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ABSTRACT 

 

Three interventions using public posting and review of client data in order to 

increase the effectiveness of staff implementation of functional communication training 

(FCT) within a school setting were compared.  These interventions included: public 

review and posting of client data, public review and posting of client data paired with a 

coded shape for each staff member, and public review and posting of client data paired 

with a coded shape for each staff member with added reinforcement incentives.    There 

were three student participants and three staff participants.  For two student participants, 

FCT increased from baseline through intervention phases and staff were more likely to 

implement functional communication training during the final phase where reinforcement 

was added for the staff.  Added reinforcement increased staff implementation of FCT 

paired with public review and posting of client data. For the third participant, results 

varied, but staff implemented the most during the public review and posting phases 

compared to baseline and reached a mean of 10 responses per session.  There was also a 

negative correlation   between functional communication responses (FCR) and   

challenging behaviors for two participants. This supports previous research and 

demonstrates the value of functional communication training as a behavior intervention 

tactic.  

KEYWORDS: applied behavior analysis, public posting, functional communication 

training, organizational behavior management 
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CHAPTER 1 

PUBLIC POSTING 

Public posting (also known as feedback in the Organizational Behavior 

Management literature) is a simple intervention technique that aims to change behavior 

by posting data about behavior or results in a publicly available manner.  These data are 

meaningful because they depict specific behaviors of those people who are going to see 

the posting.  This can, evoke change in behavior. These data are specifically and 

strategically placed to occasion the observation and review of data by a specified group 

of individuals.   Public posting has evoked behavior change in a number of settings 

ranging from safety (Ragnarsson & Bjorgvinsson, 1991; Van Houten, Nau, & Marini, 

1980; Van Houten, Van Houten, & Malenfant, 2007), to sports (Brobst & Ward, 2002; 

Galvan & Ward, 1998; Smith & Ward, 2006; Ward & Carnes, 2002), business settings 

(Bateman & Ludwig, 2004) and schools (Bourque, Dupuis, & Van Houten 1986; Gross & 

Ekstrand 1983) as well. In Human Services, this intervention strategy has been used to 

improve the performance of direct care staff (Hutchinson, Jarman, & Bailey, 1980; 

Luiselli, DiGennaro Reed, Christian, Markowski, Rue, St. Amand, & Ryan, 2009; Szabo, 

Williams, Rafacz, Newsome, & Lydon, 2012). There is some research suggesting that 

reviewing client behavior, rather than staff behavior, may increase desired staff behavior 

(Greene, Willis, Levy, & Bailey, 1978; Guercio, Dixon, Soldner, Shoemaker, Zlomke, 

Root, & Small, 2005; Hundert, Mcmahon, & Kitcher, 1982; Parsons, Rollyson, & Reid, 

2004; Pomerlau, Bobrove, & Smith, 1973; Quilitch, 1975).   
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Overview 

The research on public posting  as a whole can be separated into three different 

subsets including: public posting and review of  data (Van Houten et al., 1980, Szabo et 

al., 2012, Ragnarsson & Bjorgvinsson, 19991, Luiselli et al., 2009, Hutchison et al., 

1980, Hundert et al., 1982, Gross & Ekstrand, 1983 and Bourque et al., 1986), public 

posting incorporated with goal setting and training (e.g. Ward & Carnes, 2002, Van 

Houten et al., 2007, Smith & Ward, 2006, Quilitch, 1975, Parsons et al., 2004, Galvan & 

Ward, 1998, and Brobst & Ward, 2002) and public posting of client specific data 

(Guerico et al., 2005, Quilitch, 1975, and Greene et al., 1978).   

Public Posting of Data versus Public Posting and Review of Data 

All of the references listed above for this category had one thing in common, 

which was that they publicly posted data and/or reviewed data as well.  Public posting of 

data only would incorporate publicly posting data without necessarily reviewing that data 

with the target audience.  Public posting and review of client data would incorporate 

publically posting data, as well as reviewing it with the target audience. In other words, 

feedback is given in regards to the individual’s behavior.  Participants in these studies 

included teachers, students with and without individualized needs, operators of motor 

vehicles, and staff members within schools and businesses.  Each study targeted a 

particular behavior in which the subjects needed to improve.   Gross et al., 1983 found 

that when teachers were observed and data were taken on the frequency of praise they 

gave to students, teachers were only praising their students a mean of 19% per school day 

which was a 6-hour period.  However, after publicly posting these scores in a high traffic 
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area within the school, the mean score increased to 39% during the intervention period.  

Hundert et al.,1982 found similar results when implementing public posting within a 

school setting to increase students’ use of hearing aids.  One key difference with this 

study compared to the previous, is that Hundert et al.  compared data from a total of 9 

teachers within a school and publicly posted each teachers’ data within their respective 

classrooms so that they were able to compare each other’s results when reviewing the 

posting.  However, Hundert et al. had teachers complete a form prior to public posting 

which could have resulted in the increase of teachers ensuring students were wearing 

their hearing aids.   This allowed the teachers to not only view their own data, but other 

teachers as well.  Hutchison et al. completed a study in which public posting of employee 

absence to regularly scheduled team meetings were posted in order to increase employee 

attendance.  Although the public posting did not affect lateness to the meeting, overall 

attendance did increase.  Similarly, Luiselli et al. 2009 found that public posting of 

employee absences increased attendance.  However, like Hundert et al., previous 

intervention strategies were utilized which could have caused the increase in attendance 

rather that the public posting on its own. The research above indeed yields evidence that 

public posting increased specific behavior, but there is a potential for carry over with 

other interventions being put into place before or during the public posting intervention.  

Public posting alone, however, has been found to increase a specific behavior.  

Ragnarsson & Bjorgvinsson, 1991 replicated a study in which Van Houten et al., 1980 

utilized public posting of appropriate speed limits in order to decrease speeding within 

residential and highway settings.  Both studies found that when drivers were shown the 

percentage of drivers that had not been speeding the day prior, drivers were more likely 
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to slow down in order to increase this percentage. It is important to note however, that the 

study did not specify if the same cars that observed the sign the day prior, were the same 

cars that speed was taken from the following day. 

Public Posting Combined with Goal Setting and Feedback 

Balcazar et al. (1985) reviewed a total of 126 applications in which performance 

feedback alone and performance feedback in combination with reinforcement and/or goal 

setting procedures were used.  Results indicated that feedback alone did not affect 

performance, but adding rewards and/or goal setting procedures to feedback were 

consistently associated with improved performance. It is unclear, however, if every 

application was public or private.  An updated review was then completed by Alvero et 

al. in 2001 that included the most recent 43 studies regarding performance feedback.  In 

this review, results supported similar findings that feedback alone does not improve 

performance, but the addition of other procedures such as goal setting or behavioral 

consequences improved the consistency of feedback effects. Alvero et al. suggested that 

more useful information would come from assessing the functional mechanisms of 

feedback.  It is again unclear, however, if each application was public or private.  

Johnson et al. 2015 furthered the above findings (Alvero et al., 2001, Balcazar et al., 

1985, and Nordstom et al., 1990) by assessing contingent and supportive feedback, 

contingent and critical feedback, independent and supportive feedback, and independent 

and critical feedback. Contingent feedback improved performance relative to independent 

feedback; however, differences were not found between supportive and critical feedback.    
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In comparison, Pinou et al., (1993) found that there wasn’t a significant difference 

when comparing goal setting versus goal posting.  However, performance scores 

increased over time.  Noell et al. 2014 also found that feedback alone increased treatment 

integrity with implementing antecedent and consequence procedures utilized in behavior 

support plans.  They found that when staff were given feedback every other week after a 

stable or decreasing trend in performance, treatment integrity of performance increased. 

The following research with athletes in particular all had one similarity within each 

separate study.  This was that feedback and/or goal setting were completed prior to the 

public posting.    Overall, results indicated that initial incorporation of feedback and goal 

setting prior to public posting increased specific targeted behavior.  However, with the 

addition of goal setting and feedback, this creates a stronger occasion for public posting 

to have a positive effect on performance (Brobst & Ward, 2002, Galvan & Ward, 1998, 

Ward & Carnes, 2002). 

Public Posting of Client Data 

In the final subset of public posting, the research found that publicly posting client 

data on performance increased the staff behavior of implementing necessary 

programming for the clients they served.  Both Guercio et al. (2005) and Greene et al. 

(1978) aimed at increasing staff implemented programs with clients by posting the client 

participation data and behavioral specific data.  While there are differences within each 

study, one utilizing feedback and public posting (Greene et al. 1978), while the other 

incorporated training, feedback, and public posting (Guercio et al., 2005), both increased 

staff implementation of specific targeted programs. Quiletch, 1975, found similar results 

when assessing public posting of client data.  In an effort to increase recreational 
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services, clients who were deemed to be “active” were publicly posted as such in a high 

traffic area.  Results indicated that staff were more likely to implement recreational 

services upon observation of this posting.  It is evident that there is a lack of research in 

public posting of client data as a means to increase staff behavior.   The majority of the 

research has assessed feedback of an individual’s behavior, rather than the behavior of 

others, and its effect on each other.   Human service staff behavior in particular affect the 

behavior of the clients they serve.  Human service staff are assigned responsibilities that 

in turn change their client’s behavior.  If they do not perform their assigned duties, the 

intended behavior change for the client will not occur.  The present research aims to add 

to this subset of public posting research, by evaluating different types of staff 

performance programs in order to increase appropriate staff behavior.   
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CHAPTER 2 

FUNCTIONAL COMMUNICATION TRAINING 

Functional communication training (FCT) is a staff implemented program that has 

social validity in that it has shown to decrease challenging behavior while increasing 

functionally equivalent replacement behaviors that overall improve an individual’s 

quality of life (Carr & Durand, 1985, Durand & Carr, 1991, Doss & Reichle, 1989, 

Wacker et al., 1990, Fisher et al., 1993, Lalli et al., 1995, Bird et al., 1989, Hagopian et 

al., 1998, and Durand, 1990, 1993, and 1999).  FCT aims to establish an appropriate 

replacement behavior that serves the same purpose as challenging behavior would, when 

evoked by an establishing operation. The alternative communicative response produces 

the reinforcer that has maintained the problem behavior, making the communicative 

response functionally equivalent to the challenging behavior (Durand & Carr, 1992).  

FCT interventions have decreased challenging behavior by teaching appropriate 

responses to serve the same function.  FCT is typically prescribed following a functional 

behavior assessment in order to determine the function of the challenging behavior which 

is maintained by social mediation (Carr & Durand, 1985, Fisher et al., 1993, Horner, 

Day, Sprague, O’Brian, & Heathfield, 1991; Lalli, Casey, & Kates, 1995; Wacker et al., 

1990).  However, FCT-based interventions typically are paired with one or more behavior 

change procedures as well.  These can include response prompting, time-out, physical 

restraint, response blocking (Durand & Carr, 1991), redirection, and extinction (Bird, 

Dores, Moniz, & Robinson, 1989, Carr & Durand, 1985, Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 

2007, Durand & Carr, 1992, Hagopian et al. 1998, Wacker et al., 1990).  Much of the 

research aims to look at various communication modalities utilized, as well as reviewing 
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functional communication training’s effectiveness on its own or as part of treatment 

package with behavior change tactics listed above.  The research lends itself to 

individuals who utilize vocal speech to communicate, as well as alternative and 

augmentative communication devices, sign language, Picture Exchange Communication 

Systems (Lalli, Casey, & Kates, 1995), or simple gestures (Shirtley, Iwata, Kahng, 

Mazaleski, & Lerman, 1997).     

Alone Versus Treatment Package 

While some research suggests that functional communication alone is better when 

teaching alternative communication responses (Durand & Carr, 1991, and Durand, 1999), 

other research utilizes treatment packages.  Carr and Durand (1985) explain that there are 

numerous reasons as to why functional communication is effective.  For example, Fisher 

et al.(1993) aimed to pinpoint whether functional communication training alone or as a 

treatment package would be more beneficial.  They compared FCT alone, FCT with 

extinction, and FCT with punishment.   FCT with punishment yielded the most effective 

treatment package for reducing challenging behavior.  Similarly, Wacker et al. (1990) 

implemented FCT treatment packages including reinforcement for appropriate requests, 

extinction (withholding of reinforcement), and punishment (e.g. time-out, response cost, 

graduated guidance) and found that both sets of treatment components were necessary for 

control over challenging behavior.   Hagopian et al (1998) replicated the above findings 

from Wacker et al. (1990) which were comprised of a total of 21 cases in which the most 

effective treatment package was FCT with punishment.  The overarching theme in Fisher 

et al., Hagopian et al. and Wacker et al. is that a FCT treatment package was more 

successful in creating behavior change when compared to FCT alone.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Participants 

Student participants were recruited from one classroom at a private school for 

children with disabilities.   The inclusion requirements for the study were that the 

participants were within the age range of 17 to 20 years, attended the school-based 

program in which the study took place, had a diagnosis of a developmental disability, and 

had an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) that included a Behavior Support Plan (BSP) 

including Functional Communication Training. The BSP identified operational 

definitions for challenging behaviors and replacement behaviors that were tracked and 

provided a task- to- break ratio for each participant.  The researcher met with the clinical 

team to determine if it was appropriate for the student to be enrolled in the study. 

Participants were excluded from this study if they failed to meet any of the inclusion 

requirements or their parents or guardians were unable to read an English consent form.   

There were three female adult student participants They attended the school five 

days a week and received programming in a classroom with other students who were 

diagnosed with similar disabilities. 

Allison was 19 years of age and had been diagnosed with autism, Intellectual 

Disability, and a Seizure Disorder.  The challenging behavior she engaged in were 

perseverations which was tracked using 5-minute partial interval data.  The FCT target 

aimed for increase was requesting alternative items and activities utilizing vocal speech 
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and a choice board.  Allison also had extinction/planned ignoring implemented in her 

current behavior support plan.   

Amy was 19 years of age and been diagnosed with Pervasive Developmental 

Disorder not otherwise Specified, with a secondary diagnosis of Intellectual Disability, 

and a tertiary diagnosis of Neurological Disorder.  The challenging behavior she engaged 

in was perseverations which were tracked using a frequency count.  The FCT target 

aimed for increase was accepting denied attention.  Amy also had extinction/planned 

ignoring implemented in her current behavior support plan.   

Madison was 21 years of age and had been diagnosed with autism, a Seizure 

Disorder, and Depression.  The challenging behavior she engaged in was grabbing which 

was tracked using a frequency count.  The FCT target aimed for increase was requesting 

attention utilizing a speech output device (Proloquo2Go application on iPad).   Madison 

also had extinction/planned ignoring and response blocking implemented in her current 

behavior support plan.   

Staff participants were also recruited from the same classroom as the student 

participants and worked with them as direct care staff on a daily basis. These staff 

participants’ included adult female staff members employed at the school, who were 

regularly scheduled to work in the classroom daily.  Erin was 23 years old and had 

worked at the school for 8 months and had prior experience working with individuals 

with intellectual disabilities.  Natasha was 24 years old and had worked at the school for 

6 months and had previously worked in a school setting.  Sarah was 30 years old and had 

worked at the school for 4 years and had no prior experience working with individuals 



11 

 

with autism or intellectual disabilities.  Each staff member upon hire completed a 2-week 

orientation training period.  The first week consisted of general policies and procedures, 

while the second week consisted of a crash course in principles of applied behavior 

analysis with a pre and posttest.  Staff were then sent to their assigned classrooms on 

week three for specific student training.  Training with students consisted of 1 day of 

shadowing a staff member working with the student, followed by a second day of taking 

lead with the student while a staff member shadows to give in the moment feedback.  

Once this was completed, the staff member was considered competent and trained on the 

student.  The teacher in the classroom would then be available to give feedback as 

needed.   

Consent was obtained from the participants’ parents, who were their legal 

guardians, per the University’s Institutional Review Board.  The researcher spoke with 

the participants’ parents, via phone call or e-mail, to review their concerns and to provide 

an overview of the study.  An outline of procedures was sent to each of the parents 

included in the consent form.  The parents then provided consent for their children to 

participate in this study.  Consents to use their data were obtained from the staff 

participants following the completion of the study.   

Materials 

Functional communication targets were chosen based on the completed functional 

behavior assessment for each student participant.  The functional behavior assessment 

was completed by the researcher, as overseen by the senior clinician who was a board 

certified behavior analyst (BCBA).  For Madison, an iPad was utilized as this is used on a 
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daily basis as her alternative and augmentative communication modality and written in 

her IEP.    For Allison, a choice board was utilized to function as a visual aid for 

requesting alternative items that are available and showing items that are not available.  

No additional materials were utilized for Amy.  Each student participant also had a visual 

schedule as a part of their Behavior Support Plan which aided as a visual cue as to their 

task to break sequence.   

Setting 

 All sessions occurred at the participant’s school within the self-contained 

classroom, as well as the bathrooms within the school, hallways, school kitchen, and 

campus grounds.  The classroom layout consisted of two rows of desks approximately 3 

feet apart, facing the front of the classroom. There were a total of seven desks in the 

classroom. The teacher also had stations on two sides of the room (e.g., computer station, 

leisure station, prevocational station, and arts and crafts).  

Response Measurement 

The researcher was the primary data collector, along with the staff participant’s 

involved within the study.  Staff participants were assigned to students each day within 

the classroom and were responsible for recording clinical and academic data.  Therefore, 

that staff member was responsible for taking data on the data sheet for when she taught or 

contrived an opportunity to teach an FCT response, or if the student independently 

utilized the FCT response.  For Allison and Amy, these data were recorded in the form of 

a tally/plus system.  If the student was prompted to make the request, it would be 

recorded as a tally. If the student independently requested (no prompt given), a plus was 
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recorded.  For the third student (Madison), maintenance data were collected in the form 

of a tally due to previous mastery of the FCT response.  The student researcher would 

then gather the data sheets at the end of each day for a permanent product.   

Inter-observer Agreement (IOA) and Procedural Fidelity 

An observer who was the teacher in the classroom was trained prior to the start of 

the study on how to take IOA.    An agreement was counted if both the staff member and 

student researcher assigned the same score for that interval of data. IOA was computed 

using the total method in which the total number of agreements was divided by the total 

number of agreements and disagreements. IOA data were collected for at least 10% of 

total sessions across baseline and intervention phases.  IOA data were collected on the 

staff participants taking data when a response was prompted or if an independent 

response was emitted by the student participants. The mean agreement was 96.2% and a 

range between 66% and 100%. 

A procedural fidelity checklist was created to monitor and measure whether the 

procedures were being implemented as intended.  The teacher and substitute teacher in 

the classroom were trained on how to utilize the checklist for each team meeting.  They 

were also trained on the script that was followed by the student researcher for each 

meeting.  Procedural integrity data were collected for 100% of total sessions (team 

meetings).  The mean integrity scores were 100% for every team meeting.  

A social validity questionnaire was administered to the staff who participated in 

the study following its completion.  The questionnaire was comprised of 5 yes/no 

questions, followed by two open ended questions.  The questionnaire was administered to 
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the 3 direct care staff who regularly work within the classroom who participated in the 

study, as well as 2 supervisors who work within the classroom who were not a part of the 

study, but aided with IOA.  Answers to open ended questions can be found in the 

discussion section.  The results to the questionnaire can be found in the results section. 
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CHAPTER 4 

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 

This study used a multiple treatment reversal design across participants for 

functional communication targets (A1-B1-C1-A2-C2-B2-C3). Each functional 

communication target required training on how to implement it correctly. The public 

posting intervention was implemented concurrently across each participant.  The first 

treatment implemented was public posting of client progress, which means that data were 

posted in a high traffic area in the classroom on a line graph as shown in appendix A. The 

data posted included the number of opportunities the client had to utilize the FCT target 

(i.e., was it taught or not?). The second treatment implemented was public posting of 

client progress and public posting of staff implementation (i.e., total opportunities based 

on staff implementation).  This meant that client data were posted alongside the staff 

member that was assigned to her that day in the same high traffic area within the 

classroom.  Staff members were assigned a symbol prior to the team meeting for Phase II 

which is shown in Appendix B. The third and final treatment that was utilized in this 

study was phase 2 (posting of client progress and staff implementation) along with added 

reinforcement.    

Procedures 

Baseline (A) 

Baseline data were collected on the implementation of functional communication 

training targets for one week prior to intervention.  Staff members were assigned to 

students in the classroom as was typical of the daily schedule as they performed their 
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indicated job responsibilities.  These included, but were not limited to; following student 

specific schedules, implementing goals outlined in students Individualized Education 

Plan (IEP), implementing strategies outlined in the students Behavior Support Plan 

(BSP), and completing any necessary duties assigned by their supervisor.  Team meetings 

were held every Thursday in the classroom from 3:30 PM – 4:00 PM where the script for 

team meetings was followed by the researcher as shown in appendix C.  

Phase 1 (B) 

 During this phase of the intervention, weekly meetings continued as in baseline. 

In addition to weekly meetings, client data were displayed in a high traffic area within the 

classroom (e.g., on the two-way mirror within the classroom).  For each participant, the 

graph contained both the client’s total frequency of prompted and independent responses 

for the targeted FCT. These graphs were also reviewed during the weekly meeting 

following the script for that phase. 

Phase II (C) 

In this phase, weekly meetings continued, and total frequency of prompted and 

independent responses for the targeted FCT responses were displayed on a line graph in 

which each staff member was assigned a specific symbol. Each day was represented by a 

data point using the corresponding symbol for the staff member who was responsible for 

implementation of the FCT target that day. During the weekly team meeting, these data 

were discussed. 

Reversal 
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 Baseline was re-implemented for one week in between team meetings and the 

interventions were replicated.  Phase 2 was implemented first, followed by Phase 1, and 

then re-implementation of Phase 2 with reinforcement strategies added. 

Phase II with Added Reinforcement (C3) 

In this phase, weekly meetings continued, and total opportunities for FCT 

responses were displayed on a line graph in which each staff member will be assigned a 

specific symbol. Each day was represented by a data point using the corresponding 

symbol for the staff member who was responsible for implementation of the FCT target 

that day. During the weekly team meeting these data were discussed.  In this phase a 

reinforcement contingency was added.  Staff were asked what they would like to work 

for and given various options to choose from.  These included: a $10 Wawa gift card, 

extra planning time in order to complete case management responsibilities, or an extra 30 

minutes for break on a day of their choosing.  All staff members chose an extra 30 

minutes of break. 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

Allison’s Functional Communication Training Results 

 Figure 1 shows the results of the public posting and review intervention for 

Allison.  FCT targets are shown as open squares, plotted on the y-axis.  During baseline 

(A1) staff were implementing the FCT target, a mean of 2.2 times per session.  During 

Phase 1 (B1) of the intervention in which client data were posted and reviewed, staff 

prompted the FCT response a mean of 3 times per session.  For Phase II (C1) in which 

client data were posted and reviewed along with a staff symbol assigned, staff prompted 

the FCT response a mean of 6.25 times per session.  During the reversal (A2), staff 

prompted the target a mean of 3.5 times during baseline.  In Phase II (C2) in which client 

data were posted and reviewed along with a staff symbol assigned, staff implemented the 

target a mean of 7 times per session.  In phase I (B2), following the reversal, staff 

implemented the target response a mean of 4.5 times per session.  Finally, for Phase II 

(C3) with added reinforcement, staff implemented the target response a mean of 9 times 

per session.   

 The closed circles in Figure 1 also show a percentage of challenging behavior that 

Allison engaged in. Rates of challenging behavior are shown as filled circles, plotted on 

the right y-axis. Figure 1 shows that Allison engaged in low levels of challenging 

behavior over the course of the study with little variability.  The highest percentage of 

challenging behavior recorded were during Phase I (B1) with a mean percentage of 19% 

of 5 minute intervals per session and during the reversal baseline phase (A2) with a mean 

percentage of 20% of five minute intervals per day.  Following the reversal in phase II 
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(C3) with added reinforcement, there were two days where 0% of challenging behavior 

was recorded.   

 

 

Figure 1. Effects of Public Posting and Review: Allison’s Number of opportunities for FCT responses 

(Open squares, plotted on the left y-axis) and percentage of challenging behavior (closed circles, plotted on 

right y-axis) per session for Allison.  

  

Figure 2 shows the results of the public posting and review intervention for 

Allison and percent independence of emitting the target response.  Percent independence 

is shown as closed triangles, plotted on the right y-axis.  During the baseline period (A1), 

Allison emitted the FCT target a mean of 33% independently per session.  During Phase 

1 (B1) of the Intervention, Allison emitted the FCT target a mean of 42.67% 

independently per session. During Phase II (C1) of the intervention, Allison emitted the 

FCT target a mean of 33% independently per session. Upon reversal and going back to 

baseline (A2), Allison emitted the FCT target a mean of 60.75% independent.  In Phase II 

(C2), Allison emitted the FCT target a mean of 35.4% independently per session. In 
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Phase I (B2), Allison emitted the FCT target a mean of 15.75% independently per 

session.  Finally, for Phase II (C3) with added staff reinforcement, Allison emitted the 

FCT target a mean of 63.75% independently per session.   

 

 

Figure 2. Effects of Public Posting and Review: Allison’s Number of opportunities for FCT responses 

(Open squares, plotted on the left y-axis) and percentage independence (filled triangles, plotted on right y-

axis) per session for Allison.  

 

Amy’s Functional Communication Training Results 

 Figure 3 shows the results of the public posting and review intervention for Amy.  

FCT targets are shown as open squares, plotted on the left y-axis.   During baseline (A1) 

staff implemented the FCT target a mean of 8.2 times per session.  During Phase 1 (B1) 

of the Intervention in which client data were posted and reviewed, staff implemented to 

FCT response a mean of 11.6 times per session.  For Phase II (C1) in which client data 

were posted and reviewed along with a staff symbol assigned, staff implemented the FCT 

response a mean of 8.2 times per session.  During the reversal back to baseline (A2), staff 
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implemented the target a mean of 6.8 times during baseline.  In Phase II (C2), staff 

implemented the target a mean of 9.8 times per session.  In Phase I (B2), staff 

implemented the target response a mean of 16.6 times per shift.  Finally, for Phase II with 

added reinforcement (C3), staff implemented the target response a mean of 8.6 times per 

session.   

Figure 3 also shows a frequency of challenging behavior that Amy engaged in.  

Rates of challenging behavior are shown as filled circles, plotted on the left y-axis.  

Figure 3 shows that Amy engaged in a variable amount of challenging behavior over the 

course of the study ranging from a low to high level.  Amy engaged in the highest amount 

of challenging behavior which was a mean of 16.4 during the reversal back to baseline 

(A2) in which the FCT target was implemented a mean of 6.8 times per session.  Amy 

engaged in the lowest amount of challenging behavior which was a mean of 7.2 during 

Phase II (C1) in which the FCT target was implemented a mean of 8.2 times per session.   
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Figure 3. Effects of Public Posting and Review: Amy’s Number of opportunities for FCT responses (Open 

squares, plotted on the left y-axis) and percentage of challenging behavior (filled circles, plotted on left y-

axis) per session for Amy.  

 

Figure 4 shows the results of the public posting and review intervention for Amy 

and percent independence of emitting the target response.  Percent independence is 

shown as filled triangles, plotted on the right y-axis.  During the baseline period (A1), 

Amy had a mean of 52.4% successful with accepting denied attention.  During Phase 1 

(B1) of the Intervention, Amy had a mean of 47.4% successful per session.  For Phase II 

(C1), Amy had a mean of 44.6% successful per session. During the reversal back to 

baseline (A2), Amy had a mean of 61.8% successful per session during baseline.  In 

Phase II (C2), Amy had a mean of 70% successful per session. In Phase I (B2), Amy had 

a mean of 53.2% successful per session.  Finally, for Phase II with added staff 

reinforcement (C3), Amy had a mean of 55.2% successful per session.  These results 

show that during Phase II following the reversal (C2), Amy showed the most 

independence, with a mean of 9.8 opportunities to accept denied attention per session.  

Results also show that Amy’s independence increased over time from baseline to reversal 

baseline, and then decreased through the following reversal phases. 
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Figure 4. Effects of Public Posting and Review: Amy’s Number of opportunities for FCT responses (Open 

squares, plotted on the left y-axis) and percent independence (filled triangles, plotted on right y-axis) per 

session for Amy.  

 

Madison’s Functional Communication Training Results 

 Figure 5 shows the results of the public posting and review intervention for 

Madison.  FCT targets are shown as open squares, plotted on the left y-axis.   During the 

baseline period (A1), staff were implementing the FCT target a mean of 0 times per 

session.  During Phase 1 (B1) of the Intervention in which client data were posted and 

reviewed, staff implemented to FCT response a mean of 1.55 times per session.  For 

Phase II (C1) in which client data were posted and reviewed along with a staff symbol 

assigned, staff implemented the FCT response a mean of 4.25 times per session.  During 

the reversal back to baseline (A2), staff implemented the target a mean of 0 times during 

baseline.  In Phase II (C2), staff implemented the target a mean of 3.25 times per session.  

In Phase I (B2), staff implemented the target response a mean of 2.2 times per session.  
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Finally, for Phase II with added reinforcement (C3), staff implemented the target 

response a mean of 7.2 times per session.   

 Figure 5 also shows a percentage of challenging behavior that Madison engaged 

in.  Rates of challenging behavior are shown as filled circles, plotted on the left y-axis. 

Figure 5 shows that Madison engaged in low levels of challenging behavior over the 

course of the study with little variability.  The highest number of challenging behavior 

recorded was during initial baseline (A1) and reversal baseline (A2) with a mean of 2.4 

times per session. The lowest amount of challenging behavior occurred during Phase I 

(B1) and Phase II with added reinforcement (C3) with a mean of .65 times per session.  

Percent independence was not tracked for Madison as there was not a skill deficit in 

utilizing her augmentative and alternative communication device, but rather a staff 

behavior deficit.  
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Figure 5. Effects of Public Posting and Review: Madison’s Number of opportunities for FCT responses 

(Open squares, plotted on the left y-axis) and percentage of challenging behavior (filled circles, plotted on 

left y-axis) per session for Madison.  
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Table of Results: Mean and Standard Deviation for Student Participant Data 

 

Table 2. Table of results from student participant’s functional communication training data (mean and 

standard deviation) 

 

Social Validity Questionnaire 

Table 1 shows results from the social validity questionnaire given to the 3 staff 

participants and 2 supervisors who work within the classroom and aided with IOA.  

Results indicated that a mean of 4 staff felt comfortable implementing FCT, while a mean 

of 1 staff did not.  When asked if more training was needed, a mean of 2 staff indicated 

that they did need more training, while a mean of 3 staff did not.  These 2 participants 

who stated that needed more training were staff participant’s and not supervisors.  When 

asked if posting client data along with a staff symbol was helpful, a mean of 2 staff 

indicated it was helpful, and a mean of 3 staff indicated it was not helpful.  The 2 staff 
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that indicated it was helpful were supervisors, and the 3 that indicated it was not, were 

staff participant’s. 

Question:  YES Responses NO Responses 

Do you feel comfortable 

implementing Functional 

Communication Training? 

4 1 

Do you feel you need more 

training with how and when 

to implement Functional 

Communication Training?     

2 3 

Did seeing client data 

posted help you implement 

the FCT targets more?    

4 1 

Did seeing client data 

posted not help you 

implement the FCT targets 

more? 

1 4 

Do you feel that posting 

client data along with staff 

symbols who implemented 

targets that day was 

helpful?    

2 3 

 

Table 1. Table of results from Social Validity questionnaire responses from direct care staff and supervisors 

(5 total participants in questionnaire). 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

 The purpose of the present research was to evaluate the effectiveness of public 

review and posting of client data as a means of increasing staff implementation of 

functional communication training.  Functional communication training was incorporated 

into each participant’s current behavior support plan to decrease challenging behavior, as 

well as to teach students to engage in functionally equivalent replacement behaviors 

(Durand & Carr, 1991). For Allison, staff implemented the FCT target the most during 

the final phase of the study, when reinforcement was added. Additionally, Allison’s 

challenging behavior was the lowest in the final phase in which the staff performance of 

FCT implementation was the highest as presented in Table 2. This would suggest that 

when staff are given the proper reinforcement to implement a student specific program, 

behavior change occurs not only with the staff but with the student as well.  Allison’s 

independence with requesting alternatives also increased throughout sessions and was the 

highest in the final phase with added reinforcement when the target response was 

implemented the most by staff participants.  Amy had the highest number of FCT’s 

implemented by staff during Phase I during initial intervention and in Phase I following 

the reversal as well.  This could suggest that public posting of client data alone increased 

implementation of functional communication training.  Due to low staffing at times, there 

were instances where staffing fluctuated throughout the day. A staff member who was not 

a typical classroom staff worked with Amy during these occasions, which is why there is 

some variability due to intermittent reinforcement of yelling someone’s name to get 

attention.  Madison had the highest number of FCT’s implemented by staff during the 
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final Phase II with added reinforcement.  This would again suggest that reinforcement 

increased staff implementation of FCT.  There was an overall increase from the start of 

the study in which there were 0 responses being implemented by staff compared to the 

final phase in which a mean of 7.2 responses were emitted per session for Madison.  

There is a negative correlation between FCT responses and challenging behavior. During 

the baseline phases, challenging behavior was high (lowest amount of FCT responses) 

compared to the final phase in which challenging behavior was at its lowest (highest 

amount of FCT responses). These data support previous research in assessing functional 

communication training in decreasing challenging behavior.  The improvement in 

implementation of functional communication training after public posting for both 

Allison and Madison is consistent with previous research (Panyan et al., 1970; Quilitch, 

1975; Welsch et al., 1973).  Reinforcement was added in the last phase due to staff not 

meeting implementation criteria of a mean of 10 opportunities per day.   This suggests 

that public posting and review of client data alone may not be sufficient enough to 

increase a specific staff behavior.   The research would suggest that there is a parallel that 

could be drawn with respect to treatment packages being more efficient as opposed to 

treatments alone, for both FCT and staff performance interventions.   

 Though the mean of 10 responses per student was not met, there was an overall 

increase in implementation of FCT targets across Allison and Madison from baseline 

through intervention phases.  It is important to note as well, that Allison utilized vocal 

speech and a choice board for her FCT target and Madison utilized a speech output 

device.  This supports previous research that FCT can be used across various 

communication modalities (e.g. Brown et al., 2000, Durand, 1999, Wacker et al., 1990).   
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 One of the significant limitations in this study could have been the staff 

not always having the student participants through a whole entire shift during the day, as 

well as working with more than one student during numerous portions of the day.  

However, those staff participating in the study did work with each student participant at 

least half of the school day every day.  Another limitation could potentially be staff 

turnover within the classroom.  At the beginning of the study, there were four total staff 

participants, but due to resignations, they were pulled from participation.  This, in turn, 

forced staff to work with more than one student at a time.  Another limitation could have 

been training as well. A recent article by Reid et al. (2015) looking at staff performance 

over a 30-year period, suggests that having a team approach in which training is 

collaborative alongside the behavior analyst and supervisor improves staff behavior.  

Essentially, training never stops.  The behavior analyst would initially train staff, then 

train the supervisors to give performance feedback, and then fade their participation out 

over a period of time.  As stated earlier, in the staff participant section, training for the 

staff participant’s in the present study did not extend over a period of time, but more of a 

train to competency model in a short period of time. 

 Another limitation of the present study could be that publicly posting staff and 

student participant data can be aversive.  In the social validity questionnaire, staff were 

asked if they felt publicly posting client data alongside a staff symbol was helpful.  The 

two staff that indicated that it was, were supervisors.  The three staff that indicated it was 

not helpful, were staff participants.  It could be interpreted that the staff participants 

potentially found it punishing to see it posted publicly how their behavior affected the 
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student behavior.  Moreover, that staff found it punishing to see public data they were not 

implementing the program. 

Some changes that could be made to increase the effectiveness of public posting 

and review of functional communication training would be including a feedback and/or 

training session within weekly team meetings.  In the present study, public posting was 

assessed in the absence of feedback/training sessions.  Therefore, results were reviewed 

during weekly team meetings, but specific feedback in regards to training itself was not 

given.  The researcher also found that staff had difficulty with contriving opportunities 

throughout the school day.  It could be beneficial in future research to utilize a role play 

during staff training, as well as adding it to the daily schedule for staff to follow.  This 

could all be incorporated into feedback sessions in which the supervisor could meet with 

staff once a week or more if needed to discuss progress with functional communication 

training.  On the contrary, Mager & Pipe, 1984 explain that if staff are not doing 

something that they need to be doing, then staff training is not always needed.   They 

explain that training should not always be the default.  Training would only be needed if 

there is a demonstrable need that is observed.   In their Analyzing Performance Problems 

flow chart, they explain that if there is a performance problem, the first question to ask is, 

“is it important?”  If the problem is important, then ask, “Is it a skill deficiency?”  If this 

is the case, then training would be needed.  If this is not the case, then it could be a 

knowledge deficiency which could lead training strategies utilizing reinforcement 

contingencies or review and training.  Mager & Pipe suggest that looking at performance 

to determine if it is either reinforcing or punishing in order to pinpoint what the actual 

need is in order to change staff behavior.  Based on staff feedback following the study 
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when completing the social validity questionnaire, staff indicated that they did feel 

comfortable implementing FCT, but they did not understand why it was important to do 

so.  FCT was explained prior to the study during initial training of FCT for each student 

participant.  This could suggest that there simply wasn’t enough reinforcement to 

maintain this behavior.  In the previous research (e.g. Alvero et al., 2001, Balcazar et al., 

1985, and Nordstom et al., 1990), the researchers explain that public posting alone is not 

sufficient in changing behavior, and ultimately a treatment package is needed.   In the 

present study, the reinforcement phase was last, which could have weakened the design 

and overall results.  It could be beneficial in future research to specifically look at staff 

reinforcers and consequences, in order to increase implementation of not only functional 

communication training, but student programming as a whole.  It could also be beneficial 

in future research to rearrange the design in order to be consistent with the motivating 

operation of staff. 

Additionally, there appeared to be a relationship between ease of implementation 

and increased functional communication training.  This is shown in Table 2 that overall, 

Amy who utilized vocal speech for FCT, had the most total opportunities of FCT 

implementation by staff.  Allison, who utilized a choice board as well as vocal speech, 

had the second most opportunities of FCT implementation by staff.  Finally, Madison had 

the lowest number of opportunities of FCT implementation by staff and utilized an iPad 

with no vocal speech.  This could mean that because using an iPad required the most 

effort by staff, that fewer opportunities were contrived for FCT implementation versus 

vocal speech, which requires less effort.  It is important to note that their different 
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modalities of communication are not equivalent, which could in turn be the function of 

varying results.   

In conclusion, public posting and review of client data suggested a higher 

probability of staff implementing functional communication training when reinforcement 

was added.  However, similar results with public posting and review alone were found 

with 1 participant as well. Further research should be done to increase staff accountability 

and to ensure services are being provided to clients on a daily basis.  This could be done 

by looking at overall training models, and adding feedback and goal setting, as well as 

staff incentive programs. 
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APPENDIX A 

PHASE 1 of PUBLIC POSTING IN THE CLASSROOM 

 

Appendix A. Picture of Public Posting of Baseline data for Phase 1 Intervention within in the classroom. 
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APPENDIX B 

PHASE II of PUBLIC POSTING IN THE CLASSROOM 

 

 

Appendix B. Picture of Public Posting of Phase 1 data for Phase 2 Intervention within in the classroom. 

Symbols are pictured above to designate if a staff member did not implement the target at minimum of 10 

times during the shift.  
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APPENDIX C 

TEAM MEETING SCRIPT 

Team Meeting Script 

Baseline: Script for Team Meetings 

When implementing _________’s FCT targets, please ensure you follow the correct 

response per student.  

 

Phase 1: Team Meeting Script for Reviewing Client Progress 

For the FCT of ___________, (Client) is currently averaging ________ requests per day. 

_______ (Client) should be averaging 10 responses per day per their Behavior Support 

Plan. Please see the graph here that depicts how long this client has been averaging less 

than 10 FCT responses per day.  Please remember to implement the functionally 

equivalent replacement behaviors and contrive natural opportunities throughout each 

school day as these are used to decrease the students challenging behaviors targeted for 

deceleration.  Are there any questions? 

 

Phase 2: Team Meeting Script for Reviewing Staff Implementation 

For the FCT of _____________, for (Client), staff are currently implementing target 

_____ total opportunities per day.  Are there any questions? 

 

Reversal: Team Meeting Script 

The script for reversal would follow the same guidelines as indicated above for Baseline, 

Phase 1, and Phase 2. 

Appendix C. Team Meeting Script showing exact script that was followed by the student researcher each 

team meeting. 

 


