowledge? 

 

Hypothesis:  Pre-service teachers who receive additional training in functional 

behavior assessment strategies will show an increase in perceived self-efficacy in 

classroom behavior management and functional behavior assessment general 

knowledge. 

 

 When no additional pre-service training in functional behavior assessment 

strategies is added to the teacher education curriculum, is there an increase the 

general education teacher candidate’s perceived self-efficacy in classroom 

behavior management and functional behavior assessment general knowledge? 

 

Hypothesis:  Pre-service teachers who do not receive training in functional 

behavior assessment strategies will show little or no increase in perceived self-

efficacy in classroom behavior management and functional behavior assessment 

general knowledge. 

 

 Does perceived self-efficacy in classroom behavior management and functional 

behavior assessment general knowledge remain stable over time? 

 

Hypothesis: Perceived self-efficacy in classroom behavior management and 

functional behavior assessment general knowledge will remain stable over time.  

 

 Will pre-service teachers change their pre-treatment perceived self-efficacy after 

an intervention of functional behavior assessment instruction? 

 

Hypothesis: Pre-service teachers will measure their pre-treatment perceived self-

efficacy as inflated. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Literature Review 

 

This literature review is composed of research concerning the perceived self-

efficacy of pre-service teachers’ classroom behavior management ability.  Also examined 

were possible reasons for the need of behavior management in the classroom and how it 

relates to the growing inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education 

setting.  Additionally, literature involving current teacher education programs was 

examined to ascertain whether they are effective in preparing general education teachers 

to instruct in today’s differentiated classroom.  The theoretical framework for this study 

was built on Bandura’s teacher self-efficacy.  Self-efficacy both in teachers and pre-

service teachers was included in the review.  More specifically, teacher self-efficacy in 

classroom behavior management was studied.  Contradicting opinions in the self-efficacy 

literature were addressed as were pre-service teachers’ opinions concerning the inclusion 

of students with disabilities in the general education classroom.  Finally, since the 

intervention will include functional behavior assessment instruction, the literature 

regarding behaviorism, FBA and FBA in the classroom was also added to conclude the 

literature review.  Criteria for inclusion in the literature review consisted of key words, 

average span of ten years, and multiple databases found on the OneSearch search engine.  

Key words such as self-efficacy, inclusion, teacher preparation, classroom management 

behavior management, functional behavior assessment, and teacher education programs 

were searched. 
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Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory 

Bandura’s (1986) Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) was first known as the Social 

Learning Theory (SLT).  Bandura (1971) stated that in “the social learning view, 

psychological functioning involves continuous reciprocal interaction between behavior 

and its controlling conditions” (p. 39).  This theory emphasized the importance of 

observation and modeling of different behaviors, attitudes, and emotion of others.  

Individuals learn by observation and modeling (Bandura, 1971).  SLT was based on the 

belief that learning occurs in a social context, with emphasis on external and internal 

social reinforcement.  It takes in to consideration many things that influence the 

individual, such as past experiences and how these will factor in to the behavior action 

that follows.   

Initially, Bandura and his colleagues examined the social explanations for 

children’s aggressive behavior.  They implemented studies designed to address this 

phenomenon.  The classic BoBo doll experiment (Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1961) 

examined a child’s behavior after watching an adult display aggression towards a Bobo 

doll.  Data were gathered measuring the child’s behavior after witnessing the adult 

getting either rewarded, punished, or receiving no consequence at all for hurting the doll.  

This study displayed behaviorism in the form of people learning through vicarious 

reinforcement with a model.  It was instrumental in supporting the value of modeling and 

its part in teaching novel behaviors.  Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive perspective 

focused on not only modeling but also cognition and the role both play in understanding 

behavior. 
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The SCT contradicts assumptions of the behavior model that defines change in 

behavior as solely a result of consequences.  In Social Foundations of Thought and 

Action: A Social Cognitive Theory, Bandura (1986) expanded his original theory to an 

even larger one that included motivation, action, cognition, self-regulatory, and self-

reflective processes and how they relate to psychosocial functioning.  It was in this 

literature, that he moved towards a more motivational and cognitive processing model. 

Social Cognitive Theory is a psychological model (see Fig. 1), which proposes 

that learning occurs in a social environment with shared interactions between 

environment, person, and behavior (Bandura, 1986).  Within the theoretical model are 

five central concepts describing ideas and processes of human functioning.  The five 

concepts include: 

 Observational learning, i.e., modeling 

People learn through observation of others as well as less direct forms such as 

audio recordings, written descriptions, etc.   

 

 Outcome expectations 

These are the outcomes of a behavior that an individual believes will happen due 

to prior experience, personal culture, and observations of others.  This expectation 

can have an influence on decision-making. 

 

 Perceived self-efficacy 

Self-efficacy is a perception of one’s capabilities in any given task.  It is based on 

past experiences, interactions with others, and a person’s physiological state 

(Bandura, 1977). 

 

 Goal setting 

A goal is a cognitive depiction of an individual’s anticipated or preferred 

outcomes.  Goal setting demonstrates an individual’s ability to consider the future 

and recognize anticipated outcomes, as well as create plans to accomplish them.  

It is impacted by both outcome expectations and self-efficacy. 

 

 Self-regulation 

Self-regulation is the process used in order to set goals.  Individuals must manage 

their thoughts and actions by practicing three sub-processes: self-observation, 

self-judgment, and self-reaction.  Bandura argued that unless individuals feel self-
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efficacious concerning their goals, they might not be able to activate these three 

processes (Bandura, 1986). 

 

Nevid (2003) explains the combination of these components as a theory that refers to the 

individual as an active participant in seeking and interpreting information.  Bandura 

(2005) says, “People are self-organizing, proactive, self-regulating, and self-reflecting.  

They are contributors to their life circumstances not just products of them” (p. 1). The 

idea of the individual as an agent in control of his or her own destiny is clarified even 

more in research concerning self-efficacy. 

 

 

Figure 1. Overview of social cognitive theory and of self-efficacy. From http://www.emory.edu/ 

EDUCATION/mfp/eff.html, by F. Pajares, 2004. 

 

 

Self-Efficacy 

Axtell and Parker (2003) define self-efficacy (SE) as a person’s belief about his or 

her capability to perform particular tasks. This concept became apparent in studies about 

the treatment of phobia and fear and the coping strategies necessary to address them 

(Bandura, 1977; Bandura & Adams, 1977; Bandura, Reese, & Adams, 1982; Biran & 

Wilson, 1981).  Bandura et al. (1982) found that self-efficacy acts as a cognitive mediator 

between coping behavior and fear.  Within this theory, SE was the degree to which 

http://www.emory.edu/%20EDUCATION/mfp/eff.html
http://www.emory.edu/%20EDUCATION/mfp/eff.html
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individuals with phobias believe that they have control over their feelings and behaviors.  

In other words, entering into treatment for the phobia believing it will not work increases 

the chance of failure. Over the years, self-efficacy research has steadily increased and 

high self-efficacy has been shown to be predictive of positive outcomes in many different 

situations (e.g., Klassen, Tze, Betts, & Gordon, 2011). 

Self-efficacy has an influence over many processes that include cognitive, 

motivational, affective, and selection processes (Bandura, 1993).  Bandura (1993) 

believed that cognitive thought, such as acquiring, organizing, and utilizing information 

shapes choices and actions and that ability is not fixed.  He proposed that people will set 

higher goal challenges and have stronger commitment to them the stronger their 

perceived self-efficacy becomes (Bandura, 1991).  In turn, motivation is highly 

influenced by cognitive behavior.  Empirical studies across disciplines have continued to 

support Bandura’s claim that self-efficacy has a strong effect on motivation (Gong, 

Huang, & Farh, 2009; Hshieh & Schallert, 2008; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).  The 

affective process includes a person’s belief in her coping abilities.  The stronger the level 

of a person’s self-efficacy, the more apt she is to attempt more difficult activities, as well 

as the more likely she is to choose a larger range of situations in her life.  High self-

efficacy can create confidence in taking on more challenging circumstances, such as 

careers or classes in college (Bandura, 1993).  The relationship between these processes 

and self-efficacy directly relates to a teacher’s interaction with students (Pianta, Hamre, 

& Allen, 2012). 
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Teacher Self-Efficacy 

 

Wheatley (2005) gives a broad definition of teacher efficacy as “teachers’ beliefs 

in their ability to influence valued student outcomes” (p. 748).  Research supports that 

self-efficacy is an important predictor of outcomes in many different settings (Bandura, 

1997; Caprara, Vecchione, Alessandri, Gerbino, & Barbaranelli, 2011; Diseth, 2011; 

Gong, et al., 2009).  More specifically, studies have shown that teacher self-efficacy 

highly influences student achievement and motivation (Caprara et al., 2011; Skaalvik & 

Skaalvik, 2007; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).  Empirical studies also suggest that 

teachers with low self-efficacy are more likely to be stressed and experience teacher 

burn-out (Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Moè, Pazzaglia, & Ronconi, 2010; Schwarzer & 

Hallum, 2008; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007).  Because Bandura (1977) theorized that a 

individuals’ expectations of their personal self-efficacy are what will determine how 

much effort they will expend on a task and how long they will continue in the face of 

adversity, further investigation into pre-service teacher efficacy has been suggested when 

considering curriculum for education programs (Loreman et al., 2013). 

 

Pre-Service Teacher Self-Efficacy 

 

Beginning teachers’ feelings of preparedness relate directly to their self-efficacy 

(Dunst & Bruder, 2013; Ingvarson, Beavis, & Kleinhenz, 2005; Tschannen-Moran & 

Hoy, 2007). Siwatu (2011) suggests a possible explanation for new teacher attrition may 

be due to their low self-efficacy beliefs.  Findings suggest that pre-service teachers who 

are unsure of their ability in the classroom may leave the profession early on (Brouwers 

& Tomic, 2000; Schwarzer & Hallus, 2008; Skaalvik & Skaalivik, 2010).  According to 

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) a teachers’ sense of self-efficacy can depend on 
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“judgments of his or her capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of student 

engagement and learning, even among those students who may be difficult or 

unmotivated” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, p. 783).  While many different factors 

influence a new teacher’s sense of self-efficacy, some of the most cited concerns 

consisted of classroom management abilities and inclusion of students with special needs 

and/or behavior problems (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000; Brown, Welsh, Hill, & Cipko, 

2008; Dunst & Bruder, 2013; Giallo & Little, 2003; Loreman, Sharma, & Forlin, 2013; 

Romi & Leyser, 2006; Siwatu, 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).   

 

Self-Efficacy in Classroom Behavior Management 
 

An ineffective classroom behavior management plan can increase the workload, 

time pressure and stress on a teacher (Clunies-Ross, Little, & Kienhuis, 2008; Lewis, 

Roache, & Romi, 2011).  Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) examined the relationship of 

different factors within teaching self-efficacy and identified six correlated subscales.  

These included: (a) instruction, (b) adapting education to individual students’ needs, (c) 

motivating students, (d) keeping discipline, (e) cooperating with colleagues/parents, and 

(f) coping with changes and challenges.  As this literature review has shown, several of 

these factors are areas of concern with teachers.  Today’s classroom tends to be more 

differentiated, larger, and harder to manage, which in turn increases the work load and 

stress level of the teacher (Clunies-Ross et al., 2008; Klassen, 2010).  Another study by 

Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2010) showed a strong relation between time pressure, emotional 

exhaustion, and decreased self-efficacy.  Time pressure was defined as “a heavy 

workload, having to prepare teaching in the evenings and weekends, and having a hectic 

school-day with little time for rest and recovery” (p. 1066).  In an article about pre-
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service teacher candidates’ attitudes towards inclusion, Berry (2010) indicates a need for 

increasing pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy through effective training curriculum. 

 

Contradicting Opinions of Self-Efficacy 

 

 While the majority of the research concerning SE is positive, various articles 

have introduced evidence-based contradictions to the theory.  In an article exploring the 

possible use of teacher efficacy research by democratic teacher educators, Wheatley 

(2005) gives a list of pessimistic opinions concerning self-efficacy.   

 There is a lack of an independent influence of self-efficacy. 

 Self-efficacy beliefs have less power for ill-structured tasks that many teachers 

experience in their classroom (Bandura, 1997).  

 Self-efficacy loses its power in predicting student performance when students face 

diversity (Dweck, 2000) 

 Over confidence or high SE can inhibit teachers from trying new things or 

continually challenging themselves 

 

In addition, Williams (2010) suggests another controversy with SE, declaring that 

one of the biggest concerns with self-efficacy is the relationship between it and causal 

outcomes. He advises that in order for perceived self-efficacy to be indicative of expected 

outcomes, the reverse influence of outcome expectancy on self-efficacy should be 

considered as well. 

 

Inclusion 

 

Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) has been included in the 

federal law in its present form since 1975, with specific guidelines for dealing with 

students with disabilities.  Included in part B of IDEA is the Least Restrictive 

Environment (LRE).  This section, while it does not state the term inclusion officially, 

indicates that when at all possible, school districts must include students with disabilities 
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in the general education classroom. It directs state educational facilities to meet LRE 

requirements as follows: 

 To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including children 

in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children 

who are nondisabled; and  

 Special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with disabilities 

from the regular educational environment occurs only if the nature or severity of 

the disability is such that education in regular classes with the use of 

supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily (P.L. 94-142, 

Section 1412 [5] [B]). 

 

The idea of inclusion is fairly recent.  In 1973, the Rehabilitation Act and its 

amendments began addressing the employment and educational rights of people with 

disabilities (Kavale & Forness, 2000).  Also along with IDEA was the requirement that 

school districts provide a Free and Appropriate Education (FAPE) for all children 

regardless of ability (P.L. 94-142, Section 1412 [5] [B]).  Initially called the Education 

for All Handicapped Children Act (1975), IDEA turned the focus to students with 

disabilities being included in the general education setting with supplementary aids and 

services, i.e. inclusion (P.L. 94-142, Section 1412 [5] [B]).   

The word inclusion was first used in a legal capacity in the case of Oberti v. 

Board of Education of the Borough of Clementon School District (3rd Cir. Court, 1993).  

This case involved a test of the LRE requirement of IDEA.  An eight-year-old student 

with Down syndrome was found to be entitled to an inclusive program with the use of 

supplementary aids and services.  The judge involved wrote, “Inclusion is a right, not a 

privilege for a select few”.  The district court defined supported inclusive education as 

when a student with a disability is placed in a regular education classroom with 

supplementary aids and services.  A Sacramento court case (9th Circuit Court, 1994) 

further emphasized the new focus on inclusion by defining it as: 
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The child with disabilities is a full member of a regular education class…the child 

need not be in the classroom 100% of the time…the child may be removed from 

that class to receive supplementary services such as physical or speech therapy 

when these services cannot be provided in the classroom.  Under full-inclusion, 

the child’s primary placement is in the regular education class, and the child has 

no additional assignment to any special class for handicapped children 

(Sacramento City Unified School district, Board of Education v. Holland, 1994, p. 

876). 

Despite this new focus on inclusion, research shows that educators in the general 

education classroom do not feel prepared to deal with students with special needs (Allday 

et al., 2013; Brown et al., 2008; Fuchs & Stecker, 2010; Harvey et al., 2010). 

 

Pre-Service Teachers’ Opinions Regarding Inclusion 

Many studies are now focusing on pre-service teachers’ attitudes and opinions 

towards inclusion with the theory that a better attitude equals more effective teaching of 

students with disabilities (Burke & Sutherland, 2004; de Boer, Pijl, & Minnaert, 2011; 

Forlin & Chambers, 2011; Jordan & Schwartz, & McGhie-Richmond, 2009; Loreman et 

al., 2013; Miller, 2008; Silverman, 2007).  Including teacher education courses that focus 

on positive attitudes towards inclusion have increased new teacher support towards 

students with special needs (Carrol, Forlin, & Jobling, 2003; Lancaster & Bain 2010).  

Forlin et al. (2008) conducted a study where they examined current teachers of children 

with special needs and their concerns.  They found that of 228 participants, 93% felt they 

did not have the training needed in order to serve students in an inclusive setting.  

Research supports the idea that increasing positive attitudes can result in a more 

successful inclusive classroom (Allday et al., 2013; Jordan et al., 2009; Ross-Hill, 2009; 

Shade & Stewart, 2001).  

Positive attitudes towards inclusion can be created through pre-service instruction 

(McHatton & Parker, 2013; Shade & Stewart, 2001; Shippen, Crites, Houchins, Ramsey, 
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& Simon, 2005). Studies show that pre-service teachers are not necessarily opposed to 

inclusion; they just feel unprepared to deal with it (Forlin, Keen, & Barrett, 2008; 

Lancaster & Bain, 2010; McHatton & Parker, 2013).  Baber, Cooper, Kurtts, and 

Vallecorsa (2008) suggest a general education teacher education model that includes 

components needed for inclusion ranging from assessment strategies, responding to 

student behaviors to instructional modification and accommodation strategies for students 

with special needs.  Martinussen, Tannock and Chaban (2010) suggest that general 

education teachers would benefit from specific training in the implementation of 

“individualized behavior management strategies” (p. 206).  Garriott, Snyder, and Miller 

(2003) state, “Preservice teachers must be aware of and be able to implement teaching 

approaches that enhance the success of students with special needs in inclusive settings” 

(p. 53).  Researched models for effective pre-service training of inclusive education 

include fostering positive attitudes through knowledge, skill, and positive behavioral 

management (Baber, Cooper, Kurtts, & Vallecorsa, 2008; Garriott, Snyder, & Miller, 

2003; Martinussen, Tannock and Chaban, 2010).  

 

Classroom Behavior Management 

Emmer and Stough (2001) define classroom management as a time when teachers 

organize the students’ behavior, time and attention.  Pianta et al., (2012) describe the 

classroom as a complex social system that is in need of effective behavior management. 

Along with the inclusion of students with special needs, comes a change in the overall 

behavior of the classroom (Baker, 2005; Giallo & Little, 2003; Oliver & Reschly, 2010). 

These possible disruptions can change the atmosphere and environment of the classroom.  

As a result, classroom management is an important component of teaching and can 
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influence instruction and student outcome (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009; Oliver & 

Reschly, 2010).     

Today, research consistently reveals that classroom management is one of the pre-

service teachers’ biggest concerns (Bromfield, 2006; Evertson & Weinstein, 2006; Forlin, 

2001; Giallo & Little, 2003; O’Neill & Stephensen, 2012).   A case study of five pre-

service teachers revealed classroom management to be the number one theme that 

emerged when asked what they were concerned about (Cooper & He, 2011).  Kamens, 

Loprete, and Slostad (2000) conducted a survey involving 71 general education 

elementary classroom teachers (58% of whom had taken courses in special education) 

and found, “more than any other area, the respondents suggested that in order to be 

prepared to facilitate successful inclusion, preservice teachers need to be prepared to deal 

with behavior problems” (p. 151).  In this study, despite over half of the teachers having 

taken a course in special education, they still felt unprepared in classroom management.  

Pre-service instruction should offer a more targeted course to dealing with problem 

behaviors.  This literature maintains a need for an effective behavior management model 

that can be implemented in today’s differentiated classroom. 

 

Behaviorism 

Behaviorism is the science of behavior (Baer, Wolf, & Risley, 1968).  John 

Watson was one of the first psychologists to identify observable behavior as a part of 

psychology (Watson, 1913).  He purposed that behavior is controlled by events that take 

place in the environment.  Watson and others supported the stimulus-response view of 

behavior and laid a foundation for the principles of behaviorism. Skinner later explained 

behaviorism in a more detailed way, showing a distinction between Pavlov’s respondent 
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classical conditioning and his operant conditioning.  Basically, the main difference is that 

respondent conditioning conditions physiological responses (CR) by temporal association 

with an unconditioned stimulus (UCS) such that the UCS eventually “elicits” the 

response (CR); in contrast, in instrumental or operant conditioning the individual “emits” 

behavior as a consequence of what follows a response (e.g., reinforcement). In 

introducing this distinction, Skinner was one of the first to address what we now call 

functional behavior assessments (Skinner, 1953).  A historical review of behaviorism 

discussed that although many have turned to a more constructivist view of education, 

behaviorism still remains prominent in many educational activities (Gokmenoglu, Eret, & 

Kiraz, 2010). 

 

Functional Behavior Assessment 

Functional behavior assessment (FBA) falls under the umbrella of applied 

behavior analysis and can find its roots in Skinner’s behaviorism (Skinner, 1953).  

O’Neill (1997) describes it as a process for identifying the reason or reasons why a 

student engages in a behavior by discovering predictable relationships between the 

behavior and environmental conditions where it takes place.  Simply put, it involves 

identifying the antecedents and consequences of a behavior.  Hienman, Dunlap, and 

Kincaid (2005) reported that FBA can contribute significantly to comprehending and 

addressing problem behaviors in the classroom.  They contend this is important to note 

because “trends in educational service delivery are favoring integration support for all 

students including students with behavior disorders, within general education settings” (p. 

789).  Also in the research, FBAs have been shown to be an effective and sustaining 

intervention (Gann et al., 2013; Ingram et al., 2005; Moreno & Bullock, 2011; Payne et 
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al., 2007; Taylor et al., 2005).  More recently, suggestions for teacher education models 

are including FBA instruction and other antecedent strategies in order to address 

managing behavior (Conroy, Clark, Fox, & Gable, 2000; Kern & Clemens, 2007; Van 

Laarhoven et al., 2007).  Sasso, Conroy, Peck Stichter, and Fox (2001) reported that 

“from both a conceptual and a theoretical standpoint, systematic analyses of the function 

of behavior should be considered best practice for children with behavior and learning 

problems” (p. 283).   

FBA can be used to hypothesize the function of a behavior and therefore assist in 

classroom management that can be used for all students in the general education 

classroom.  Scott, Bucalos, Liaupsin, Nelson, Jolivette, and DeShea (2004) conducted a 

review of literature between 1995 and 2000 where FBA was used in a general education 

setting.  They found FBA procedures had been administered in only 12 studies, and 

within those studies, none were managed by a teacher alone.  This lack of an empirical 

database suggested that FBA was still not being utilized in the general education 

classroom, despite its effectiveness.  However, recently, studies utilizing FBA practices 

are becoming more common in the literature (Gann et al., 2013; Hienman, Dunlap, and 

Kincaid, 2005; Preciado et al., 2008; Stichter, Sasso, Jolivetter, & Carr, 2004; Taylor, 

Hoch, & Weissman, 2005).  In a study on vocal stereotypy, Taylor et al. demonstrated the 

ability of teachers to administer an FBA in their classroom with very little training or 

support.  A review of the research conducted by Machalicek, et al. (2007) revealed two 

studies where teachers carried out FBA in the classroom and were able to implement 

effective treatments based on their findings.   



 

22 
 

With the growing concern of behavior management, more studies are 

investigating the plausibility of teachers learning and effectively administering FBA in 

the classroom (Conroy et al., 2000; McKenney, Waldron, & Conroy, 2013; Scott, Alter, 

& McQuillan, 2010; Cook, Crews, Wright, Mayer, Kraemer, & Gale, 2007).  Cook et al. 

(2007) implemented a study to train school personnel in positive behavior systems, such 

as FBA, and found that it increased their skills to better address problem behaviors. Other 

studies have shown positive results when training teachers in FBA procedures (Cook et 

al., 2007; Moore et al., 2002; Wallace, Doney, Mintz-Resudek, & Tarbox, 2004).  

Mckenney et al. (2013), specifically looked at the procedural integrity of teachers’ ability 

to perform FBA.  They found that the use of training and performance feedback increased 

integrity for two of the three teachers.   Van Laarhoven, et al. (2007) introduced a model 

called Project ACCEPT that involved teacher candidate training that included instruction 

of FBA used in the classroom.  Research therefore suggests instruction of FBA during the 

teacher education program, rather than waiting until they are instructors in the classroom 

(Stichter et al., 2004; Van Laarhoven et al., 2007; Wallace et al., 2004). 

 

Purpose of Study 

The present study intends to add to the literature by analyzing the effect of FBA 

instruction, specifically focusing on the ABC technique, with elementary and secondary, 

general education pre-service teacher candidates on their self-efficacy to manage 

classroom behavior management.  Participants’ self-efficacy and FBA content knowledge 

was examined before and after participation or non-participation of the targeted 

instruction.  Instruction included five, 90-minute professional development sessions that 
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taught the participants to implement functional behavior assessment in the classroom.  

Other quantitative data were obtained through a retrospective self-efficacy assessment.   

With over 2 million hits on Google Scholar, self-efficacy is clearly one of the 

most researched constructs in today’s literature. The critiques of the construct SE that 

were included in the literature review have been considered and addressed: 

 Lack of an independent influence of self-efficacy  

Bandura (1993) suggested, “A major function of thought is to enable 

people to predict events and to develop ways to control those events that effect 

their lives” (p. 120).  Within the instruction administered in this study, emphasis 

was put on the independence required when completing an FBA and not counting 

on others for consequences, indirect assessments, and so forth.  As well, the 

second component in the self-efficacy tool used in this study tests perceived self-

efficacy of external influences, in other words, how much control does the teacher 

have despite these influences.  The researcher hypothesizes that post-FBA 

instruction; the participants will perceive themselves to have more control over 

classroom management despite external influences. 

 

 Self-efficacy beliefs have less power for ill-structured tasks (Bandura, 1997) and 

many teachers experience such tasks in their classroom 

 

The researcher hypothesizes that giving the participants a strong strategy 

that can be applied to all students, not just those with special needs, will modify 

their perspective of an ill-structured task.  Bandura (1993) believed that “seeing 

oneself gain progressive mastery strengthened personal efficacy, fostered 

effective thinking, and enhanced performance attainment” (p. 123).   

 

 Self-efficacy loses its power in predicting student performance when students face 

diversity (Dweck, 2000) 

 

A study conducted related to self-efficacy and diverse students discussed 

the importance of providing learning that is designed specifically to promote 

successful behaviors both socially and academically, which is what FBA is aimed 

at.  Their results suggested that teacher training should address differences in 

cultures that could create diversity.  They state that “when teachers feel competent 

to teach all students in their classrooms, the academic achievement of culturally 

diverse youth will most likely increase” (Tucker, et al., 2005, p. 32). 

 

 Over confidence or high SE can inhibit teachers from trying new things or 

continually challenging themselves. 
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FBA instructs the educator to always search for the function of a target 

behavior through rigorous data collection.  The instruction in this study 

specifically emphasizes that not all consequences work with all students.  It 

maintains that tailored interventions must be created for each child based on the 

function of the behavior.  In the fourth session, the participants are taught how to 

evaluate the intervention created and how to discern if it was appropriate for that 

student in that situation of the target behavior.  Sugai et al. (2000) emphasizes the 

importance in FBA of willingness to redesign environment, curriculum, 

consequences and so forth to successfully ensure that the replacement behavior 

desired is accomplished. 

Results of a study examining over 2000 teachers’ self-efficacy supported 

the belief that the contribution of a teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs is directly 

related to their ability to “…effectively handle various tasks, obligations, and 

challenges related to the their professional role…” (Caprar et al., 2006, p. 484).  

This study relies on these findings to corroborate with previous self-efficacy 

conclusions. 

 

 

Conclusion 

The literature shows that today’s classroom will most likely consist of a 

diversified student body (Allday et al., 2013; Baker, 2005; Burke & Sutherland, 2004; 

Martinussen et al., 2010).  The ability to deal with the heightened behavior management 

issues of a differentiated classroom is imperative.  Studies have shown functional 

behavior assessment to be an evidence-based practice that is effective with behavior 

management issues.  Also clear in the literature is the need for perceived self-efficacy not 

only in practicing teachers, but pre-service teachers as well.  Self-efficacy has been 

shown to highly correlate with a pre-service teacher’s feelings of preparedness and 

knowledge concerning classroom management.  In addition, the studies show that 

teachers can learn how to effectively administer FBA and prove procedural integrity.   
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

Methods 

 

 

The current study employed a quasi-experimental, complex repeated measures 

design to examine the perceived self-efficacy of pre-service general education teachers 

towards classroom behavior management before and after professional development 

instruction on functional behavior assessments, specifically the antecedent-behavior-

consequence (ABC) technique.  The literature reveals much research concerning the need 

for effective classroom behavior management strategies with the growing inclusivity of 

the classroom as well as positive results in student outcomes when FBA is implemented 

in the classroom.  However, there is a need for more literature concerning the instruction 

of FBA to pre-service teachers and its effect on their perceived self-efficacy of 

implementing classroom behavior management strategies.   

The research questions were: 

 When additional pre-service training in functional behavior assessment strategies 

is added to the teacher education curriculum senior year, do they increase the 

general education teacher candidate’s perceived self-efficacy in classroom 

behavior management and functional behavior assessment general knowledge? 

 When no additional pre-service training in functional behavior assessment 

strategies are added to the teacher education curriculum, is there an increase the 

general education teacher candidate’s perceived self-efficacy in classroom 

behavior management and functional behavior assessment general knowledge? 

 Does perceived self-efficacy in classroom behavior management and functional 

behavior assessment general knowledge remain stable over time? 

 Will pre-service teachers change their pre-treatment perceived self-efficacy after 

the typical teacher education program curriculum? 
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Research Design 

 

This study employed a quasi-experimental, complex repeated measures design to 

examine the perceived self-efficacy of pre-service general education teachers towards 

classroom behavior management ability in the classroom after targeted professional 

development of functional behavior assessment strategies.  In order to ensure the pre-

perceived self-efficacy’s accurateness, a retrospective SE survey was administered after 

each treatment group had completed the intervention administration.  The design included 

38 general education teacher candidates in the spring of their senior year.  The dependent 

variables were the Classroom Management Self-Efficacy scale components of Classroom 

Management and Discipline (CM), External Influences (EXT), and Personal Teaching 

Efficacy (TE) (Emmer & Hickman, 1991)(Appendix A), as well as data obtained using 

the FBA General Knowledge Test (Trepinski, 2014)(Appendix B) inspired by the FBA 

Knowledge Test (Tobin & Crone, 2003). The independent variable was the participation 

or non-participation in either of the FBA instructional administrations. All participants 

completed three administrations of the Scale for Teacher Efficacy in Classroom 

Management and Discipline and the FBA General Knowledge Test.  In addition, all 

participants completed a retrospective self-efficacy scale following their FBA instruction. 

 

Sample 

 

 

Power Analysis 

In order to determine the sample size needed, a power analysis for repeated 

measures, within-between interaction was conducted using power of .80, 0.25 effect size, 

0.50 correlation, and an alpha of .05.  Effect size was chosen based on guidelines 
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reported by Ferguson (2009) that suggested that statistical power should be evaluated 

where a moderate effect is .25 and a strong effect is .64.  Based on these parameters, 

power analysis indicated a suggested sample size of 28.  Once completed, the final data 

consisted of 38 participants. 

 

Participants 

Participants in the study were elementary and secondary general education teacher 

candidates recruited from a private university in Central Texas with a total undergraduate 

enrollment of 12,918.  The study included 38 senior level teacher candidates that agreed 

to participate in the study.  There were 33 elementary, K - 8 general education teacher 

candidates, and 5 secondary, 7 - 12 math general education teacher candidates.  There 

were 37 females and 1 male, with the male being part of the secondary teacher candidate 

group.  The participants ranged in age from 20 - 23 years with a mean age of 21.7 years.  

Participants consisted of a convenience sample, and the intervention was imbedded as 

part of their curriculum with approval of the department; informed consent was obtained 

(Appendix C).  The study consisted of two treatment groups receiving the treatment at 

two different points in time.  Treatment Group 1 received FBA instruction the first five 

weeks of the spring semester of their senior year while Treatment Group 2 received their 

normally scheduled instruction.  The next five weeks, Treatment Group 2 received FBA 

instruction while Treatment Group 1 received their normally scheduled instructions.   

The general education teacher candidates included in this study had not taken a 

course in exceptionalities or any courses with instruction related to functional behavior 

assessments in their current teacher education program.  Faculty supervisors of these 

participants agreed to allow the researcher ten Friday mornings in the spring of 2014 to 
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administer professional development in FBA.  The courses were made up of 90-minute 

direct and guided instruction of FBA.   

There were 32 elementary and 6 secondary candidates.  Distribution of 

participants’ majors can be seen in Table 1.  Students in the group labeled “Elementary 

Education” acquired certification to teach early childhood through 6th grade in a general 

education setting.  The “Secondary Education” participants acquired certification in 

grades 7 – 12 mathematics content, also in a general education setting.  The “Elementary 

Education” group was the predominant group due to attendance requirements by their 

intern supervisors; however, there was no requirement to participate in the study itself.   

The “Secondary Education” group was recruited on a voluntary basis to attend the 

workshop and participate in the study.   

 

Table 1 

Participants Major Within Treatment Group 

 

Treatment Group Major Number of Participants 
1 Elementary Education 15 
 Secondary Education 2 
2 Elementary Education 18 
 Secondary Education 3 

Note. Treatment Group 1 participated in the first 5 sessions of instruction and Treatment Group 2 

participated in the second 5 sessions of instruction. 

 

 

In the demographics survey (Appendix D), participants were asked to report their 

experience working with students with disabilities and with behavior problems as well as 

their exposure to students with disabilities and behavior problems.  Each question asked 

participants to rank their answers on a four-point scale with zero indicating no 

experience/exposure, one indicating minimal experience/exposure, two indicating often 

having experience/exposure, and three indicating extensive experience/exposure.  
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Participants were allowed to comment on rankings at the end of the questionnaire.  

Results are displayed in Tables 2. 

 

Table 2 

Participants’ Experience/Exposure to Special Education/Behavior Problems 

 

Category Frequency % 

 Experience Working with Students with 

Disabilities 

 

None 0 0 

Minimal 19 50 

Often 16 42 

Extensive 03 08 

 Exposure to Students with Disabilities  

None 0 0 

Minimal 30 79 

Often 05 13 

Extensive 03 08 

 Experience Working with Students with 

Behavior Problems 

 

None 01 03 

Minimal 13 34 

Often 18 47 

Extensive 06 16 

 Exposure to Students with Behavior Problems  

None 01 03 

Minimal 13 34 

Often 16 42 

Extensive 08 21 

 

 

Instruments 

Perceived self-efficacy in classroom behavior management was measured using 

the Scale for Teacher Efficacy in Classroom Management and Discipline developed by 

Emmer and Hickman (1991). The questionnaire includes 36 items measured on a 6-point 

Likert scale with a strongly agree/strongly disagree response format.  It was designed to 

measure perceived self-efficacy of teachers regarding classroom management abilities 

and consists of three factors: External Influences, Personal Teaching Efficacy, and the 



 

30 
 

Classroom Management/Discipline factor.  Construct validity was supported with a factor 

analysis (Emmer & Hickman, 1991).  Reliability was reported with coefficient alphas of 

.78 for External Influences (EXT), .68 for Personal Teaching Efficacy (TE), and .79 for 

Classroom Management/Discipline (CM).  Scoring for this scale uses raw scores for each 

of the factors.  When scoring items 17, 19, 23, and 33, the administrator needed to 

reverse these items. According to the manual, a high raw score in TE and CM means that 

a teacher has a high perceived self-efficacy in personal teacher self-efficacy and 

classroom management.  In regards to EXT, a low raw score in means that the teacher has 

a high perceived self-efficacy in their ability to control students despite external 

influences. 

The FBA General Knowledge Test originally included 25 multiple-choice items, 

with four possible answer choices (Trepinski, 2014).  It was designed to measure content 

general knowledge of functional behavior assessments.  Reliability after the first 

administration was reported with coefficient alpha of .49 and a lamda2 of .56.  An item 

analysis was also conducted after the first administration, resulting in deletion of 10 

items.  The items were deleted based on a holistic observation of both item discrimination 

scores and item difficulty.  Item discrimination looks at the relationship between how 

well students did on the item and their total exam score.  In education, an acceptable 

range that has been proposed is .20 or higher (Reynolds, Livingston, & Willson, 2006).  

Ten items deleted had negative to low scores, all falling under .20.  Also examined was 

item difficulty.  In psychometrics, the P value is the proportion of students answering an 

item correctly.  P-values below .20 are usually rare to obtain and should be reviewed 

(Reynolds et al., 2006).  In this analysis, there were two items that fell below .20 and also 
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showed poor item discrimination and therefore were part of the ten deleted.  After 

deleting the ten problem items, the estimated reliability using coefficient alpha was .68 

and lamda2 was .70.  With this test, each multiple-choice question answered correctly is 

worth one point.  With this test, each multiple-choice question answered correctly is 

worth one point.  The total raw score is the number of questions answered correctly on 

the full test.  A low raw score would imply that the participant had little to no general 

knowledge of functional behavior assessment.    

In addition to these assessments, a retrospective version of the Scale for Teacher 

Efficacy in Classroom Management and Discipline was given to all participants 

following each group administration, so twice total.   Howard, et al. (1979) conducted 

five studies comparing different experimental designs.  In the end, they suggested 

augmenting the pre/post design with a retrospective test in order to strengthen the study.  

These types of tests are given after the professional development or intervention has 

taken place to address the measurement difficulty of “the standard of measurement 

changes between pretest and posttest scores” (Miller & Henshaw, 2012, p. 252).  This 

type of retrospective test assessed the participants’ perception of themselves as it would 

have been just before the intervention took place.  Lamb (2005) discusses reasons for 

using this type of assessment, specifically suggesting it could help “if participants do not 

sufficiently understand, prior to the workshop, terms or concepts needed to answer pretest 

questions” (p. 18).  Recent studies suggest replacing the pre-test with the retrospective 

pretest in order to offset the effects of pretest sensitization, maturity, and other variables 

(Miller & Henshaw, 2012; Sullivan & Haley, 2009).  Hill (2005) specifically 
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recommends retrospective pretest for examining subjective experiences related to 

professional development. 

 

Intervention 

 

Professional development can take on many forms, but regarding the present 

study, it took the form of five 90-minute sessions that included both direct and guided 

instruction.  The sessions took place on Friday mornings during the spring semester of 

2014.  Elementary teacher candidate participants were required by their intern supervisors 

to attend the sessions, but participation in the research project was voluntary.  Secondary 

teacher candidates’ participation in both the attendance and the participation of the study 

was voluntary.  The researcher provided the training to both groups, except for the third 

session of Treatment Group 2.  This session was taught by the instructor who created and 

currently teaches the unmodified curriculum used in this study and therefore has 

experience and is familiar with the content.  Group 1 consisted of 14 elementary teacher 

candidates and 3 secondary math candidates (n=17).  Group 2 consisted of 18 elementary 

teacher candidates and 3 secondary math candidates (n=21).  Curriculum taught was 

encouraged to be practiced in the participants’ classrooms where they were assigned as 

interns in a public school; however, this was not observed or monitored as part of the 

current study.   

The researcher obtained permission to use an adapted FBA curriculum currently 

being administered to dual certificate majors at the same university (Farah, 2013).  These 

students were working on certification in gifted and talented education in addition to a 

general education degree.  The FBA materials are presented in three 3-hour sessions 

during the students’ senior year, equaling 9 complete hours.  In the current study, the 
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researcher had 7 hours and 30 minutes and therefore modified the curriculum to 

accommodate the shorter time period.  The participants were given an introduction to 

FBA, instruction on collecting and analyzing data, as well as how to develop 

interventions and implement them in the field.  The final session was an evaluation of the 

course, data taken while participants were teaching, and suggestions for future 

implementation.  A general format of the training is provided in Table 3.   

The researcher has experience as a special educator in the elementary and 

secondary grades.  She has served as an applied behavior analysis (ABA) therapist for a 

university autism resource center and has taken over 20 hours of behavior management 

courses at a graduate level at two different universities.  These experiences have given 

the researcher an extensive education concerning classroom management and more 

specifically functional behavior assessments.  The participants did not know the 

researcher and all participants have had no classes concerning exceptionalities or FBA. 

The first session began with an introduction of the researcher and her area of 

expertise.  The study was discussed and any questions by participants were answered.  

The researcher then used graphic organizers and visuals to give a detailed definition of 

FBA. The purpose of FBA was examined through modeling, examples, and literature.  

Basic FBA terminology was shared, as well as assumptions and principles surrounding 

FBA, to include the federal policies that advocate its use.   

Finally, the steps of FBA were introduced: (1) identify the target behavior, (b) 

define the target behavior, (c) collect information on target behavior, (d) analyze target 

behavior, and (e) develop a hypothesis, (f) creating a behavior intervention plan, with 

only the first three steps taught in depth. 
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Table 3 

FBA Professional Development Schedule 

 
Title Content 

An introduction of FBA Definition of FBA 

 

 Purpose of FBA 

 

 Terminology 

 

  

Collection of data Steps 1 & 2 of FBA 

 

Review Steps 1 & 2 of FBA 

 

 Types of data collection measures 

 

 Define and describe ABC 

 

 Baseline data collection 

 

 Types of recording 

 

 Description of setting 

 

Analysis of data Review FBA and the steps 

 

 Terminology 

 

 Determine function 

 

 Developing a hypothesis 

 

 Stating the hypothesis 

 

Development of interventions Identify replacement behavior 

 

 Intervention Options 

 

 Implementing the intervention 

 

Evaluation of data collection Discussion of FBAs 

 

 Discussion of participants hypothetical 

students 

  

 Suggestions for future data 
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The second session started off reviewing the steps of FBA, assessing previous 

knowledge learned and addressing any questions from the previous session.  Collection 

of data was the main emphasis of this session, focusing on indirect and direct methods of 

measurement.  The ABC (antecedent, behavior, and consequences) model was 

communicated through graphic organizers, examples and real-life modeling with 

volunteers.  To complete the session, the importance of the environment and setting of an 

FBA was stressed, such as physical environment, instructional and behavioral 

expectations, and time factors. 

Session three began with a summary of the past session, assessing previous 

knowledge learned and any questions that the participants may have.  The rest of the 

instruction was directed towards analyzing data collected and the terminology that goes 

with it.  Again, graphic organizers, visual aids, and modeling were utilized to show how 

data can determine the function of a behavior, as well as how to develop a hypothesis.  

The researcher showed participants how to look for patterns to identify the context, such 

as when does the behavior occur? Who is involved and where does it occur?, and under 

what conditions?  The next portion of the session was teaching the participants how to 

create a framework for stating their hypothesis. 

Again, session four began with a summary of the past session, assessing previous 

knowledge learned and any questions that the participants may have.  Developing 

interventions in response to the hypothesis was the focus of this session.  Participants 

were instructed on how to decide on a specific intervention by addressing the ABC data 

created in the collection phase.  Consequences were defined in detail, specifically on the 

differences of positive and negative reinforcement and punishment.  Participants filled in 
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a graphic organizer that will help with retention of these differences.  We examined 

whether they should change or add to the current antecedent, teach a new replacement 

behavior, and propose consequences to increase the replacement behavior and decrease 

the targeted behavior.  To conclude the session the researcher focused on implementation 

of the behavior plan created, discussing the when, where, and who of the plan. 

The final session consisted of summarizing, reviewing, and assessing the last 

session.  The class as a whole then evaluated the data participants had collected on their 

hypothetical student in their classroom.  Students shared their experiences with 

constructive feedback from the researcher as well as their peers.  Participants broke into 

groups and took part in a pair and share type of discussion.  Finally, the class came 

together and discussed the strengths and weaknesses of FBA in their opinion.  A detailed 

description of all training sessions to include power points, graphic organizers, and 

handouts can be provided by the author per request. 

 

Procedures 

Upon IRB approval, a convenience sample of senior level elementary (n=33) and 

secondary (n=5) teacher candidates (“interns”) was obtained for a total of 38 participants.  

These interns had already been assigned a supervisor (university professor) and placed in 

a local public school as part of their intern experience. The public school placements 

were stratified as suburban or urban to ensure equal representation. Once stratified, 

supervisors (and their assigned interns) were randomly assigned to either Treatment 

Group 1 or 2. Treatment Group 1 received the first set of instructional sessions in 

functional behavior assessment in 5 subsequent weekly sessions (as shown below in 

Table 4). Treatment Group 2 received their typical seminar instruction during those 
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weeks. Following the conclusion of the first five sessions for Treatment Group 1, 

Treatment Group 2 received the same five sessions. In this design, all participants 

received the treatment either in the first five sessions or in the second five sessions.  

Informed consent was obtained from all participants.  Participants were guaranteed 

confidentiality as to their survey responses and focus group participation.  Before the first 

session, the participants met with faculty and the researcher to sign informed consent, 

complete a demographics questionnaire, the FBA General Knowledge Test and then the 

Scale for Teacher Efficacy in Classroom Management and Discipline to rate their 

perceived self-efficacy in classroom management ability.  The demographics 

questionnaire asked participants general information such as major, age, and sex.  In 

addition, it asked if they had any exposure to or worked with students with disabilities 

and/or behavior problems.  Both groups were informed that they would be taking the 

assessment tools multiple times throughout the semester. 

In the spring of 2014, Treatment Group 1 received five different 90-minute 

instructional workshops on FBA that can be used with both students with exceptionalities 

and typical students in the general education classroom. At the end of the treatment and 

non-treatment sessions both groups took a post Classroom Management Self-Efficacy 

Scale and a post FBA General Knowledge Test to see if the intervention or lack of it 

influenced a change.   

At the end of each treatment groups’ instruction, participants completed a 

retrospective version of the SE scale.  The retrospective survey was identical except for 

the following instructions preceding the questions: 

“For the questions below, please indicate the degree to which you disagreed or agreed  
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with each item before your participation in the FBA instruction.”   

This study included all three surveys, pre/mid/post and retrospective in order to better 

address threats to internal validity such as memory distortion. 

 

Table 4 

Schedule of Project 

 

Week Group 1 (n=17) Group 2 (n=21) 
 Pre-FBA Knowledge Test, Pre-SE 

survey, demographics, & informed 

consent 

Pre-FBA Knowledge Test, Pre-SE 

survey, demographics, & informed 

consent 
1 Intervention 1 Normal Seminar 
2 Intervention 2 Normal Seminar 
3 Intervention 3 Normal Seminar 

4 Intervention 4 Normal Seminar 
5 Intervention 5 Normal Seminar 
 Post-FBA Knowledge Test, Post-SE 

survey, Retrospective SE survey 
Post-FBA Knowledge Test, Post-SE 

survey 
6 Normal Seminar Intervention 1 

7 Normal Seminar Intervention 2 
8 Normal Seminar Intervention 3 

9 Normal Seminar Intervention 4 
10 Normal Seminar Intervention 5 
 Post-FBA Knowledge Test, Post-SE 

survey, 
Post-FBA Knowledge Test, Post-SE 

survey, Retrospective SE survey, 

 

 

Data Analyses 

 

The study used quasi-experimental, complex repeated measures design with one 

between-subjects factor, one within-subjects factor, and an interaction factor.  The 

between-subjects factor resulted in the mean between groups.  The within-subjects factor 

resulted in the mean differences across time and the interaction factor examined the 

differences across time dependent on which group the participant took part in. This 

repeated measures ANOVA was conducted with professional development as the 
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independent variable and group mean scores reflected on the three component factors of 

the self-efficacy scale and the FBA test as the dependent variable.   

In order to analyze the pre-test and retrospective test the researcher conducted a 

paired samples two-tailed t-test to determine if the means were equal between the pre-SE 

survey and the retrospective SE survey.  Partial eta squared was used as a measure of 

effect size.  The type I error rate used was .05.  SPSS v. 22 was used for all statistical 

analysis.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

Results 

 

 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the effect of functional 

behavior assessment (FBA) instruction of senior year, general education pre-service 

teachers at a small, private university.  Also examined, was the stability of self-efficacy 

and FBA content knowledge over time once instruction was complete.  Finally, the study 

compared the perception of participants' self-efficacy (SE) before instruction in FBA and 

after.  In this chapter missing data, data organization, assumptions, data analyses by 

factor, and the retrospective results will be discussed. 

 

Missing Data 

 

Initially a total of 48 students completed consent forms for participation.  Nine 

students did not complete all administrations of the instruments and one student was 

removed from the data set due to incomplete data on the Scale for Teacher Efficacy in 

Classroom Management and Discipline.  A total of 38 participants completed all three 

administrations of the assessments and the retrospective surveys and therefore were 

included in the data analysis. 

 

Data Organization 

 

The primary research questions in this study were, “When additional pre-service 

training of functional behavior assessment strategies are added to the teacher education 

curriculum senior year, do they increase the general education teacher candidates' 
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perceived self-efficacy in classroom behavior management?” and “When no additional 

pre-service training of functional behavior assessment strategies are added to the teacher 

education curriculum, is there an increase in the general education teacher candidate’s 

perceived self-efficacy in classroom behavior management?”  To determine if self-

efficacy in classroom management increased, participants responded to the Scale for 

Teacher Efficacy in Classroom Management and Discipline and the FBA General 

Knowledge Test at three successive points in time.  Analyses were conducted separating 

out the three factors in the SE scale and adding the FBA test as the fourth factor.  The 

four factors are labeled as followed: (a) Classroom Management SE (CM), (b) External 

Influences SE (EXT), (c) Teacher Self Efficacy (TE), and (d) Functional Behavior 

Assessment Knowledge (FBA).  Each administration of each factor is indicated by a 

number following an abbreviation of the factor.  For example, the first administration of 

the classroom management factor would be CM1, and the second administration would 

be CM2.  The same pattern continues for the third administration.  The external 

influences factor, first administration would be EXT1, the teacher self-efficacy factor 

TE1, and the FBA factor FBA1. 

The third question asked, "Does perceived self-efficacy in classroom behavior 

management and functional behavior assessment general knowledge remain stable over 

time?"  In order to answer this question, Treatment Group 1's results of the third 

administration of all factors were examined.  This third administration was completed 

after Treatment Group 1 experienced 5 weeks of regularly scheduled instruction. 

Finally, “Will pre-service teachers change their pre-treatment perceived self-

efficacy after an intervention of functional behavior assessment instruction?” was asked.  
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To determine whether there was a difference in the participants’ perceptions of their 

perceived self-efficacy in classroom management pre- and post-intervention, a 

retrospective SE survey was administered following the treatment.  The administrations 

will be labeled Pre-SE and Retro-SE. 

 

Assumptions 

Assumptions for repeated measures ANOVA are normality, homogeneity of 

variance, between group independence and sphericity.  When examining normality, the 

dependent variable should be normally distributed in the population being sampled. 

Homogeneity of variance assumes that if there are separate groups of subjects in addition 

to the repeated measures factor, then the variance of the dependent variable in each group 

is equal.  In order to determine between group independence, participants were 

discouraged of sharing the instruction as they learned it with the non-participatory group.  

When looking at sphericity, the variance of the repeated measures and the correlations 

among the repeated measures should all be equal.  This assumption is important in order 

to allow for comparing variances among the repeated measures.  If violated, an 

adjustment can be made.  In order to assess the tenability of these assumptions, graphical 

displays, such as Q-Q plots and descriptive statistics were used. In addition, tests of 

normality, homogeneity, and sphericity were conducted. 

Before analyses of the data were completed, tests of normality were conducted to 

assess the tenability of the normal assumptions.  Distributional characteristics are 

presented in Table 5.  CM1, CM2, EXT1, EXT2, and TE1 were all approximately 

normally distributed in regards to kurtosis.  FBA1, FBA2, FBA3, CM3, EXT3, TE2 and 

TE3 were slightly less peaked than normal.   Examination of the Q-Q Plot as seen in 
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figures 2 – 5 illustrates the normality evidence in each factor and its administration.  The 

Q-Q graphs plot the percentiles of a standard normal distribution against corresponding 

percentiles of the observed data.  If the observation follows approximately a normal 

distribution, the circles should all lie close to the line (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006).  

The plots below show roughly a straight line with a positive slope, assuming normality. 

The Shapiro-Wilk test (Table 6) was conducted and revealed that all of the scores 

were non-significant except FBA1, FBA3, CM2, and CM3, suggesting the distributions 

are probably normal (Field, 2009).  The researcher hypothesizes that FBA1 and FBA3 

were significant because the scores were restricted in range. 

 

Table 5 

Distribution of Data 

 

Factors by 

Time 

Mean SD Sk Kur 

CM1 59.76 6.76 -.203 -1.06 
CM2 65.55 8.17 -.285 -1.03 

CM3 71.21 6.97 -.594 -.787 
EXT1 47.50 7.34 .516 .372 

EXT2 45.32 6.09 -.128 -.492 
EXT3 42.61 9.67 .134 -.569 
TE1 28.92 2.86 .164 .038 

TE2 31.08 4.15 .101 -.700 
TE3 35.08 3.54 -.069 -.889 
FBA1 08.84 2.43 -.733 -.537 

FBA2 11.53 2.38 -.174 -.897 
FBA3 13.68 0.93 -.361 -.602 

Note. N=38 
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Figure 2. Q-Q Plot CM 
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Figure 3. Q-Q Plot EXT 
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Figure 4. Q-Q Plot TE 



 

47 
 

 

Figure 5. Q-Q Plot FBA 
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Table 6 

Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality 

 

Administration Statistic df p 

CM1 .98 38 .84 

CM2 .94 38 .05 
CM3 .92 38 .01 
EXT1 .98 38 .63 
EXT2 .97 38 .33 
EXT3 .98 38 .71 

TE1 .96 38 .26 
TE2 .97 38 .37 
TE3 .96 38 .15 

FBA1 .89 38 .00 
FBA2 .95 38 .07 
FBA3 .87 38 .00 

 

 

Homogeneity of variance was tested using Levene’s test.  For the scores on the 

separate factors, the variances were equal on all administrations (Table 7). 

 

Table 7 

Levene’s Test for Homogeneity of Variance 

 

Administration F df1 df2 p 

CM1 1.97 1 36 .17 

CM2 0.00 1 36 .96 
CM3 1.01 1 36 .32 

EXT1 0.01 1 36 .91 
EXT2 0.23 1 36 .63 
EXT3 1.15 1 36 .29 
TE1 0.91 1 36 .35 
TE2 2.43 1 36 .12 
TE3 0.14 1 36 .71 
FBA1 0.48 1 36 .49 
FBA2 2.09 1 36 .16 

FBA3 0.20 1 36 .66 

 
 

Sphericity was tested using Mauchly’s test.  Sphericity states that the variances of 

the differences between time points are equal. Mauchley’s test indicated that for the 

factors CM (χ2(2) = .25, p = .88), TE (χ2 (2) = .99, p = .61), and FBA (χ2 (2) = 12.91, p = 
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.81) sphericity seemed tenable.  However, for EXT (χ2 (2) = 19.0, p < .001) the 

assumptions of sphericity may not be tenable (Table 8).  To correct for the violation of 

sphericity, an adjustment must be made to the degrees of freedom using Huynh-Feldt 

epsilon.  Huynh-Feldt corrections to degrees of freedom are used when epsilon is > .75 

(Girden, 1992). 

 

Table 8 

Mauchly’s Test for Sphericity 

 

Within-subjects effect Mauchly’s W Approx. χ2 df p Huyn-Feldt  ƹ 

CM .99 0.25 2 0.88 1.00 

EXT .58 19.00 2 0.00 0.75 

TE .97 0.99 2 0.61 1.00 

FBA .69 12.91 2 0.81 0.81 

 

Data Analyses by Factor 

 

Following verification of assumptions, the data were analyzed.  Due to sphericity 

being violated, the Huynh-Feldt corrected results will be reported. The scale for each 

item on the CM, EXT, TE factors of the SE scale requires participants to indicate a “1” if 

they strongly disagree with the statement, “2” if they moderately disagree, and “3” if they 

slightly disagree.  If participants slightly agree they indicated a “4”, moderately a “5” and 

a “6” if they strongly agree with the statement.  As stated previously the factors are 

labeled as (1) Classroom Management SE (CM), (2) External Influences SE (EXT), (3) 

Teacher Self Efficacy (TE), and (4) Functional Behavior Assessment Knowledge (FBA). 

When examining CM and TE, higher sum scores indicated more positive views toward 

perceived ability to manage a classroom and general teacher self-efficacy.  With 

examination of the factor external influences, lower sum scores indicated a more positive 

view of individual teaching ability despite outside influences.   When scoring the FBA 
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factor, a higher sum score suggested the participants’ knowledge of functional behavior 

assessment. Treatment Group 1 participated in the first session of FBA instruction, prior 

to the second administration of the assessment tools and Treatment Group 2 participated 

in the second session of FBA instruction prior to the third administration of the 

assessment tools.   

For each factor, a mixed between-within subjects’ analysis of variance was 

conducted to compare scores between Treatment Groups 1 and 2 across three time 

periods (Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3). 

 

Classroom Management and Discipline Factor 

Mean sum scores are reported for both treatment groups in Table 9. 

 

Table 9 

Descriptive Statistics across Administrations of CM Factor 

 

 n Mean SD 

CM1    

1 17 59.76 5.88 

2 21 59.76 7.54 

CM2    

1 17 69.30 7.85 

2 21 62.52 7.27 

CM3    

1 17 70.24 7.83 

2 21 72.00 6.27 

 

 

The mean of the CM1 for Treatment Group 1 was 59.76 (SD = 5.88).  Following 

participation in the FBA instruction, Treatment Group 1’s mean score increased to 69.30 

(SD = 7.85) (CM2) representing almost a 10 point improvement in perceived ability to 

manage a classroom.  Treatment Group 2 participated in their regularly scheduled 

seminars.  The mean of the CM1 for this group was also 59.76 (SD = 7.54).  Following 
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their normally scheduled seminars, their mean score increased to 62.52 (SD = 7.27) 

(CM2), indicating a slight increase in their perceived ability to manage a classroom, but 

not as much as Treatment Group 1. 

As stated previously, the mean of the CM2 for Treatment Group 2 was 62.52 (SD 

= 7.27).  Following participation in the FBA instruction, Treatment Group 2’s mean score 

increased to 72.00 (SD = 6.27) (CM3) representing more than a 10 point improvement in 

perceived ability to manage a classroom.  Treatment Group 1 participated in their 

regularly scheduled seminars.  Also stated previously, the mean of the CM2 for this 

group was 69.30 (SD = 7.85).  Following their normally scheduled seminars, their mean 

score increased to 70.24 (SD = 7.83) (CM3), indicating stability of the increase in their 

perceived ability to manage a classroom over time. 

Table 10 shows results for the tests of within-subjects effects for CM.  The 

analysis revealed a significant interaction between treatment group and time (F (2, 72) = 

7.17, p = .001, ηp
2= .17).  This is the effect of primary interest.  The significant 

group*time effect reflects that each group increased at a different rate than the other with 

both treatment groups only increasing  after FBA instruction was administered.  The 

reported effect size states that approximately 17% of the variance of the interaction and 

its associated error is explained by the interaction. 

There was also a significant main effect for time (F (2, 72) = 45.65, p = .000, ηp
2= 

.56), with both treatment groups showing an increase in CM scores across the three time 

points. The main effect comparing the two groups was not significant (F (1, 36) = .79, p 

= .38, ηp
2= .02), suggesting no significant difference in CM scores between the two 
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groups (Table 11). Mean scores of both treatment groups at each administration of the 

CM factor are represented in Figure 6. 

 

Table 10 

Test of Within-Subjects Effects for CM Factor 

 

Huynh-Feldt Type III Sums of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F p ηp

2 

Time 2427.86 2 1213.93 45.65 .000 .56 
Time*Groups 381.33 2 190.67 7.17 .001 .17 
Error (Time) 1914.76 72 26.59    

 

 

 

Figure 6. Estimated Means of CM Administration 

 

 

External Influences Factor 

 

Mean scores are reported for both treatment groups in Table 12. 
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Table 11 

Test of Between-Subjects Effects for CM Factor 

 

Source Type III Sums of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F p ηp

2 

Intercept 485097.50 1 485097.50 4872.72 .000 .99 
Group 78.55 1 78.55 .79 .380 .02 
Error 3583.94 36 99.55    

 

 

Table 12 

Descriptive Statistics across Administrations of EXT Factor 

 

 n Mean SD 

EXT1    

1 17 48.76 7.89 

2 21 46.48 6.90 

EXT2    

1 17 43.41 6.06 

2 21 46.86 5.80 

EXT3    

1 17 47.65 9.38 

2 21 38.52 8.00 

 

 

When analyzing the data for the EXT factor, it is imperative to recall that the 

desired sum score is a lower score, not a higher score as with the other factors.  The mean 

of the EXT1 for Treatment Group 1 was 48.76 (SD = 7.89).  Following participation in 

the FBA instruction, Treatment Group 1’s mean score decreased to 43.41(SD = 6.06) 

(EXT2) revealing a little more than a five point improvement in perception of individual 

teaching ability despite external influences.  The mean of the EXT1 for Treatment Group 

2 was 46.48 (SD = 6.90).  Following their normally scheduled seminars, their mean score 

increased to 46.86 (SD = 5.80) (EXT2), indicating a slight decrease in perception of 

individual teaching ability despite external influences. 

As stated previously, the mean of the EXT2 for Treatment Group 2 was 46.86 (SD 

= 5.80).  Following participation in the FBA instruction, Treatment Group 2’s mean score 



 

54 
 

decreased to 38.52 (SD = 8.00) (EXT3) revealing an almost nine point improvement.  

Also stated previously, the mean of the EXT2 for Treatment Group 2 was 43.41 (SD = 

6.06).  Following their normally scheduled seminars, their mean score increased to 47.65 

(SD = 9.38) (EXT3), indicating a slight instability in perception of individual teaching 

ability despite external influences. 

Table 13 shows results for the tests of within-subjects effects for EXT.  The 

analysis revealed a significant interaction between treatment group and time (F (1.49, 

53.66) = 13.951, p < .001, ηp
2= .28).  This is the effect of primary interest.  The 

significant group*time effect reflects that each group decreased at a different rate than the 

other with both treatment groups only decreasing after FBA instruction was administered.  

The reported effect size states that approximately 28% of the variance of the interaction 

and its associated error is explained by the interaction. 

There was a significant main effect for time (F (1.49, 53.66) = 7.269, p = .004), 

ηp
2= .17), with both treatment groups showing a decrease in EXT scores across the three 

time points. The main effect comparing the two groups was not significant (F (1, 36) = 

1.81, p =.187, ηp
2= .05) (Table 14) suggesting no significant difference in EXT scores 

between the two groups. Mean scores of both treatment groups at each administration of 

the EXT factor are represented in Figure 7. 

 

Personal Teacher Efficacy Factor 

 

Mean scores are reported for both treatment groups in Table 15. 
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Table 13 

Test of Within-Subjects Effects for EXT Factor 

 

Huynh-Feldt  Type III Sums of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F p ηp

2 

Time 387.63 1.49 260.04 7.27 .004 .17 
Time*Groups 743.94 1.49 499.07 13.95 .000 .28 
Error (Time) 1919.76 53.64 35.77    

 

 

 

Figure 7. Estimated Means of EXT Administration 
 

 

Table 14 

Test of Between-Subjects Effects of EXT Factor 

 

Source Type III Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F p ηp
2 

Intercept 231143.06 1 231143.06 2100.06 .000 .98 

Group 198.74 1 198.74 1.81 .187 .05 
Error 3962.35 36 110.07    

 

 

The mean of the TE1 for Treatment Group 1 was 28.82 (SD = 2.27).  Following 

participation in the FBA instruction, Treatment Group 1’s mean score increased to 32.59 



 

56 
 

(SD = 4.50) (TE2) revealing a little more than a 4 point improvement in perception of 

teacher self-efficacy.  The mean of the TE1 for Treatment Group 2 was 29.0 (SD = 3.32).  

Their mean score increased only .86 points (SD = 3.50) (TE2), indicating little change in 

their perception of teacher self-efficacy following normally scheduled seminars. 

 

Table 15 

Descriptive Statistics across Administrations of TE Factor 

 

 n Mean SD 

TE1    

1 17 28.82 2.27 

2 21 29.0 3.32 

TE2    

1 17 32.59 4.50 

2  21 29.86 3.50 

TE3    

1 17 35.30 3.77 

2 21 34.90 3.42 

 

 

As stated previously, the mean of the TE2 for Treatment Group 2 was 29.86 (SD 

= 3.50).  Following participation in the FBA instruction, Treatment Group 2’s mean score 

increased to 34.90 (SD = 3.42) (TE3) revealing an increase of perception of teacher self-

efficacy.  Also stated previously, the mean of the TE2 for Treatment Group 1 was 32.59 

(SD = 4.50).  Following their normally scheduled seminars, their mean score increased to 

35.30 (SD = 3.77) (TE3), showing more increase after normally scheduled seminars.    

Table 16 shows results for the tests of within-subjects effects for TE.  The 

analysis revealed a significant interaction between treatment group and time (F (2, 72) = 

3.97, p =.023, ηp
2= .10).  This is the effect of primary interest.  The significant 

group*time effect reflects that each group increased at a different rate than the other with 

both treatment groups only increasing after FBA instruction was administered.  The 
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reported effect size states that approximately 10% of the variance of the interaction and 

its associated error is explained by the interaction. 

There was a significant main effect for time, (F (2, 72) = 65.3, p <.001), ηp
2= .64, 

with both treatment groups showing an increase in TE scores across the three time points. 

The main effect comparing the two groups was not significant (F (1, 36) = 1.05, p =.31) 

(Table 17) suggesting no significant difference in TE scores between the two groups.  

Mean scores of both treatment groups at each administration of the TE factor are 

represented in Figure 17. 

 

Table 16 

Test of Within-Subjects Effects for TE Factor 

 

Huynh-Feldt Type III Sums of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F p ηp
2 

Time 734.76 2 367.38 65.25 .000 .64 
Time*Groups 44.65 2 22.33 3.97 .023 .10 

Error (Time) 405.39 72 5.63    

 

Figure 8. Estimated Means of TE Administration 
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Table 17 

Test of Between-Subjects Effects of TE Factor 

 

Source Type III Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F p ηp

2 

Intercept 113607.35 1 113607.35 4411.40 .000 .99 
Group 27.14 1 27.14 1.05 .311 .03 
Error 927.11 36 25.75    

 

 

Functional Behavior Assessment Factor   

 

Mean scores are reported for both treatment groups in Table 18. 

 

Table 18 

Descriptive Statistics across Administrations of FBA Factor 

 

 n Mean SD 

FBA1    

1 17 8.82 2.74 

2 21 8.86 2.22 

FBA2    

1 17 13.71 1.10 

2 21 9.76 1.48 

FBA3    

1 17 13.65 1.00 

2 21 13.71 0.90 

 

 

The mean of the FBA1 for Treatment Group 1 was 8.82 (SD = 2.74).  Following 

participation in the FBA instruction, Treatment Group 1’s mean score increased to 13.71 

(SD = 1.10) (FBA2) revealing a five point improvement in knowledge of FBA.  The 

mean of the FBA1 for Treatment Group 2 was 8.86 (SD = 2.22).  Their mean score 

increased to 9.76 (SD = 1.48) (FBA2), with regular scheduled sessions, indicating very 

little improvement. 

As stated previously, the mean of the FBA2 for Treatment Group 2 was 9.76 (SD 

= 1.48).  Following participation in the FBA instruction, Treatment Group 2’s mean score 
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increased to 13.71 (SD = 0.90) (FBA3) revealing over a four point increase.  The mean of 

the FBA2 for Treatment Group 1 was 13.71 (SD = 1.10).  Following their normally 

scheduled sessions, their mean score decreased to 13.65 (SD = 1.00) (FBA3), showing 

very little change with time.    

Table 19 shows results for the tests of within-subjects effects for FBA.  The 

analysis revealed a significant interaction between treatment group and time (F (1.63, 

58.57) = 23.04, p < .001, ηp
2= .39).  This is the effect of primary interest.  The significant 

group*time effect reflects that each group increased at a different rate than the other with 

both treatment groups only increasing after FBA instruction was administered.  The 

reported effect size states that approximately 39% of the variance of the interaction and 

its associated error is explained by the interaction. 

There was a significant main effect for time (F (1.63, 58.57) = 102.77, p < .001), 

ηp
2= .74), with both treatment groups showing an increase in FBA scores across the three 

time points. The main effect comparing the two groups was significant (F (1, 36) = 10.51, 

p =.003) (Table 20) suggesting a significant difference in FBA scores between the two 

groups. Mean scores of both treatment groups at each administration of the FBA factor 

are represented in Figure 9. 

 

Table 19 

Tests of Within-Subjects Effects for FBA 

 

Huynh-Feldt Type III Sums of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F p ηp

2 

Time 445.83 1.63 274.03 102.77 .000 .74 

Time*Groups 99.94 1.63 61.43 23.04 .000 .39 
Error (Time) 156.17 58.57 2.67    
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Figure 9. Estimated Means of FBA Administration 

 

Table 20 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of FBA 

 

Source Type III Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F p ηp
2 

Intercept 14698.36 1 14698.36 3340.98 .000 .99 
Group 46.25 1 46.25 10.51 .003 .23 

Error 158.38 36 4.40    

 

Retrospective Results 

The retrospective SE survey was given directly after the FBA instruction to each 

treatment group.  A paired samples, two-tailed t-test was conducted to compare the 

means between each individual factor of the pre-SE and retrospective SE surveys.   

Table 21 examines the mean scores of each factor’s pre and retrospective survey.  

The CM factor showed a difference of almost six points in perceived ability to manage a 

classroom.  Perceived ability to instruct despite external influences differed by only .32 
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points and perceived teacher personal self-efficacy differed by a little less than one point.  

By examining the confidence intervals for the CM factor, it can be said that with 95 

percent certainty, the retro-SE is at least 3.11 points different and at the most 8.73 points 

different than the pre-SE (see Table 22).  By examining the confidence intervals for the 

EXT factor, it can be said that with 95 percent certainty, the retro-SE is at least -3.46 

points different and at the most 2.82 points different than the pre-SE.  By examining the 

confidence intervals for the FBA factor, it can be said that with 95 percent certainty, the 

retro-SE is at least -2.15 points different and at the most .69 points different than the pre-

SE.  Only the CM factor showed significance and concluded that the differences between 

the two tests are not likely due to chance.  The other two factors of EXT and TE showed 

no significant difference between surveys. 

 

Table 21 

Comparison Means and SD Between Pre and Retro SE 

 

Factor Pre-SE Retro-SE 

CM Mean 59.76 53.84 

N 38 38 
SD 6.76 8.87 
EXT Mean 47.50 47.82 

N 38 38 
SD 7.34 9.80 
TE Mean 28.92 29.68 

N 38 38 
SD 2.86 3.85 
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Table 22 

Paired Samples t-Test of Pre and Retro SE Surveys 

 

    95% Conf.   

Factor Mean SD Std Error 

Mean 

Lower Upper t df 

CM 5.92 8.55 1.39 3.11 8.73 4.3 37 
EXT -.31 9.56 1.55 -3.46 2.82 -.20 37 
TE -.76 1.10 4.23 -2.15 .69 .63 37 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

Discussion 

 

 

 The current study measured classroom management, external influences, 

and personal teacher self-efficacy, as well as general knowledge in functional behavior 

assessment (FBA) by asking these research questions: 

1. When additional pre-service training in functional behavior assessment strategies 

is added to the teacher education curriculum senior year, does it increase the 

general education teacher candidate’s perceived self-efficacy in classroom 

behavior management and functional behavior assessment general knowledge? 

2. When no additional pre-service training in functional behavior assessment 

strategies is added to the teacher education curriculum, is there an increase the 

general education teacher candidate’s perceived self-efficacy in classroom 

behavior management and functional behavior assessment general knowledge? 

3. Does perceived self-efficacy in classroom behavior management and functional 

behavior assessment general knowledge remain stable over time? 

4. Will pre-service teachers change their pre-treatment perceived self-efficacy after 

an intervention of functional behavior assessment instruction? 

 

This study was implemented in order to determine whether five 1.5-hour sessions 

in functional behavior assessment (FBA) could significantly increase classroom behavior 

management self-efficacy and general FBA knowledge.  The literature reveals that a 

teacher’s self-efficacy is indicative of a student’s academic and social outcomes in the 

classroom.  In addition, a teacher’s self-efficacy can determine stability of employment 

(teacher burn out rates).  The literature review revealed success in FBA professional 

development as an effective tool for changing teachers’ self-efficacy and confidence in 

classroom behavior management.  After surveying teacher candidates in their third year, 

Main and Hammond (2008) concluded that FBA would be an effective intervention for 

them in order to increase their classroom behavior management self-efficacy.  Emmer 
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and Stough (2001) suggested that ABA strategies, such as FBA be included in teacher 

education programs in order to better manage the classroom.  The present study 

employed modules related to basic FBA strategies such as 

antecedent/behavior/consequence, baseline, and direct/indirect data collection.  The 

modules were modified from an original 9-hour course designed for gifted and talented-

elementary (GT) dual certificate teacher candidates.   

Each session included direct and guided instruction, training participants in the 

task of administering an FBA and deriving effective interventions based on the resulting 

data.  Also included in instruction was how to maintain and reassess the data when 

required.  Using videos and hypothetical students, the researcher modeled all strategies 

taught to the participants as well as having the participants role play implementing an 

FBA.  Each session began with a review of the previous knowledge learned and ended 

with a question and answer session.  Throughout the five sessions, the participants had a 

hypothetical “student” that they used as an example for all strategies learned.  Written 

documentation of the “student” was monitored and feedback was given by the researcher. 

 

Overview of Findings 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the results of the Scale for 

Teacher Efficacy in Classroom Management and Discipline and the FBA Knowledge Test 

through repeated measures pre, mid, and post instruction of FBA. 

 

Question 1: Does FBA Instruction Increase Perceived SE & FBA Knowledge? 

The first question sought to answer whether the training in FBA increased the 

participants’ perceived self-efficacy in the three factors of classroom behavior 



 

65 
 

management, external influences, and personal teacher SE.  It also examined whether the 

training increased general FBA knowledge.   

 

CM factor.  Concerning the classroom behavior management (CM) factor, an 

increase in points would be indicative of an increase in classroom behavior management 

perceived self-efficacy.  Results of the CM factor revealed an increase from the first 

administration of the survey to the post survey following instruction in FBA, specifically 

a 9.54 point increase with Treatment Group 1 and a 12.24 point increase for Treatment 

Group 2.  The effect of primary interest was the interaction between treatment group and 

time.  Results revealed a significant group*time effect, indicating that each group 

increased at a different time than the other, with both treatment groups showing increase 

after FBA instruction was administered.   

Classroom management self-efficacy (CMSE) specifically relates to a teachers’ 

perceived ability in maintaining order in the classroom, as well as being proactive when faced 

with problem behaviors.  Participants answered questions such as “I know what kinds of rewards 

to use to keep students involved” and “I am unsure how to respond to defiant students”.  A multivariate 

meta-analysis of literature revealed the largest effect in the studies to be between classroom 

management self-efficacy and lowered personal accomplishment, suggesting that when teachers 

have a stronger sense of CMSE they will feel more accomplished and therefore more apt to be 

successful in the classroom (Aloe et al., 2013). The results of the current study indicate that the 

FBA knowledge acquired increased the participants’ confidence in classroom behavior 

management, supporting a study by Berry (2010) that revealed a need for specific course 

content and experiences that will increase the teachers’ efficacy and enable them to be 

successful with all students.    
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EXT factor.  Unlike the CM factor, a decrease in points of external influences (EXT) 

would be indicative of the participants’ perceived self-efficacy in their ability despite external 

influences.  Results of the EXT factor revealed a decrease from the first administration of the 

survey to the post survey following instruction in FBA, specifically a 5.35 point decrease with 

Treatment Group 1 and a 7.96 point decrease for Treatment Group 2.  The effect of primary 

interest was the interaction between treatment group and time.  Results revealed a significant 

group*time effect, indicating that each group decreased at a different time than the other, with 

both treatment groups showing a decrease after FBA instruction was administered.  After an 

approximate 7-week period, scores increased providing evidence of a need for sustained support 

in FBA strategies. 

Teacher self-efficacy is a multidimensional construct, with ability to instruct despite 

external influences as part of it (Emmer & Stough, 2001; Giallo, 2003; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 

2010).  The data collected indicate that the instruction in FBA was an effective strategy to 

increase the participants’ confidence in their ability to manage behavior despite the influence of 

parents, socio-economic status, sleep patterns, etc.  Participants’ answers to questions such as 

“If a student doesn't feel like behaving, there's not a lot teachers can do about it” and “The amount that a 

student can learn is primarily related to family background” indicated whether or not the participant felt 

that external factors limited their control to instruct.  A teacher’s belief in their ability to instruct 

students despite economic, social, and emotional influences is imperative for their overall self-

efficacy (Chester & Beaudin, 1996; Lakshmanan, Heath, Perlmutter, & Elder, 2011; Tschannen-

Moran & Hoy, 2001; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010; Soodak & Podell, 1996).  The findings in the 

current study are encouraging in that they show a relationship between FBA instruction and 

ability to take control of a student’s instruction despite external influences.  
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TE factor.  Concerning the personal teacher (TE) factor, an increase in points would be 

indicative of an increase in personal teacher perceived self-efficacy.  Results of the TE factor 

revealed an increase from the first administration of the survey to the post survey following 

instruction in FBA, specifically a 3.77 point increase with Treatment Group 1 and a 5.90 point 

increase for Treatment Group 2.  The effect of primary interest was the interaction between 

treatment group and time.  Results revealed a significant group*time effect, indicating that each 

group increased at a different rate than the other, with both treatment groups showing an 

increase after FBA instruction was administered.   

Teacher self-efficacy (TE) can be defined as the teacher’s personal belief in her ability 

to plan instruction and to achieve instructional objectives (Bandura, 1986).  Questions such as 

“When a student gets a better grade than usual, it is probably because I found better ways of teaching 

that student” were used to determine the participants’ personal teacher self-efficacy.  The results of the 

current study complement previous studies that resulted in an increased teacher self-efficacy through 

additional professional development in positive behavior practices (Gist, Schwoerer, & Rosen, 1989; 

Morin & Battalio, 2004; O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012; Prieto & Meyers, 1989).  The results of this study 

complement previous studies that resulted in an increased teacher self-efficacy through additional 

professional development in positive behavior practices (Gist, Schwoerer, & Rosen, 1989; Morin & 

Battalio, 2004; O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012; Prieto & Meyers, 1989).   

 

FBA factor.  Concerning the functional behavior assessment (FBA) factor, an 

increase in points would be indicative of an increase in FBA general knowledge.  Results 

of the FBA factor revealed an increase from the first administration of the survey to the 

post survey following instruction in FBA, specifically a 4.89 point increase with 

Treatment Group 1 and a 4.85 point increase for Treatment Group 2.  The effect of 

primary interest was the interaction between treatment group and time.  Results revealed 
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a significant group*time effect, indicating that each group increased at a different rate 

than the other, with both treatment groups showing an increase after FBA instruction was 

administered.   

The data that resulted from the FBA factor reveal that the participants were 

engaged and learning throughout their sessions.  The research reveals that FBA 

professional development can be effective in instructing general education teachers (Lane 

et al., 2007; Liaupsin, Umbreit, Ferro, Urso, & Upreti, 2006; Maag & Larson, 2004; 

Scott, Bucalos, & Liaupsin, 2004).  The current fndings further corroborate the findings 

of these previous studies. 

 

Question 2 Does SE & FBA Knowledge Increase with No Training? 

The second question addressed whether participants’ perceived self-efficacy in 

the three factors of classroom behavior management, external influences, and personal 

teacher SE increased when no additional pre-service training in FBA was added to the 

curriculum.  It also examined whether there was an increase in general FBA knowledge 

when no FBA training took place.  In order to answer this question, only Treatment 

Group 2 data was examined as Treatment Group 1 received the first instruction. 

 

CM factor.  As stated before, concerning the classroom behavior management 

(CM) factor, an increase in points would be indicative of an increase in classroom 

behavior management perceived self-efficacy.  Results of the CM factor for Treatment 

Group 2 after receiving no additional instruction in FBA revealed a slight increase from 

the first administration of the survey to the post survey following normally scheduled 

instruction, specifically a 2.76 point increase.   
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EXT factor.  Also stated before, a decrease in points of external influences (EXT) 

would be indicative of the participants’ perceived self-efficacy in their ability despite 

external influences.  Results of the EXT factor for Treatment Group 2 after receiving no 

additional instruction in FBA revealed a slight increase from the first administration of 

the survey to the post survey following normally scheduled instruction, specifically a .38 

point increase.  Indicating that after no FBA instruction, the participants had lower 

perceived self-efficacy in their ability despite external influences. 

 

TE factor.  Again, concerning the TE factor, an increase in points would be 

indicative of an increase in personal teacher perceived self-efficacy.  Results of the TE 

factor for Treatment Group 2 after receiving no additional instruction in FBA revealed 

almost no increase from the first administration of the survey to the post survey following 

normally scheduled instruction, specifically a .86 point increase.   

 

FBA factor.  Finally, knowledge in FBA is indicative by an increase in points.  

Results of the FBA factor for Treatment Group 2 after receiving no additional instruction 

in FBA again revealed almost no increase from the first administration of the survey to 

the post survey following normally scheduled instruction, specifically a .90 point 

increase.     

In a study that looked at behavior intervention plans (BIP) that had been 

implemented in the public school systems, Van Acker et al.’s (2006) teachers reported 

that they had little to no training in FBA and as a result, BIPs were “poorly designed and 

ineffective” (p. 51).  Lack of effective training in FBAs can severely hinder the education 

of those children that require behavior plans in order to have a successful academic 
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career.  The results from Treatment Group 2 after no additional training clearly show a 

need for specific instruction in FBA in order to deter these negative findings such as 

those in Van Acker et al.’s study . 

 

Question 3 Do Increased Results Remain Stable? 

The third question examined whether the increased perceived self-efficacy and 

FBA knowledge remained stable over time.  In order to determine this, only Treatment 

Group 1’s third administration of the assessments was analyzed because there was 

approximately a 7-week time period from this groups’ FBA instruction and the third 

administration of the tests.  Over this time, Group 1 participants attended regularly 

scheduled seminars while Treatment Group 2 received FBA instruction. 

 

SE factors.  The CM and TE scores improved another 2.94 and 2.71 points, 

suggesting that not only were no gains lost, but there was a further increase in perceived 

self-efficacy.  This increase took place over the approximate 7-week normally scheduled 

seminars that the teacher candidates took part in.  The researcher proposes that the 

increase was due to the participants’ continued internship in the classroom, allowing 

them to hypothetically think about target behaviors as instructed in the training and 

therefore maintaining an increase in overall personal teacher self-efficacy.   A study by 

Brouwers and Tomic (2000) suggested that self-efficacy in classroom behavior 

management can only be considered as tentative and is likely to change over time.  The 

results of the current study support this statement, showing fluctuation in the teacher 

candidates’ scores over time, with an increase in both CM and TE scores over time. 
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Unfortunately, the EXT factor increased 4.24 points, suggesting that the 

participants’ confidence in being able to control for external influences decreased.  The 

results suggest a need for research investigating what strategies or instruction can 

maintain or increase a teacher candidates’ self-efficacy in external influences.  

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) also suggest that this is an important factor to consider 

in teacher self-efficacy, reporting that teachers often believe that external influences such 

as conflict, substance abuse, violence, and other factors that happen in the home or 

community have a “very real impact on a student’s motivation and performance in 

school” (p. 785). 

 

FBA factor.  Treatment Group 1’s FBA scores remained stable from the second 

administration to the third with only a .06 decrease in points. These results are supported 

by the study that Van Acker et al. (2006) conducted study over a three year period.  They 

reported on both schools that participated and did not participate in FBA training.  The 

study reported that those schools that had taken part in FBA instruction continued to have 

effective behavior plans well after training versus the schools that did not participate 

having subpar and inadequate behavior plans. 

 

Question 4 Was Perceived SE Accurate Pre-Intervention? 

The last question referred to whether or not the participants’ original perceived 

self-efficacy was accurate despite their limited knowledge in classroom behavior 

management.  The only significant difference was apparent in the classroom behavior 

management factor.  This could be due to the intervention instruction being specific to 

classroom behavior management strategies, indicating that the participants thought they 
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knew what the concepts the CM questions were referring to, but in reality, they did not 

know them until after instruction in FBA that clarified the classroom management 

concepts. Both the external influences and personal teacher self-efficacy showed no 

significant differences.  The researcher believes this was in part due to the participants’ 

confusion as to what a retrospective survey was.  Many of the participants asked for 

clarification more than once on the instructions.  Most research involving retrospective 

surveys suggest using it in place of a pre-test (Hill, 2005; Lamb, 2005; Miller & 

Henshaw, 2012, Sullivan & Haley, 2009).  The current study involved it in addition to the 

pre-test, perhaps creating confusion for the participants.  

 

FBA General Knowledge Test 

While not the initial focus of the study, an FBA general knowledge test was 

created in order to support the validity of the hypothesized outcomes of the self-efficacy 

scales as an effect of the instruction and not another variable.  A search to find an FBA 

content assessment proved unfruitful.  While some tests were found, the psychometric 

properties were either extremely limited or non-existent.  One test was found that 

provided a foundation for the FBA Knowledge Test (Tobin & Crone, 2003). It consisted 

of three multiple choice questions and 12 short answer questions.  A reliability study was 

conducted according to the authors, but it was never published and proved to be too 

difficult to recover a copy.  Using this test as a model, a 25-item test was created using a 

table of specifications aligned to the curriculum of the FBA instruction.  After an item 

analysis, the test was reduced to 15 items.  The use of the FBA General Knowledge Test 

(Trepinski, 2014) in the current study will be used as a pilot study for future research 
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Practical Significance 

Research, specifically social sciences, is turning to the more important implication 

of practical significance (Kirk, 2010; Thompson, 2011).  In an article about good 

statistical practices, Kirk (2010) states, “I believe that science is best served when 

researchers focus on the size of effects and their practical significance” (p. 214).  In the 

current study, effect sizes were calculated specifically to address the practical 

significance of the intervention.  While the significance of effect size is often open to 

interpretation, it has been suggested that for partial eta squared .01 is a small effect, .06 

medium, and .14 large (Gray & Kinnear, 2012).  Based on this recommended criteria, all 

four interaction factors were significant (CM ηp
2= .17, EXT ηp

2= .28, TE ηp
2= .10, & 

FBA ηp
2= .39).  Considering the size of the sample (N=38) and the limited exposure to 

FBA (7.5 hours), the effects of the instruction and time were promising.  Table 23 clearly 

indicates an overall increase in self-efficacy and FBA knowledge following intervention. 

If five 1.5 hour sessions in FBA instruction can result in the above effect sizes, the 

researcher hypothesizes that a full semester course in FBA may further support the 

current study’s findings. 

 

Table 23 

Overall Scores in SE & FBA 

 

 CM 

(+ desired) 

EXT 

(- desired) 

TE 

(+ desired) 

FBA 

(+ desired) 

Treatment 

Group 1 

+9.54 -5.35 +3.77 +4.89 

Treatment 

Group 2 

+12.24 -7.96 +5.90 +4.85 

Note. Results reflect mean score averages. 
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Implications 

 

Currently, general education teacher candidates at the university in this study 

receive no classes specifically geared towards classroom behavior management or 

exceptionalities.  This startling fact is present in many universities nationwide (Aloe, 

Amo, Shanahan, 2014; Baker, 2005).  Given the increase in all-inclusive classrooms in 

the nation’s public schools, this lack of instruction for students that are atypical or display 

behavior problems is concerning.  Classroom behavior management consistently emerges 

as a concern of both preservice and veteran teachers (Bromfield, 2006; Clunie-Ross et al., 

2008; Evertson & Weinstein, 2006; Forlin, 2001; Giallo & Little, 2003; Melnick & 

Meister, 2008; O’Neill & Stephensen, 2012).  As stated before, self-efficacy is a multi-

dimensional construct.  It is important for teachers to feel confident in multiple areas in 

order to maintain a successful classroom and produce effective instruction.  FBA is a 

strategy that has a large number of research studies supporting its use with all students. 

Determining the function of a behavior can include students of all kinds--general 

education students, those with exceptionalities, and those from diverse social economic, 

cultural, and racial backgrounds--allowing a teacher to feel confident and in control in the 

classroom. 

Research concerning the need for pre-service classroom behavior management 

instruction often suggests FBA as an option for training (Main & Hammond, 2008; 

O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012; Scott et al., 2004; Umbreit, Ferro, & Liaupsin, 2007).  FBA 

has already been categorized as an education-based practice with empirical research to 

support its effectiveness (Fairbanks et al., 2007; Gable et al., 2012; Machalicek et al., 

2007; Odom et al., 2010; Sugai & Horner, 2002).  The research supporting FBA as a 
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practice and as an effective preservice professional development should be considered 

when educators select behavior management programs. 

The implications of this study involving general education teacher preparation 

programs are unlimited.  The federal requirements of IDEA and criteria mandating 

functional behavior assessments for targeted students support the need for detailed 

preservice instruction to all teacher candidates, not just those seeking teacher certification 

in special education.  The results in this study implicate that institutions of higher 

learning should consider adding a course in classroom behavior management to include 

both general FBA instruction..  The literature consistently shows a link between teacher 

self-efficacy and student outcomes.  Teachers without confidence in their ability to 

manage a classroom and more specifically the behavior within that classroom are more 

likely to either burn out early or disperse ineffective instruction (Aloe, Amo, Shanahan, 

2014; Betoret, 2009; Brouwers & Tomic, 2000). 

 

Limitations of the Study 

A major limitation of this study was the inability to take observational data of the 

participants applying the FBA strategies to their classrooms.  As interns, the participants 

dealt daily with possible problem behaviors that could have been targeted, assessed and 

had an intervention created for them based on that data.  While the participants had an 

increase in self-efficacy and FBA content knowledge, the findings did not determine how 

well and accurately they could implement FBA strategies in the classroom.  At the 

request of the intern supervisors, the participants were not required to apply the practices 

learned.  Research is clear on the stronger effectiveness of teacher professional 

development that can be applied while in process (Allday et al., 2013; Baber et al., 2008; 
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Brown et al., 2008; Giallo & Little, 2003; Hardman, 2008).  Observational data of 

participants practicing FBA strategies may have more strongly validated the need for this 

instruction and the stability of its effect. 

Another limitation of this study was the time modifications made to the 

intervention.  In order to obtain the teacher candidates, 1.5 hours had to be taken off of 

the original nine hour administration of the curriculum.  Per the demanding schedule of a 

senior year intern, there were only five 1.5 hour sessions available per treatment group.  

As a consequence, there was more direct instruction and less group discussions.  More 

group discussions could have facilitated more knowledge through questions and 

comments from the participants. 

Due to unforeseen complications, the two treatment groups were not equivalent in 

their sample size.  This could have contributed to the results in the study and warrants 

further research in future studies.  Also, there was only one male to 37 females.  While 

this is normal in a teacher education program, it limits the generalizability of the results.  

In addition, there were only six secondary teacher candidates versus 32 elementary.  This 

was unavoidable as the secondary intern supervisors offered the training as voluntary, 

whereas the elementary candidates were required to attend (but not required to participate 

in the study); again, possibly skewing the results and making the results less 

generalizable. 

Finally, the small sample from one private university may not permit 

generalization.  Replication of this study would be beneficial in a larger, public university 

with a greater diversity of demographics. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 

The possibilities for future research are great.  As noted in the limitations, a study 

measuring the treatment fidelity of preservice teachers implementing FBA procedures 

would further validate the need for a course in teacher preparation programs.  A focus 

group to include selected participants from both samples would only strengthen the 

argument for FBA training in preservice curriculum programs as well as give room for 

suggestions from the participants.  Both these additions to the study would guarantee a 

more polished and efficient professional development. 

Future research would be beneficial to include veteran teachers as well.  As 

shown in the literature, classroom behavior management and inclusion are not only 

concerns of the novice teacher.  In a report including general education teachers, 35%  

agreed that disruptive student behavior hinders the potential of a classroom (Dinkers, 

Kemp, & Baum, 2009).  Implementing the FBA modules used in this study as some form 

of professional development could lead to a possible, nationally required instruction in 

FBA.  As stated before, the federal government requires an FBA be performed when 

students match specific criteria.  The literature shows that despite this mandate, FBAs are 

not always being administered as required in the public school systems (Blood & Neel, 

2007; Van Acker et al., 2005).  Training in FBA procedures for general education 

teachers are feasible and have been shown possible through research. One successful 

study was conducted including training in FBA with general education teachers (Lane et 

al., 2007).  It was concluded that with this training and application of it in a natural 

setting, teachers were able to develop and implement an effective behavior intervention 

plan. 
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Finally, future research should focus on the self-efficacy of both preservice and 

veteran teachers and its effect on instruction, more specifically their self-efficacy in 

classroom behavior management.  While there are several factors that can impact a 

teachers perceived self-efficacy, the deficiency in strategies to deal with classroom 

behavior management is a reoccurring theme in most studies on teachers feelings of 

preparedness (Atici, 2007; Berry, 2010; Cooper & He, 2011; de Boer et al., 2011; Dunst 

& Bruder, 2013; Garriot et al., 2003; Ingvarson et al., 2005; Loreman et al., 2013; Romi 

& Leyser, 2006).  An important consideration of the current study is that the intervention 

instruction was a classroom behavior management strategy and its administration 

influenced an increase in all factors of the self-efficacy survey.  Both personal teacher SE 

and external influences SE were improved through a rise in classroom behavior 

management SE.  Future research should examine the correlation of these three factors. 

 

Conclusions 

The literature suggests a need for professional development in classroom behavior 

management.  It also indicates the need for an increased teacher self-efficacy in order to 

maintain an effective classroom.  This study examined the possibility of general FBA 

instruction increasing a teacher’s self-efficacy and therefore creating a more successful 

future for both the teacher and their students.  Overall, the findings were positive and 

confirmed the research stating that specific professional development and/or courses in 

classroom behavior management are essential to success in the classroom.  The results in 

this study, while small in scale, lay a foundation for further research with other 

institutions of higher education, as well as within the public school systems.  FBA 

specifically, should be considered as an evidence-based practice to be incorporated in 
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teacher preparation programs nationwide.  It is concerning that it has been over 10 years 

since FBAs were federally mandated and there is still very little instruction concerning 

them in teacher preparation programs.  Also concerning is the sheer magnitude of 

research stating that teachers feel inadequate in both classroom management and dealing 

with students with disabilities or behavior problems.   

Our nation is moving towards all public schools practicing inclusive classroom 

settings, yet research shows that the teachers are not prepared for it.  While inclusive 

settings can be a positive change in education, it is counteractive when the teachers are 

not trained in preparation.  The literature revealed the lack of confidence in instructing 

any students that have special needs or that are atypical.  FBA is an effective strategy for 

all students.  It is important to train teachers to look at the function of a behavior or the 

“why” of a behavior to in turn create a more accurate and effective intervention.   
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APPENDIX A 

 

Scale for Teacher Efficacy in Classroom Management and Discipline 

 

 

Please indicate the degree to which you disagree or agree with each item by circling the 

appropriate numeral to the right of each statement.  Please use the following scale: 

 

      1 = Strongly disagree     2 = Moderately disagree      3 = Slightly disagree 

 

            4 = Slightly agree           5 = Moderately agree          6 = Strongly agree 

 

 

DISAGREE                               AGREE 

                                                        STRONG     MOD     SLIGHT    SLIGHT    MOD STRONG 

 

1.  When a student does better than usual, 

 many times it is because I exerted a  

 little extra effort. 1 2 3 4 5 6  

 

2. If a student in my class becomes disruptive and 

 noisy, I feel assured that I know some tech- 

 niques to redirect him quickly 1 2 3 4 5 6  

 

3. The hours in my class have little influence 

 on students compared to the influence of  

 their home environment. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

4. I find it easy to make my expectations 

 clear to students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

5. I know what routines are needed to keep   

 activities running efficiently. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

6.  There are some students who won't   

 behave, no matter what I do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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7. I can communicate to students that I am  

 serious about getting appropriate behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

8. If one of my students couldn't do an assignment 

 I would be able to accurately assess whether 

 it was at the correct level of difficulty. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

9. I know what kinds of rewards to use to keep 

 students involved. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

10.  If students aren't disciplined at home, then 

  they aren't likely to accept it at school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

11.  There are very few students that I don't  

   know how to handle. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

                                                                                                                                                                                             

12.  If a student doesn't feel like behaving, there's 

 not a lot teachers can do about it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

13. When a student is having trouble with an 

 assignment, I am usually able to adjust 

 it to his/her level. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

14. Student misbehavior that persists over a   

 long time is partly a result of what the  

 teacher does or doesn't do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

15. Student behavior in classrooms is more  

 influenced by peers than by the teacher. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

16. When a student gets a better grade than  

 usual, it is probably because I found 

 better ways of teaching that student. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

17.  I don't always know how to keep track  

 of several activities at once. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

18.  When I really try, I can get through to  

 most difficult students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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19.  I am unsure how to respond to 

 defiant students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

20.  A teacher is very limited in what can be  

 achieved because a student's home environ- 

 ment is a large influence on achievement. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

21.  I find some students to be impossible to  

 discipline effectively. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

22.  When the grades of my students improve  

 it is usually because I found more effective 

 teaching approaches. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

23.  Sometimes I am not sure what rules are   

 appropriate for my students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

  

24.  If a student masters a new concept quickly 

 this might be because I knew the necessary 

 steps in teaching the concept. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

25.  The amount that a student can learn is  

 primarily related to family background. 1 2 3 4 5 6                                                                                     

 

26.  I can keep a few problem students from   

 ruining an entire class. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

27.  If parents would do more with their child-  

 ren at home, I could do more with them   1 2 3 4 5 6 

 in the classroom. 

 

28.  If students stop working in class, I can  

 usually find a way to get them back on track. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

29.  If a student did not remember information I  

 gave in a previous lesson, I would know how to  

 increase his/her retention in the next lesson. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

30.  Home and peer influences are mainly respon-  

 sible for student behavior in school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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31.  Teachers have little effect on stopping mis-  

 behavior when parents don't cooperate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

32.  The influences of a student's home exper- 

 iences can be overcome by good teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

33.  Even a teacher with good teaching abilities 

 may not reach many students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

34.  Compared to other influences on student 

 behavior, teachers' effects are very small. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

35.  I am confident of my ability to begin the year   

 so that students will learn to behave well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

36.  I have very effective classroom management  

 skills. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

 

 

Assign scores of 1 to 6 to each item, reversing items 17, 19, 23, 33.  

 

The Classroom Management and Discipline Efficacy Scale consists of the sum of the scores 

on items 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, 11, 17, 18, 19, 23, 26, 28, 35, 36.   

 

The second scale (“External Influences”) consists of the sum of items 3, 6, 10, 12, 15, 20, 21, 

25, 27, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34. 

 

The third scale (“Personal Teaching Efficacy”) consists of the sum of items 1, 8, 13, 16, 22, 

24, and 29.   
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APPENDIX B 

 

FBA GENERAL KNOWLEDGE TEST 

 

Functional Assessment and Behavior Support Plans 

 

Instructions:  Answer the following questions the best you can.  It is expected that you 

may NOT know answers to some of the questions. Don’t dwell on questions you can’t 

answer!   

 

1. An example of reinforcement would be: 

• Student is praised by the teacher after giving a correct answer. 

• Student is sent to the office for talking out in class and talks less frequently. 

• Student is sent to the office for talking out in class and the student talks out 

more often. 

• Student is given 5 minutes of extra recess time. 

 

2. What is the first step in a functional behavior assessment? 

• Develop a hypothesis, 

• Collect information on possible function of target behavior, 

• Identify target behavior, 

• Develop an intervention plan 

 

3. The A in ABC stands for what? 

• Attitude 

• Aptitude 

• Antecedent 

• Alternate 

 

4. When defining a target behavior, what are the three criteria? 

• Definable, Confirmable, & Rational 

• Observable, Measurable, & Positive Terms 

• Official, Maintainable, & Positive Consequences 

• Realistic, Measurable, & Effective 

 

5. What is an example of indirect observation? 

• ABC 

• Frequency recording 

• Parent interview 

• Baseline data 
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6. What is one of the purposes for functional behavior assessments? 

• To identify appropriate interventions 

• To be able to refer a student to special education 

• To identify a disability 

• To assess a student’s academic capability 

 

7. What is duration recording? 

• The period of time the target behavior occurs 

• The number of times that the target behavior occurs 

• The period of time between behavior and consequence 

• The amount of time it takes to conduct an FBA 

 

8. What is one of the patterns to look for when analyzing data? 

• Who is involved when the behavior occurs? 

• What is happening at home? 

• Did this happen previously at another school? 

• Why is the student doing what he or she is doing? 

 

9. What is one thing to consider when deciding on an intervention? 

• What effect the target behavior has on the students’ grades 

• What interventions have worked in the past with other students 

• What interventions have worked with other target behaviors 

• What antecedent is influencing the behavior and how it should be changed 

 

10. What is frequency recording? 

• The period of time between antecedent and behavior 

• How often an FBA is done 

• The period of time the target behavior occurs 

• The number of times that the target behavior occurs 

 

11. What purpose does taking baseline data serve? 

• To have data collected before the intervention in order to compare it to the 

data taken during the intervention 

• To identify a target behavior for the functional behavior assessment 

• To find out more information about why a student behaves a certain way 

• To have data collected on one student that can be compared to data collected 

on another student  

 

12. What is a good question to ask when determining the function of a behavior? 

• How is the child feeling? 

• Is the child capable of changing this behavior? 

• Does the child know what the expected behavior is? 

• When other children display target behavior, what is their function 
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13. After analyzing the data below, what could the teacher assume is the function of 

Jamie’s target behavior? 

• Releasing aggression 

• Accessing a preferred task 

• Receiving social attention 

• Avoiding language arts 

 

Day Antecedent Behavior Consequence 

10/14 The teacher asks the class 

to take out their journals 

and respond to the prompt 

on the board. 

Jamie starts teasing 

another girl sitting 

next to him. 

The teacher sends 

Jamie to a time out. 

10/17 The teacher asks Jamie to 

complete his rough draft 

for English. 

Jamie yells at a student 

for taking his pencil. 

The teacher sends 

Jamie to the supply 

closet to get another 

pencil. 

10/21 Jamie’s science 

assignment asks to him to 

complete a short answer 

assignment. 

Jamie refuses to do his 

work, interrupting 

others in the process. 

The teacher sends 

Jamie is sent to the 

office. 

10/25 During a group 

assignment, the teacher 

asks Jamie to be the 

recorder for a lab project. 

Jamie calls another 

student an 

inappropriate name. 

The teacher removes 

Jamie from the group 

and sends him to his 

desk to work on his 

own. 

10/27 The teacher asks class to 

take out their journals and 

respond to the prompt on 

the board. 

Jamie starts kicking 

the chair in front of 

him. 

The teacher tells Jamie 

to put his journal away 

and go read in the class 

library. 

 

Please read the vignettes below and choose the best answer: 

 

14. During story time when the teacher asks students questions, Lisa blurts out 

responses or begins crying if she is not called on. When this happens the teacher 

moves in closely and talks privately with Lisa in an effort to calm her.  The rest of 

the children watch the teacher with Lisa.  After the teacher talks to Lisa, she is 

quiet for a short time and then she blurts out answers again.  With the limited 

information you have, please choose which of the following best describes the 

most likely function of Lisa’s behavior. 

 

• Showing knowledge about the story 

• Accessing a preferred task 

• Receiving social attention 

• Releasing frustration 
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15. Nathan is a first grader. He has been classified as special education because he 

has a language disorder. He can remember anything that you tell him. He 

remembers jingles, knows the fifty states in the United States, has an amazing 

memory for puzzles, and also knows the names of a variety of airplanes. 

However, he does not comprehend what people say orally. He is in the normal 

first grade classroom and is reading and doing the tasks that the teacher wants him 

to do except in math. At that time, he throws himself on the floor and has a 

tantrum. The teacher has handled it by letting Nathan work puzzles or play with 

his airplanes so that he doesn’t disrupt the rest of the classroom, but now she 

notices that he is throwing more tantrums, even in other subject areas. What is 

most likely the function of Nathan’s tantrum? 

• Accessing a preferred  

• Releasing aggression 

• Receiving social attention 

• Noncompliance 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Informed Consent to Participate in a Research Study 

 

 

To Participant,  

 

This form asks for your consent to participate in an educational research study. This 

study will evaluate the pre-service teacher’s perceived self-efficacy of classroom 

behavior management before and after professional development instruction in functional 

behavior assessments. During the research, student participants will complete one 

demographics questionnaire and 3 administrations of a self-efficacy survey to be 

completed over a 6 week time period. Selected participants will attend five 1.5 hour 

professional development training sessions to be provided directly following required 

Friday seminars. Selected participants will be observed in the classroom two times and/or 

be a part of a focus group.  Participation in this study will not impact a student’s ability to 

complete required coursework.  

 

Data will collected by Tonya M. Trepinski and two volunteers.  All are Doctoral students 

at Baylor University. There are no known physical, psychological, and/or sociological 

involved. All data collected will be completely anonymous to insure the privacy of the 

participants. All data will be disposed of upon completion of the study. The demographic 

information of participants will remain confidential when cited in the study. Benefits to 

your participation may include increased knowledge regarding best teaching practices 

involving students with autism spectrum disorders.  

 

Your signature below constitutes your consent and willingness to participate in this study. 

There is no penalty for non-participation and your participation may be withdrawn from 

the study at any time also without penalty or loss of benefits. If you choose to participate 

in the educational research study, please return this signed consent form. If you have any 

questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Tonya M. Trepinski by office phone at 

254-710-4680 or by email at tonya_trepinski@baylor.edu. You may also contact Terrill 

Saxon at 254-710-6101 at Baylor University. Inquiries regarding the nature of the 

researcher, your rights as a subject or any other aspect of your participation can be 

directed to Baylor’s University Committee for Protection of Human Subjects Research  

through the chairman Dr. David W. Schlueter, Chair IRB, Baylor University, One Bear 

Place #97320, Waco, TX 76798-7320 or by phone at 254-710-4483.  

I have read and understand this form and am aware of my rights as a participant. I have 

agreed to participate in the study based on the information provided. A copy of the signed 

form will be provided to me.  

 

Participant Signature  

Name of Participant
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APPENDIX D 

 

Demographic Survey 

 

 

ID: _________________________  

  

Age:________________________ Gender:______________________  

  

Major:_______________________ Classification:_________________  

  

Students and/or individuals with disabilities to be defined as…. 

Students and/or individuals with behavior problems to be defined as…. 

To what extent have you had the opportunity to work with students with disabilities?  

None Minimal Often Extensive  

To what extent have you had the opportunity to work with students with behavioral 

problems?  

None Minimal Often Extensive  

To what extent have you had exposure, but not directly involved with individuals with 

disabilities?  

None Minimal Often Extensive 

To what extent have you had exposure, but not directly involved with individuals with 

behavioral problems?  

None Minimal Often Extensive 
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