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Abstract
“Functions of behavior" refers to the purpose that explain reasons behind the

occurance of problem behavior. Therefore, FBA refers to behavioral assessment by analizing and
identifing environmental factors that maintain problem behaviors. Information retrieved from FBA
is used to design a behavioral intervention plan with strategies to prevent problem behaviors and
to teach and enhance desired behaviors. Then, a “Function-based Intervention (FBI)" is designed
and adjusted based on behavioral functions by the decisions of the stakeholders. This research is
an in-depth investigation of how to bring FBA and Bl into inclusive school practices. The study
purposes are 1) to design acadmic and behavior interventions based on the FBA and FBI and
analyze its practicality in a Thai inclusive school. 2) to analyze and evaluate the effects of the
FBABI on students’ classroom behaviors, 3) to analyze and evaluate the maintenance of the
behavior changes as a result of using the intervention, and 4) to study the stakeholder teams’
acceptability of the intervention. This research employed a combined single-subject design to
study the classroom behaviors of three senior primary graders at-risk for academic and behavior
problems in one of the model inclusive schools in Bangkok, Thailand. The observation data were
gathered through observations and were analyzed using visual analysis from the plotted graph,
mean, and range. The data for acceptability questionnaire were analyzed with the use of mean
and standard deviation. The content analysis was used for the follow-up interview with the team

embers.The results present these following findings: 1) The intervention comprises 2 important
procedures: FBA and FB. The research found that decision makings to adjust the behavioral
strategies was challenging for the Thai teachers. It was found that Thai teachers had limitation to
implement the procedures by themselves without adequate skills in behavioral management or
without assistant of outside experts, 2) The intervention have a potential to reduce problem
behaviors and increase desired behaviors for all paRticipants. The intervention effect on the
behaviors maintained by adult attentions is the most obvious, 3) The behavior changes, both
problem behaviors and desired behaviors, are somewhat promising, and 4) The team members
accepted the intervention goals, procedures, and effects at a high level especially the
acceptability towards the intervention for the student whose behaviors were maintained by
attention.
Key Words: Inclusive Education, Positive Behavior Support(s), Functional Behavior(al)
Assessment, Functional Behavior(al) Assessment-hased Intervention, At-Risk Students
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L (level)

Phase A Phase B

2. (trend)

Phase A Phase B
3. (variability) (range)
4, Phase A Phase B(immediacy of the effect)

3 Phase A 3 Phase B
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D Phase A Phase B (overlap)
Phase A Phase B

6. (consistency)

3
3 (Kratochwill et al, 2013; Kennedy, 2005; Horner et
al, 2005)
combined design (Kennedy, 2005)
A-B-A-B (reversal design)
(withdrawal design)
1 A-B-A-B design single-subject design
A (B)
A ( 2.5)
“unlearn” A-B-A-B design
multiple baseline design (Kennedy, 2005)
Baseline Intervention Baseline Intervention
(A, Phase) (B 1Phase) A (Bj
A
Davs Week M 0LLth "Sessions
2.5 single-subject design A-B-A-B design (Kratochwill et al.,

2013)
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2. multiple baseline design A-B-A-B design
1

2.6

Participant |

Participant 2

Dependent Variable

Participant 3

Participant 4

Days"WeckaMonths'Sessions

2.6 single-subject design multiple baseline design
(Kratochwill et al., 2013)

3. combined design Kennedy (2005) single-subject design
combined design

2 single-subject

(comprehensive intervention)
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2.1 combined design

Bavekae Function-Ba-ed Inteiveation

' Lo oAn AAA 1 Kenso

o
=
>
>
|
»>

: :

. come to clazs late
L forget homework.
no parucipaton in
1eading pioup

of Interyals with Problem Behay sors

Percentage
=)

latervennoz . Bazeline Interveaton
!

A A

1 3 5 7 9 11131517 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35 37 39

2.7 single-subject design combined design
(Apichatabutra, 2009)



(Applied Behavior Analysis)
(Positive Behavior Support)

( 28)

e ™\
WWIARNTIATITINGANSSUUSEENA
(Applied Behavior Analysis; Baer, Wolf, & Risley, 1968)
2
y
i =)
HURANISAUASUNOANTTULTIUIN
(Positive Behavior Support; Sailor, Dunlap, Sugai, & Horner, 2009)
& 7,
/ = -~
ANIYIGLURADN NI ULASWOANTIU
- nszmumwi:Lﬁuﬁqfi'&'u'uamqﬁnssmﬁa?msw/'v{]fymuaw'?aauuﬁﬁwnﬁLﬁquﬁnsw (FBA Process)
- nssvnnstswdslnudeilvituiedmusnagysnistswdelasnsiedulovesiiudiiuadas (FBI Process)
\—
1 | 3
' ” /
WOANTIU L UTULSBU AUAINUYBINSIUAYULUAS ANSEaNsSUvRsRduienYee
v
R - vanuthvuny

- PAUSUNTEUIUNTG

-

\-
\—[ waAnssuidulyvnanas ]
- gousuwa

a o e «a &
wqﬂnssuww@ﬂi:ﬁ"ﬁlwuﬂu ]
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11

2005)
2)
3)

(comprehensive intervention)

3 (Kennedy, 2005)

single-subject design

single-subject design

1)

combined design

combined design (Kennedy,

combined design
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single-subject design
combined design

1.2
3
1 (Baseline Phase)
3
3
1 15
15-18 4
2 (Intervention Phase)
4-
12 4
FBA
(Behavior statement)
1 1 2
2 2-3
3
(Maintenance Phase) 1
3 1)



2555 5 445

2

1
300

3
1
50
2.
28

3

Apichatabutra (2009)

1-3

16
. 2901

(IEP)

20

()
61
29
:
| B 05
8
C 7 )
2
4
4 2

(teacher’s nomination form)
)

2)

80
31
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2
4
4, 2
4
(Preliminary Interview) Dunlap et al. (1993)
5.
4 .. 2551 1
(local curriculum materials) (Burke,
Hagan-Burke & Sugai, 2003; Howell & Nolet, 2000) Modify Ayres
Scale for Handwriting Speed ( , 2553)
4
4 4
6 4
4 1 1
3
3
1 ( ) 10
1 1
1



0

4 ( 0,M =
89) 18 (V=28, M = 85)
10 1(
, 2553)
1 ( ) 12
Ritalin
1
'3
2
: 4 ( : 0,M = 89)
23(V=28,m =85
, 10 1(
, 2553)
3 ( ) 12
1 1
( ) 5
Concerta '
1
3



- 2553)

, 50

60

4

117 (V= 28, M = 89)

73(N=28 M=85) |

3

n



3.1

10

EP

EP

! =0(N= = 18
28.M = 89) (N =28, M = 85)
1
10
=0(N= =23
28, M = 89) (N =28, M = 85)
1
10



= 17 =73
(N =28 M = 89) (N =28, M = 85)
3
60
50

IEP



14

3.1.2

recording) 10
)

(1) 2)
)1 )
) 1 2
) 1 )

(Teacher’s Nomination Form)

15

(Preliminary Interview Form)

M

(PaRtlal interval



15

3.2

321 (Teacher’s
Nomination Form)

(Apichatabutra, 2009)

22) 1)



16

3.2.2

20

323

Speed

1-6

(Preliminary Interview Form)

Dunlap et al. (1993)

(oral reading fluency)
(curriculum-based measurement) (Deno, 2002)

. .2551

/
(incorrect)

(omission)
(hesitation)

31

(word order)

4

Modify Ayres Scale for Flandwriting
(2553)



3.3

15

3.2

33.1

10

1-6
(2553)
(M) SD
24.2 + 16.9
62.2 t 322
106.7 + 56.3
116.0 t 725
134.6 + 511
187.7 + 65.7
10 (+)
0) )
8

. 2553) !

, 2553; Apichatabutra, 2009; Kennedy, 2005)
1

10

m

10



8

3)
1) 2 3)
@) )
(6) |
, (Problem Behavior : PB) (Desired
Behavior : DB) 120 10 (7)
PB  DB(8) ' 9)
(10) ()
DB PB 10
5 4
4) !
10 !
(interobservation
agreement I0A) (Kennedy, 2005) (interobserver
reliability — 1OR) ( , 2553) 9
9) 2 )
36 2( ) 42
3( ) 42
, 3 120
14 85%
100% IOA (Horner et al., 2005; Kennedy, 2005)

I0A



19

3.3
(1) 3 87.77-98.88 85.55-98.00 1 90.00 94.44
) 6 85.00-100.00 88.33-100.00 1 100.00 100
() 2 97.77-100.00 96.66-100.00 1 100.00 97.17

il 85.00-100.00 85.55-100.00 3 90.00-100.00 94.00-100.00
3.3.2
)
(Social Validity)
(Cox et al,

2011; Finn et al., 2001; Foster & Mash, 1999; Gann et al.,, 2013; Flurley et al, 2010;
Kazdin, 2005; Kennedy, 2005; Well & Sheehey, 2013)
The Treatment Acceptability Rating Form Revised (TARF-R; Reimers, Wacker, &
Cooper, 1991) 20 Likert-type 7
0.92
)
26 3 (1)
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2.1) (Item Objective
Congruence: 10C) 3 +1
0
-1
5 1) ,
@)
10
10C 0.90 - 1.00 0.50 ( , 2552)
2.2)
2.3)
(Coefficient) (Cronbach)
=0.949 1=10.825 2 =0.892
3=10.906
3.4
Cronbach’s
Alpha
L L b 0.825
2 (1)
3
4
5
6.
2 L 10 0.892
2 ( 716)
4,



10.

10.

20
1-5

20

52

6-10

(

10

26

17-26)

8l

Cronbach’s
Alpha

0.906

0.949
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20

33
6-10

interval record)

20

single-subject design

single-subject design

(visual analysis)

(level)

(trend)
(variability)

(slope)

1-5

55

(paRtlal

(range)



4,
(immediacy of the effect)
5. (overlap)
6.
(consistency)
3 (three indications of an effect at different points in time)

(Kratochwill et al, 2013; Kennedy, 2005; Homer et al, 2005)

(Best, 1981, p.
82)
450 - 5.00
3.50 - 4.49
2.50 - 3.49
1.50 - 2.49
1.00 - 149
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11
Assessment: FBA)

4
4 1
2
3 )
4
3)
(Functional Behavior
FBA 1)
(General information)

)

(setting events or antecedence)
(consequence) 5)
6)
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)
1.1) (Function Assessment Checklist for Teachers and
Staff: FACTS) (March et al., 2000)
(test-retest reliability) 0.77
(interobserver reliability; 10A) 100 (MclIntosh et al., 2008) FACTS
2
10 25
FACTS (test-retest reliability) 0.77
0.92 (Mclntosh et al., 2008)
FACTS
(1) FACTS
10
(2) (Item
Objective Congruence: 10C) 5
10
1 0.50 (
, 2544)
1.2)

Umbreit et al. (2007)

(Student-Assessment Functional
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Assessment Interview) (Kem et al., 1994)

(CBM) .. 2551
(curriculum-based measurement) (Deno, 2002)
1 4
. .2551 (

3) (Systematic direct observation)

(PaRtlal interval recording) 10 5-15
the Functional Assessment Interview Form (O’Neill et al., 1997)

3.1)
Skinner (1938) 3
(Antecedent) (Behavior)
(Consequence) »
(Reinforcer)
(Punisher)

(Bijou, Peterson, and Ault, 1968; Umbreit, 2007)
3.2) (A-BC) 3



33)
(behavior analysis)

4)
1.2
1)
(O’Neill et al., 1997, breit et al., 2007)
)
FBA 2)
FBA 3)
FBA 4)
9)
FBA 6)
FBA 7)
8)
FBA 9)

87

FBA

FBA

team-hased



010

2556

300

17

2546

10



)=23( .I'm=2425D = 16.9)

8+9 =?
14

A4 =
“4

16

21/44
5132

2

(Curriculum-based Measurement)

10

25 10
X4 =21

- 35/44

8/32

hx6 =

Modify Ayres scale for Handwriting speed (



10 ( )

(on-task) Y% (3-12%) 82%
91% (88-97%)
14%
85% (80-97%)
6% (0-15%)
52% (0-92%)
29% (0-90%)
4

80%
80%
21%

(



FBA

FBA

(Furciore Beir Asesert: A

(Function)
142

34

35

91
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(On-task):

/ 40



buddy



18

3
(model)
feedhack

(prompting)

20 1

30

a2 3
(lead) (test)

bingo



10.

(On-task)

2556

2556

2556

2556

70%



70%

70%

70%

60%

60%

40

97

100
1,000
12



40

FwraNnsaluniingas
CHuLALONGKORN UNIVERSITY



11
12

13

2.1

2.2

(model)

41 3
(lead) (test)  feedback



100

2.3

24

(prompting)

buddy
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2
5
2556
c 1l
( )
/
/
()
300 1 7
4 2544 12
Ritalin
e 3

1-6

= 40/44
= 19/32
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Modify Ayres scale for Handwriting speed =23 ( .1M =242 SD = 16.9)
Curriculum-hased Measurement

' = 44144
l -
4= 4
2= 2 15 5
10 5
(on-task) 24% (0-62%) 82%
76% (38-100%)
14%

. 59% (22-98%)

. 16% (3-32%)

. 44% (3-88%)

. 28%

. 40% (37-42%)
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(Functional Behavior Assessment)

FBA
3.6 3T FBA
FBA 2
il
2.
2
2
(Function)

142 1
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(Function)

FwraNnsaluniingas
CHuLALONGKORN UNIVERSITY
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.............................



(On-task)

(Respect to teachers and peers)

40

40
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buddy
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o o

4
3
(model)
feedhack
(prompting)
, 1
20 1

(lead)

4
(test)

bingo
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(On4ask)

2556

2556

2556

70%

109



110

2556
. 100
. 1,000
. 12
5
i
/
40 5
70%
70%
70%
2
60%
60%
"1
2. /

40 5



70%

70%

FwraNnsaluniingas
CHuLALONGKORN UNIVERSITY
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11
12

13

3
( del) (lead)

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

(test)

(prompting)

41
feedback

buddy

3



D12

300

2556

25
1

.. 2544
1
Concerta

12

113
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14 = d-5

Modify Ayres scale for Handwriting speed ( . )=13

3( 4M=11650 =725 3M=1067, =563)( =28 Ab=84; =22 Ab=93)

(Curriculum-based Measurement )

4
20 18
1 125 8
= 17 ( =28 M=89;N=22, At = 96)
0
0 3 10
0
I 13
I 13
10 5
(on-task) 30% (13-50%) 82

70% (50-87%)
14%
60% (37-75%)
0 9% (0-22%)
61% (12-87%)
35%
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(sensory integration)

(Functional Behavior Assessment: FBA)

FBA

(sensory integration) 38
39 FBA

FBA 3

(sensory integration)

(sensory integration)



116

[p)

(Function)

FwraNnsaluniingas
CHuLALONGKORN UNIVERSITY



#1

(sensory integration)
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#2

(sensory integration)

(TS w1

(sensory
integration)

| o

Memo's AL *» Il CICTII



(sensory integration)

(On-task)

(Respect to teachers and peers)

119



120

11

12

13

Teachers

ABC for
ABC for Parents



visual strategy: :

” o

Vil
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10

10
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(prompting) 5
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8. 1
3
9
2556
10.
/
L ' 70% 1 .. 2556
. 70%

2. 1 ..2556
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70% 1 .. 2556

1 . .2556

70%
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FwraNnsaluniingas
CHuLALONGKORN UNIVERSITY
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11

12

visual strategy:

133



134



FBA

FBI

(FBA)

(FBI)

10

135



136

FBI

(Item Objective
Congruence: 10C) 3 +1

10
3 10 0.80 - 1.00 0.50 (
. 2559)



single-subject design

41

M

76

0

X

%

41

(A1)
Range

30-
100%

0-79%

13-
96%

3-90%

100%

2%

98%

%

93%

32%

combined design

(B1)
Range

0-4%

95-
100%

4-10%

90-
95%

80%

M

86%

14%

88%

12%

(A2)
Range

84-88%

12-15%

73-100%

0-27%

4.4)

M

1%

99%

1%

99%

(visual analysis)

(B2)
Range

0-2%

98-
100%

0-2%

98-
100%

M

25%

%

36%

66%

11%

137

Range

0-82%

17-
100%

100%

100%

0-64%
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.......

ak

(A1) (B1) (A2) (B2)
M Range M Range M Range M Range M Range
0-81% 2% 3t 91% 39!
% ; " 100 " 100w
10 90 15
- (A1) (81) (A) (82)
100 1 \ ° i oo ? P
o //\/ e T e
199 i : : \ [
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44

41
design

(B1)

single-subject design

—r T v — — —r ~— v ¥ * —r ¥
12345678 910111213141516171819202122232425262728293031 3233343536 37383940414243444548

2

multiple baseline
(AD)
A 15-18

)



12
(A2)

(82) 1% (
85%

(82 1% (
87%

41

41

139

ABAB (esign

) 3 (A2)
2
(A) 76% ( 30-100%) 41
(BY) 2% ( 0-4%)
749% (A2) 86% ( 84-88%)
849%
0-2%)
(A) 519 13-96%) 4.1
(BY) 9% ( 4-10%)
549 (A2) 88% ( 73-100%)
81%
0-2%)
A 6% ( 30-100%)
®) 729% 31-100%)
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(A1) % ( 0-19%) 41

(B) 98% ( 95-100%)
1% (A2) 14% ( 12-15%)
84%
(B2) 99% ( 98-100%)
87%
(AL) 50% ( 3-90%) 4.1
(BY) 93% ( 90-95%)
43% (A2) 12% ( 0-27%)
81%
(B2) 99% ( 98-100%)
87%
(A 35% ( 0-81%) 4.1
(B) 2% ( 31-100%)
B)
3
single-subject 6 (Kratochwill et al., 2013; Kennedy, 2005; Horner
et al., 2005) 4.2
L 3
2 3

(A2) B) () ,



(B1)

/
3
0-90%
73-100%
2%
90-100%
31-100%
4,
B.
6.
(consistency)
4.2

Single-Subject Design

(A2)

2-100%

BY) (82
0-10%

®
0-80%

141
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2. ./

3 Vv 1/

Total 3 3
3

single-subject design
4.3

1%
99%

1%
99%

32%

2%

combined design

Range

0-2%
98-100%

0-2%
98-100%

0-80%

31-100%

25%
1%

36%
66%

11%

91%

43)

Range

0-82%

17-100%

0-100%
0-100%

0-64%

39-100%

16

+24
-22

+35
-33

-21

+19



43
(82)

15

0-82%)

0-100%)

0-64%)

4.2

( 17-100%)

100%)

12
(82)

24%

(B2)

33%

1% ( 0-2%)

% (  0-2%)

32 (- 0-80%)

99% ( 98-100%)

22%

% (  0-2%)

4.2
250

42
36% (

42
11% (

4.2

66% (

143

12

4.2

1%

0-
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B
( 0-64%)

i

),

3

4

44
M
4.17
4.50
4.60
4.50

4.20

SD

0.75

0.55

0.80

0.55
0.75

320 (

19%

4.50

4.50

4.50

4.17
4.40

0-80%)

5D

0.84
0.55
0.84

0.75
0.49

4.50

4.33

4.50

4.33
4.40

4.2

SD

0.55

0.52

0.55

0.52
0.49

11%



10.

4.20

4.36

4.20
4.20

4.20

4.50

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.33

3.80

3.80

4.10

4.17

4.17

4.33

5D

0.75

0.57

0.98
0.75

0.75

0.84

0.63

1.10

0.89

0.52

0.40

0.40

0.59

0.75

041

0.52

4.80

4.48

4.60
4.20

4.50

4.50

4.17

4.17

4.20

3.83

4.20

4.20

4.26

4.00

4.00

4.67

SD

0.40

0.50

0.80
0.75

0.55

0.55

0.75

041

0.75

041

0.40

0.75

0.39

0.00

0.00

0.52

4.50

4.43

4.40
4.50

4.67

4.33

4.50

4.67

4.20

4.17

4.17

4.00

4.36

4.20

4.20

4.00

5D

0.84

0.37

0.80
0.55

0.52

0.82

0.84
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