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Identification of the Function of Problem Behavior
Using Functional Assessment:

Based on Types of Observer and Problem Behavior
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A5 P ATE DA 493 BADE 430 0e BALE Abuete fa AAH0w, o8 98, R, wa), T ARA 8
ABEAAS A TS o 44 712 358 F angel BIAE RG] BEAATYAEY ATEARE A28 57
etk SYMdle DA £33 BABE 3, SHU0e BABEY son Agse] NIy RaRAS Aaer], F
W) Alole) 4TS EAE BASGIT. 1 A%, BRA AdE BRUA dgkor) B W Aole] BwE vmal] A A
FRA 23 2R RN 87 750] A4 A Ueidth BAYE $3S §o8 Gt waRRed, dusl, E4, A4 9
&9 AT a7 39 Y5l AFAFY AT AR 7ol FnletA #¥o] itk HirEe] Aol vlws dud 2
FE Both #FAA w1 FAR T F8 W Ateld] F5AE e BHEA Asdth FF A @FIM Y E AF A &8
W} 4 Aol v Ake st
FHof =HES, 2EAL, 715 G LETe, ENYs 7Y
Abstract Although identification of the function of problem behavior can be influenced by observers or types of problem behaviors, there is lack of

studies analyzing these factors. The purpose of this study, which is focused on people with developmental disabilities, was to identify the
functions of problem behaviors reported by three different groups of caregivers(teachers, staff/therapists, and parents), and types of problem
behaviors(self-injurious, attack, destroy, stereotype, tantrum, others). Total of 473 participants answered basic information record and
Functional Assessment for the Challenging/Problem Behaviors (FAPB). Results show that there was no significant difference in function of
problem behavior across observers, but the main effect of the problem behavior type was observed. As a result of post-analysis of observer
variables, demand was reported the least in the parent group. Attack and self-injurious behavior were significantly related to demand and
avoidance, which was consistent with previous studies. interaction between two independent variables was not significant. Utilization of the

result in the clinical field and further research was suggested.
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AlZyslar HIWHSE F-A)8) 5(Baker et al., 2003; Lee & Chung, 2016; Macintosh & Dissanayake,

A ALE AL Ak ANRAY FHA ALEH FRS Wadths HolA ANdY A&
@A s, Al8lF o g E olES A YUdr] Y3k Ho] 715 HtHDurand & Merges, 2001; Fox et al., 2002). #4)|3)

HE 27] 9% =82 E3] A&Ho e, $8dTENL B ATE T a4
Horner et al., 2002; Kahng et al., 2002). AAE w|= 42]8}3](American
Psychological Association; APA) 16, 33, 5383}, w|=r <A A A7 Al E](National Institute of Mental Health; NIMH), |4 &
Rl B e FolAE AN Bl BABE Aol SEAFRAL A8 AL BEA.
BADE A st W], BANEL Suekn fAske BAH W),
= AAAT A} 0SS ARBTHKem e al, 2002 BH FABE o]

MNP A AR FARSES
AA 7= SHZF e ueld) 71% ¥ 7Hfunctional assessment)S AA|S AS 7FZ3THCarter & Horner, 2007;
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Iwata et al., 1994; Park & Kim, 2017). &A1 E 0] Hole EA8EY 7|5 Hosles dFE5L F2 =49 3
Aol AdAAHo 7 J|FES Hriste 7|TEAS A 85t J=ulBeavers et al., 2013; Hanley et al., 2003) o|& AT

AREL aF=Fas AS A7) S8, A7) A5EAAR] AFS FT67] A8, AAF duiAd ez Edg
= i | 2 FAEIRY 21 ERIAE w2A 817] flal), @ E ey dAE T
2 B 13K Hanley et al., 2003; Lewis & Bodfish, 1998).
T 7IeE BAY W #Fste Asolv HFEA T F
stthal Ha1gkel Hanley et al(2003)2 ZA1852 1 7]5 Alele] #AE 1ot
3 A3 &= 2777H—Ei AR EY] FFH HrpE J8E S0 et AT 1 2, AsESEY Vs o2 3
97y v ga .97 7P o2 39Ut 7P B v Aprixbse] 7 a1t
P59 7oz eE Q7% oy AEFY V|ToZe AV|A=ER] AU 7 29k, wr] 3Fe UE
< T Bxgta Bugth 13 ooy X84A FolA MEEE Ve tuy M8 T ooidAke] A4
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Beaver et al.(2013)%= Hanley et al.(2003)3} 7Z& WY 2001 A=HE 2012d%7HA] ERE 158709 7]ewAEs
83 ATES TS EAM8IATE 1 23, Hanley et al(2003)7 FAFSHA #2E-S Adshe #EAe} 22 37
Al g9t EAYEY F3 wat EAFE 7so] eetd & dokal Baugth v leeld HEEAl B
BATE AQdeta aokls o, Al Ee] Vs o2 ATASH YUt 7P B v, 34T Vo2 E 3
97t 7H WA A7ARFe] 7P AQow, sl war] o] s BF AN, sl el AR
o] 7 BES& Hagtt o] ﬁﬂf, Hanley et al(2003)2] AA7-9} m}R7}x| 2 wgojolo] Hol= EA|3Ee] 43

3
= A
of we} 2 7)%5el o)t YSES AAFETE EEF, Beaver er al(2013)2] AT E BEE PG 7, = A=A}
of me} EAAEe 7)sl x}°l7} Je F dvka FAGTE G F Y 1FAFE VISEAS st &
P59 715 Tt A, AR FAAEY] FES 18T ot AdeS HAFE

AAZ 2R AFE o] F 7HA ake] dis) ZAFEIATE 4, 3ER w1 QS BT AFELS FAYT
7159 zbel7h #EASE #E A 7Rl MR ZoloA HIRH RoE MHWth oF 59|, English and
Anderson(2004)2 ¥4, 73, AP FS Ho|= ol Ul Wol| ] 7lerAS A Ax, B Rzt AF
P& o, 283 Iue AFAPE AFYS W A3 a7t F F ASS Basoh BaAel AFA Atold] 7%
A4 ARE vlugk 1 ¢ AFEdAE B A B4 7se] B FEHRS Bis 3 THHuete & Kurtz,
2010; Ringdahl & Seller, 2000). ©] A#}E2 oj" #HAA}L AFP=Ad wet 2AREY 33 a347t & 5 US
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S AARSITE olol] tisjAl F 7FA] 7Hdo] @EEh WA, Huete and Kurtz(2010)= B2 WHolo] w2 xjo]E2 HE
= ; < B3e A
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NSRS AP B uhe)

o
AL AWty §HH, Lang et al (20100 HEAL]

EAS 4e & 7} 370
et P59 7lso] g20e Aotk HE AFEL o|9 d#d AFAE BHudtet, 34T @4 Tol g
7e A 0] Ao AP Aol &7 7, =olHu A8Y T, I ¢ FXtelA JPd Beel= B4l Vs
o] FEHXTE AHE B3 HLang et al, 2009; Lang et al., 2010).

o, FARETY 7o HF At BEAATL Mg A4, o5 HEAE aga 3 Ak sy o
Atell oA FEFS etk ol2d VeS Ags] Hrisky] fEiM e b B AR B We] 3R &
SH =t Kelley et al, 2011), °] T 75 42 AAZF ol T4 &S vidsta, HHAQ #FS i B

SRR, HETbel o8] AFAR] FHANA AF #AES Fa HAAHE
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2 A91e] 7hgoi o] we} & go] Aol 2tkecege et al, 1989)

ZIeEAd] Wi AR BeAse) A7 Hae 7w Aagrh A5 FEE5L SItKChoi & Kim, 2019).
NxHoZE 575 EEA(Questions about Behavioral Function; QABF, Paclawskyj et al, 2000)9} T7|HAHAE 1 &
II(Motivation Assessment Scale; MAS, Durand & Crimmins, 1988; Haim, 2002)7} 1=H], o]# 3t AEH 7= AR &
B e AgHel 4EAee o Wske B4, DAL B2 BE e ES BRE F ARA)
ek A0z olHAN A5 Ha B 859 GFol FhHoT He o glTkschlichenmeyer e al,
201, SRR S ARES HolAx AW, A5EA olHel WAL, EAS BET ¢ fe 49
oM AN 5 ATk Aol slol ARIN FEa e

B 0F AFAINE ARG ASEAL B Egele] BANE £30] B BANE S5 Aol $A3)
G THMatson et al., 2011). ©] A= 7]eEAS 83 AF 7 123} Hanley et al(2003)3 Beaver et al.(2013)9] A
S} FARE AARE Bugity 53] sl JlsoR #4d IYE, 34YFY VTR IIst a5 Hislho,
RS 83 A7t AR A3s Bagitk 33, 7P RIEEHA AMEHE AE 7 EEAQABHE &
st} FAAEY] FAd M2 75 AolE A AFENAME A8l FEdE A ArIAFT 22 B A
Zstel oaf A, T4, o] A a7, BT 2E AEH A 95 fA"EvE 23E B
(Applegate et al., 1999; Sim§-Pinatella et al., 2014; Healy et al.,, 2013). It TFE AFoA= 34385 ¥ oYz} #ls)<t
2EBE JA AR A Aske] dFQl 397 ee Bt B 3HTKRojahn et al, 2012).

¢, AEAE &8 7eHE AR A9 BF #EA #30 mE AolE AF AR A= gla, #
A2} Atolo] AFEE vofgt dynt HdAoR BFEY & 50, YFVTEEANQABHE &3] St g
oA AW B ZwAKparaprofessional) Ato]e] §H-S Hlng Aol A (May et al, 2014 B4, HIES, dojHd, &
ol el A2 S & 23 B4 7S Afstae #EARNY] Bt i EUAE ¢ jival B =
g 7] BAHAEMAYE ZE3 IR AFolMe EAWEFY F3 wet AR AE & Aoyt AT B
3F=U|(Sigafoos et al, 1994; Zarcone et al., 1991), Alafidi=o] A BAX7F X Tl =UW WHH(Zarcone et
al ,1991), FAPZAA = o]#dt X =7} YeRFRA] eESkThSigafoos et al, 1994). slA|% #&AAZF A =S Djo}st
o=, XBAF 2 7)AFALA7| 8] (Paclawskyj et al., 2000; Sigafoos et al., 1994; Zarcone et al.,1991), &-& 1 AKZarcone
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ol
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§3700) AAF o FAHn, Aol B AFow Hrhuo] AgHo} oH BEIISAEAQABDS ¥
q

R W EFHE A} GBHOE veht AT Pt SHEl 28T HEAYS FAsAT FE,
AT AT AR BAT 37 WAL ol 5 RS F7h B4R Pyl FrsIdkel: BAsaA sk
Bgol Hole EAWE F HEA FAYEVS 49T 2, A2 27 Ul e BABE] 29 BAN 7}
2 sok shul Ad F 2 7 1 BEo] AF U gtk 0glel BAE 2) T EF ZABE el S
st st B/ THS) FAPBE ATk FAPBS] WA BFL LF, A/14Z, AAH gH, B L 5A,
B3], B9 F 649 89lo] 4RGN T o, A5 AAE A 18A Grhe] 0ARE e Tk

[e)
o
A 53 AL HAmolth Ao Welt he) 890F 0olA 163 Aololm 7} aele] ATt EE5F 4
s

F 7lsol wERele] FASEY] dle] BE vt EF3F AFA EE 8RlEdd g AIx Al
Cronbach’s a+= .80F-E].89Z2(Q 7 .88, AF7|AF=: .89, AA| A Alef: 85, 74v} & =) 89, 3]u]: 84, HA: 8= F
ﬁ2~c>]<>4 H, B A E 765E 89E(QT: 88, AZ|AFE: 89, AlA|A ArE): .76, ZA¥F 2 EA. 89, 3|y 82, &
0 80)FT 3 FEolAUTh
3. =AY
2 dFdxe #FA 2 FAESs AEEE BaE FAYEY Vsl Aelrt A=A deotry] s, ol 71s
HE 227 S A4S vlastdnh 94, #4418 Fg3r] Ao FRIEE gy AXS &85k #
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Levene B|2ES Fofl A% A7, 524 7HS SFSFATHEQ, 410)=1.21, p=230). 22 YYPo2 ZAPE 7
4, 5 A8, w4, 93, A, w227, 7E Alele] SRS AAIE delk $84 7HE SSIATHE (5,4098)

2. 7 TERL ML SHO| M2 ZHBE 7|

or
=l
(i)

A P wEt 2AYF 7)ol 2ol A=A OLO}PJl el EABE IS FASL vESA B4t
BHS ANG A, B F30) vk muE slee) dol frelahA WATHE @, 681) = 624, p = 22, 3
B B8 Alel A5 e M o ATIIE AT, 2 Ak 87 75 Mx} Aol me
Zol7h frojvgon, wAkst AgAzp RE Hle] e 7leS T Wol RAITKF 2, 681) = 410, p =
.02)(<Table 1> 2 <Figure 1> Z%).
<Table 1> Scores of problem behavior function by observer groups (1: teachers, 2: therapists and agency workers, 3: parents)

Function Obsession and
Observers Demand Self-stimulation Physical condition R Escape Attention
1 9.83(4.92) 6.90(5.27) 4.58(3.64) 6.34(4.87) 7.98(4.52) 7.02(4.46)
2 10.24(4.84) 9.08(5.07) 4.08(3.23) 6.14(4.80) 7.96(4.51) 7.22(4.26)
3 7.99(5.10) 6.66(5.21) 4.37(3.76) 5.34(4.14) 8.25(4.39) 7.33(4.44)
dt 2 2 2 2 2 2
F 9.58** 23 1.01 2.52 22 .32
. p <001
7.02
o S el L e
e s o
<Figure 1> Scores of problem behavior function by observer groups
3.2 BRYS S¥0l M2 SNBSS Jls 73

wAYE Fol w2t A1 B%«l 71%011 Zpol7h A=A Gotr 7] el #EFA {FFS AL HESA EHE

e AN 23, 4 BA¥E 72 WA ol 71se AHa Alele] Aolrh fojulEtAl YEHSTH<Table 2>,

- 46 -



FE0| - 1E5F / YSHUATEHL(FAPBIE &8 ZHAS 7 A AKX 7Y Bl GE ZHYUS 75 *Y
<Table 2> Comparison between problem behavior function scores within problem behavior types
Function Physical Obsession and
Demand Self-stimulation Escape Attention a F
Type condition control
Self-injury 10.17(.48) 6.70(.49) 5.12(.36) 7.17(.47) 8.85(.45) 6.81(.44) 5 7.93%%*
Aggression 10.83(.38) 5.07(.39) 4.65(.28) 7.00(.37) 8.42(.36) 7.78(.35) 5 6.67%%
Destruction 9.80(.73) 5.37(.75) 3.22(.55) 6.86(.71) 7.31(.68) 6.66(.68) 5 5.77%%
Stereotype 6.86(.48) 11.05(.49) 4.11(.36) 4.87(.47) 7.41(.45) 6.51(45) 5 10.07**
Tantrum 12.02(.60) 4.62(.62) 5.90(.45) 6.70(.59) 9.83(.56) 6.60(.56) 5 6.56%%
Others 8.66(.32) 7.30(.32) 3.95(.24) 5.14(.31) 7.32(.30) 7.31(.30) 5 12.02%*
**p < .001
1
10
4
3 Semeand Self—lsliﬂ"lu‘ Physical Obsassion —_— Attantion
ation condition  and control
- St L gee agare AESUCE w o SIOTE0 g Tantrum “++ Dithers
iniury ssion ien twee
<Figure 2> Problem behavior function scores of each type of behavior
(self-injury, aggression, destruction, stereotype, tantrum, and others)
<Figwe 2>). AFAH B3} BE BA F304 4 7159 A5 A2 Fovis Aot Atk AFER A

bt fro]ulgt Fol <Table 3>014 23] 4 52 AN BE EARE FFNA 27 75
O Mg B Bz muAnes, den) B5E AD LE BADE FIAA 414 SA4 A e 4
= nudgt A4d 9%, 34 BF, 99 95, 71E} B AE 8T 7)50] 7Pg gol BuEow, AA
2 e 7ol 7bg A RaEth 4% Aol G AT Aol Fbg ol nausgon], AAH 4
B 7ol 7 A musgch Was) B%d gens a7 kel 44 gel nusgon AT Tlsel
H HA BnEAY o] ol wAAe] G BANGL W= Felsich

O

mlo = OH"
E _4
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<Table 3> Post hoc test results for significant differences between functions of each problem behavior types

. ) ) Obsession and ]
Self-injury Demand >  Escape > Self-stimulation, Attention > Physical condition
control,
) Escape(>Obsession ) Obsession and
Aggression Demand > Attention, > Self-stimulation, Physical condition
and control), control
. Obsession and Attention ) )
Destruction Demand, Escape > ) - Self-stimulation, Physical condition
control (>Physical condition),
Stereotype Self-stimulation > Escape, Demand, Attention > Obsession and control,  Physical condition
Attention Obsession and ]
Tabtrum Demand, Escape > Physical condition, Self-stimulation
(>Self-stimulation), control,
] ) ) Obsession and ) -
Others Demand >  Escape, Attention, Self-stimulation > | > Physical condition
control

A} £33 BADE 43 Aold AEAEe] FAWE 7% Aol MAE 9GS wetey] s duAdE
9 AEAE B4 @ AW, 4548 BdE folaA AYTH<E 4> 2D

<Table 4> Interactions between observer types and problem behavior types

Obsession and

Function Demand Self-stimulation Physical condition Escape Attention
control
d& 17 17 17 17 17 17
F 1.16 0.97 1.21 152 1.07 1.05
p-value 0.29 0.49 0.25 0.81 0.38 041
*p < .05

=
i
L

B ATelAE BAYEY AsRae G8e vAE WAL S s A, BB 5 WAL B,
A, BAYEY 49 Wae BAsddn BA4 #3& wh ABA L WEAA PR F A Falgl,
g3 BAGE 4Fe A, B4, 3, 4T, W2 JEL B o Y F3ollt BFAATFEHEEAPRS
Fgstel ATE AV 23 BAA /P B2 A5 Aole A gtk SAHOE fovjsAE 2
ou, aE=g Uehd 23E S4E) s AR P 7 Holg BASE AFAAL ANF AW, 87 T
o S el e @S AR 8 /BT S0 GO S Sle® deid EALE Y

FIUISA gsieh & A9 olelst A4}

lo
o
fols
L)
oo
flo

HE J)5e) Aol felvalAl UEter, F #sl Aol

BAA) §H0 BE TADE e BA

S u] TA(English & Anderson, 2004; Huete
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AR, BEA §Zo| W 75dE fo|7t LERbR Egtis Ax)

§ APAT AAE AARA etk AW} A Fe PRIt B
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& Kurtz, 2010)7])%5°] FE& XA L]—E}L]—U:], WAF AFSE A= 33 7)5o] FEH A T=(English & Anderson,
2004) AFATe] Adete] EAXF Ade AT A SHH BHEHUE AR Btk F, @A #F o
AR ol Al AWA3F AFAYGE A8 d——rL%(Enghsh & Anderson, 2004; Huete & Kurtz, 2010)3E T2, B Ao A
e A B A A whu deAgsts wAlL A8AF B 7)13EARRE FRSY] sl AEEd 9%
zpo] 7t FEH A= #Aloly 33 75 (Huete & Kurtz, 201009 A] 22} Abo] o] xpo]7h YeRA] e9ks 4 Uk
SHA, fFomlatAl= dskou), #EAA Jo Alo] Bk FAME 75 PuS Hlwsty] s ARHAES AA
sk A, B FdoA a7 7lso] 7P AA RuENSS o AU WAk X84 2 7174&*}747} 27
7155 WIS Bagh Ade #zo] o|FA e S tis] A% APdAT At dAgta & ok &
nANA Q7 7]Fo] WIHSHA HiEE AL Lang et al.(2008)3 Lang et al.(2009)¢] A} z]s}—t— 2 H
QIt}. Lang et al.(2008)3} Lang et al.(2009)2 ©|#3F Al ths] n oAM= TE 7|THT HAsles A2 A= A9
23t &37F A7) wWiolgtal siAgity &, oy Xg oA s ke Ao HIsHA EZslEE FAT 2!
2 ol weof st Adso] Br] Wi 87 7sdd o3 EAgEe] MY FEo] U =tk d& &9,
FAPB A% & 87 7|5S Hotdte £33 &2 2@ a3 o] ds W A3 50 UrE‘rUrUrﬁ ) 173t
Z

b2 Fapd Al Fo] Sk e] e, oY

s sk = z
ol Uetyr] Adl v FFAAE A5 «2¥8A Fobea gigd gEo] 2 :‘?:62}%0]‘:}.
=4, EASE 30 wet EFAPEY] 7ere] ztol7t e AeE yEwth o] A A9 nEATe o
H A X s}=d|(Beaver et al., 2013; Hanley et al., 2003), A3JAFo| e} o] B AfoA IA| AR F 7|Fo=2

T 397t 7 Bol] BRuEnh T AEdTY A 7 aEATE 1 9 =@ dBFoE ArIRF)
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