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Phase 1 Project Tasks
This Phase 1 project had the following as the primary goals:
1. Develop content materials, with consultant review, for the first IMM module, The Fast Method
2. Conduct formative evaluation of IMM materials and finalize development of IMM materials based on
consultant review and formative evaluation.
3. Produce IMM materials and print materials, develop outcome instrument, and conduct performance
tests.
4. Conduct a pilot test of the effectiveness of the program with a sample of 40 secondary school teachers.
All four specific aims were accomplished. As will be discussed in more detail below, teachers not only
learned the FAST material in an efficient manner, but were also very positive in how they rated the product.
Project Changes
After the Phase I project was funded, but before we started to work on the Phase I tasks, Dr. Dan Baker,
who was the P.I., took a faculty position as an Assistant Professor of Pediatrics at the University of Medicine
and Dentistry of New Jersey. The Research Associate on the project, Dr. Martin R. Sheehan, took over the role
of P.I. Dr. Sheehan has extensive experience in working with schools in the area of behavior management and
was also very involved in the original writing of the grant application.
Completion of Phase I Tasks
Task 1: Develop content for an IMM module that simplifies the functional assessment process.
Initial development. Project development staff worked on the content, design, and usability of an IMM
module, which was titled The Fast Method. The IMM program, based on current research in effective
principles of behavioral interventions, consisted of a video training program; an interactive tutorial; a webbased, interactive self-assessment; and supplementary print materials. The goal of the developers was to
create a demonstration-driven instructional experience that was engaging to participants and would make a
clear, simplified presentation of skills. IRIS staff members who were involved in the content development
consisted of the Principal Investigator, the Research Associates, the Instructional Designer, and the Media
producers.
Tasks 2: Conduct formative evaluation of IMM materials and finalize development of IMM materials based on
consultant review and formative evaluation.
Focus groups. Two focus groups were conducted to determine the program’s efficacy, utility, and value.
Two focus groups, Group A and Group B, attended by the Principal Investigator and Research Associate, were
moderated by each respectively, with the other taking observational notes. Following the focus group
sessions, project staff met to debrief and analyze the information collected in the groups. The results of this
meeting were written up by the Research Associate and shared with the project staff and scriptwriters on the
desired direction of content development.

Focus Group A. Focus Group A consisted of 10 urban-metropolitan teachers who discussed teachers'
needs for behavior support, discussed the program’s utility potential, offered feedback on the FAST concept
and script ideas, and generated video vignette scenarios. The teachers’ demographics broke down into the
following categories: a) 9 female, 1 male; b) 8 Caucasian, 1 Hispanic, 1 declined to state; c) had 1-14 years'
teaching experience; and d) 6 had at least a master’s level degree. Participants discussed a variety of student
behavior problems and contexts, which became the foundational scenarios for FAST instruction (e.g., working
with the disengaged student, responding with relationship-building, demonstrating sensitivity to students’
cultural differences, and dealing with power struggles.) The participants’ skills in behavior support varied
greatly, but all agreed that the FAST concept could provide useful support to teachers, particularly new
teachers and those who don’t have strong student-behavior management skills. When asked if they would
view such a program, all the teachers said they would be interested.
Focus Group B. Focus group B consisted of 6 teachers in the Eugene metropolitan area who reviewed
the FAST script content for efficacy, utility, cultural appropriateness, and interest. The 6 teachers were: a) 3
male and 3 female; b) 4 Caucasian, 1 Hispanic, and 1 declined to state; c) 2 white, 1 Native American, 2 African
American, and 1 declined to state; d) had 7-30 years teaching experience; and e) all but one had at least a
masters' level degree. All teachers found the dialogue and interactions between the characters to be realistic
and believable, as well as culturally sensitive and appropriate. Participants’ responses were used to conduct a
formative evaluation of the product. Suggestions from participants included specific points to emphasize,
wording to be changed, and overall content/pacing. Overall, 100% of participants found the program to be
"very useful" or "extremely useful" to teachers in general, teachers who need help with student discipline, and
"teachers like you." This group also gave feedback on the outcome instrument (see below in Task 5).
Script development. After the focus groups, the Principal Investigator and Media producers collaborated
on scripts for the components of the IMM module that aimed to simplify the functional assessment process.
Further formative evaluation. The FAST content and video were reviewed for formative evaluation by the
Project Consultants—2 expert consultants in education and 5 consulting secondary-level educators.
Consultants were overwhelmingly positive in their feedback of the FAST script, citing the script’s engagement
aspects, its straightforward presentation and easy-to-implement strategies, and its cultural-appropriateness.
In addition, the Consultants’ detailed feedback was used to further refine the program and address technical
concerns about the use of the web and streaming video.
Task 3. Produce IMM and print materials, develop outcome instrument and conduct performance tests.
Produce Phase IMM and print materials
The production team was responsible for producing the Phase I interactive multimedia program, The FAST
Method, an eDVD which consisted of a video training program, an interactive tutorial, and interactive web
assets. An eDVD or enhanced-DVD is a hybrid technology that can be viewed on a home DVD player or used
interactively on a computer with DVD-ROM and Internet access. In its interactive form, the DVD disk provides
a user with seamless access to interactive web assets and the World Wide Web. A supplementary print
manual was also developed.
Video Production. The 17-minute video is built around three principal situational vignettes that present
problem behaviors in the classroom and offer teachers opportunities for analyzing the functional goals of
behavior and arriving at an appropriate response. Utilizing a diverse cast of students and teachers, the video
presents a strategy (the FAST method: Find, Assess, Select, and Track) that teachers can employ to objectively
identify and respond to student misbehavior. Using an array of techniques (dramatic storyline, quick-paced
editing, action, and skill-building routines), the video presents viewers with multiple examples and
opportunities to learn how to solve common student problem behaviors quickly and effectively. The project
team, with assistance from Dr. Jeffrey Sprague and five consulting secondary level teachers, developed the
materials for the curriculum.
Interactive Tutorial. The tutorial material, available on VHS, DVD, and eDVD, summarizes principles and
provides problem-solving sequences on the three behavioral goals addressed in the Phase I program: power,
attention, and avoidance. Illustrative video clips of student behavior show students and scenarios that are

different than those used in the video program or self-assessment to ensure that viewers have opportunities
to generalize skills and knowledge from the instructional video program to other contexts. Due to media
limitations, the VHS version is not interactive; viewers observe scenarios and are presented with appropriate
analysis/responses. DVD and eDVD versions allow viewers to select responses to questions related to liveaction video examples of student behaviors.
Self-Assessment Tool. The self-assessment uses three video scenarios to test users’ grasp of concepts and
their ability to generalize skills and knowledge. All scenarios are new to viewers and do not appear in any
other material in the program. Users’ responses are scored and explanatory material is presented when
answers are incorrect. Users have the option of reviewing the related video scenario with added explanatory
narrative if they have not done well on the particular questions.
Interactive Web Assets. FAST Online provides a combination of information and instructional resources.
For users who do not have access to a computer with a DVD-ROM drive, the self-assessment tool described
above is available at FAST Online. In addition, printable summary charts and a FAST method quick reference
card are available in PDF format. Links to appropriate resources are also included.
Print Materials. Print materials for the Phase I FAST method program include a viewer’s guide,
implementer’s guide, and a FAST method quick reference card. The 18-page Viewer’s Guide summarizes
background and principles of the FAST method and provides detailed information on each of the three
behavioral goals covered in the program. Charts, diagrams, and photos are used extensively to make
information as clear and memorable as possible. The implementer’s guide is designed to quickly inform
administrators and trainers about the assets in The FAST Method program and provide guidance in how to
access them. The quick reference card shows the four steps of the FAST method on a small card that teachers
can keep handy to cue themselves about appropriate responses.
Development of an Outcome Instrument.
The Principal Investigator, Research Associate, and Project Methodologist developed an online, videoenhanced outcome instrument that presented common classroom problem behaviors using three video and
three written stimulus scenarios. The scenarios were accompanied by a series of questions measuring the
teacher's ability to analyze the situations using strategies from the intervention materials. To develop the
scenarios, we began by asking teachers in Focus Group A (see above) about the types of situations and
interactions most common and most difficult for them (e.g., girls who talk back). Teachers were encouraged to
provide specific examples and to work in small groups to develop a written outline of a problem interaction.
This information was later used by the development team in drafting the assessment scenarios. Teachers in
Focus Group B reviewed these scenarios and offered feedback on the relevance, accuracy, and cultural
appropriateness of each scenario. Following this, scripts were revised.
The final assessment instrument consisted of 3 video vignettes and 3 brief written vignettes. Two vignettes
demonstrated avoidance situations, two demonstrated power situations, and two demonstrated attentionseeking situations. Following each vignette, teachers responded to six questions. Five of the six questions
were open-ended, requiring written answers; the sixth question asked teachers to rate, on a Likert-type scale,
how confident they were that their analysis of the situation (Intervention group) or testable
hypothesis(Alternate Treatment group) was correct. The five open-ended questions were different for each
group and reflected the different content provided to each group. Teachers in the Intervention group were
asked: 1) Describe the problem behavior; 2) What did the teacher feel and do? 3) How did the student
respond?; 4) What's the goal of the student's behavior?; and 5) How could the teacher respond appropriately
to the student? Teachers in the Alternate Treatment group were asked: 1) What is the problem behavior?; 2)
What is the antecedent to the problem behavior?; 3) What is the consequence for the problem behavior?; 4)
Why do you think the behavior is occurring?; and 5) What might the teacher do differently? Answers from the
open-ended questions were scored by two research assistants using a consensus methodology. The Principal
Investigator developed criterion answers for each question, based on the different content for the two groups.
The research assistants were trained on both sets of materials and the assessment scenarios. Each research
assistant scored each written answer independently. They then met to compare scores; any differences were

resolved by discussion to reach a consensus; if they couldn't reach a consensus, the Principal Investigator
resolved the disagreement. Only two answers had to be resolved by the Principal Investigator. Answers were
scored either 0 (incorrect) or 1 (correct), except in the case of Intervention group answers to question 2 (What
did the teacher feel and do?). Since two responses were called for, a score of .5 was given for partial answers.
Scores were computed as the sum of correct answers for each scenario.
Performance Test.
Beta testing of FAST materials was conducted with 5 teaching experts in Oregon and California, all of
whom were experienced secondary teachers with advanced degrees in Education. Beta testers viewed the
FAST video program and used the online FAST assessment, then responded to an interview of open-ended and
multiple choice questions. Beta testers responded very positively to the FAST program’s content and
accessibility (using a Likert scale with 1 as lowest and 5 highest in overall reaction to the program: high quality
content 4.6, ease of use 4.2, satisfaction 4.8). Two of the five (40%) users noted problems playing the DVD.
One respondent commented that difficulty was likely due to the age of the computer/system used to view the
program; another mentioned the way the opening sequence developed made it difficult to discern which
action to choose. Three users (60%) reported technical problems with the online (website) portion of the
program (video-enhanced) assessment: One had to restart their system a number of times, another had
difficulty getting the video to play (user thought difficulty might be related to Quicktime video-viewing
program), and the third reported problems loading on Windows Media Player. Feedback on technical issues
led IRIS staff to consider additional computer platform and web-based access issues, and results were
incorporated into the final FAST product.
Task 4. Conduct a pilot test of the effectiveness of the program with a sample of 40 secondary school teachers.
To demonstrate the feasibility and effectiveness of this project, we conducted a pilot test using a twogroup (Intervention/Alternate Treatment) post-only design. The aim of this activity was to examine whether
teachers in the Intervention Group would demonstrate a greater mastery of the materials, use less time to
master the materials, and rate the materials higher on consumer acceptance factors than teachers in the
Alternate Treatment group. Teachers in the Intervention group received the FAST materials (a DVD containing
The FAST Method presentation, an interactive tutorial, and a viewer’s guide); teachers in the Alternate
Treatment group received written materials (Chapters 2 and 3 from Building Positive Behavior Support
Systems in Schools [Crone and Horner, 2003]).
The initial sample pool consisted of 44 secondary school teachers from 11 different states. These teachers
were randomly assigned to one of two groups, an Intervention group (IG:N=22) and an Alternate Treatment
group (AT:N=22). After receiving the materials through the mail, teachers were instructed to log in to a
website when they had completed the program/reading. On the website they completed an outcome
assessment, consisting of questions related to usage of the materials, consumer reactions to the materials,
and a test assessing their ability to apply their knowledge by analyzing common problem-behavior situations.
Approximately 2 weeks following the online assessment, teachers were asked to respond to an email
questionnaire containing five questions: 1) Have you used any of the techniques you learned from the
materials? 2) If yes, can you give an example? 3) Have you gone back to review any of the materials? 4) Have
you shared the materials with friends or colleagues? 5) Do you have any other comments you'd like to share
with us?
Teachers in both groups were paid $125.00 -- $100.00 for completing the online assessment and $25.00
for completing the email questionnaire.
Recruitment.
Participants for the study were recruited using a variety of methods. The Principal Investigator and
Research Associate used professional contacts to announce the study. We also conducted online searches for
school addresses and email addresses of principals and teachers and selected likely participants from the IRIS
Media database. Principals were sent flyers and emails announcing the study, and teachers were contacted
directly through email. In total, we sent over 900 emails and 60 flyers to likely participants in 14 states

(Oregon, Colorado, Pennsylvania, New York, Illinois, Arizona, Michigan, Alabama, California, Arkansas,
Nebraska, Hawaii, and New Mexico).
Interested teachers responded via email or phone to arrange a time for a screening/intake phone
interview. To be eligible for the study, teachers had to have a high-speed internet connection, access to a DVD
player, and no previous training or experience using functional analysis and positive behavior support
techniques. After determining eligibility, an audio-taped verbal informed consent was obtained. Eligible
teachers were then randomly assigned to either the Intervention or Alternate Treatment group.
Sixty-five teachers responded to the recruitment efforts. Twenty one were not eligible for the study (12
had pre-existing knowledge of functional analysis/positive behavior support, 2 had no high-speed internet
access, 1 did not have access to a DVD player, and 6 contacted us after the deadline for participation). Of the
44 teachers who began the study, 36 completed the assessment (IG N=18; AT N=18), an 18% attrition rate.
One teacher of the eight who failed to complete the assessment had technical difficulties; despite our best
efforts, we could not overcome those difficulties. Of the remaining seven, we identified reasons why four
didn't complete the assessment (e.g., personal problems, scheduling conflicts, etc.); three simply never logged
into the website and did not respond to reminder emails we sent.
To determine whether there were any systematic differences between teachers who completed the study
and those who didn't, we examined demographic variables ranging from gender, ethnicity, and race to years
of teaching experience. The only significant difference (Chi square(1)=6.13; p=.01) we found was that six of
the seven non-completers were high school teachers. There was no significant difference in completion rates
between the two groups.
Sample Characteristics.
Chi square and ANOVA were used to examine whether there were significant demographic differences
between the two groups. No differences were found. The two groups displayed similar percentages of high
school and middle school teachers (IG-56% middle school teachers: AT-57% middle school teachers) and were
similar in gender distribution (IG-78% female, AT-75% female). Both groups were primarily non-Hispanic (IG 100%: AT -91%) and Caucasian (IG -87% Caucasian, 4% African-American, 9% Native American/Caucasian; AT 95% Caucasian, 5% Native American/Caucasian). It should be noted that these ethnic and racial distributions
approximate the national racial/ethnic distributions of secondary school teachers, who are 95% non-Hispanic,
86% Caucasian, 6.5% African-American, 1% Native American or Alaska Native, and 1.3% Asian American,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (Kleiner & Farris, 2002). The two groups were also equivalent on
educational background (IG -9% BA/BS, 26% post-graduate work, 50% MA/MS; AT -9% BA/BS, 24% postgraduate work, 48% MA/MS) and years of teaching experience (IG -mean 10.6 years (s.d. 8.2); AT -mean 10.7
years (s.d. 7.8). These teachers taught many different academic subjects; over 32 different subject areas were
mentioned, ranging from math, English, and social studies to computers, vocal music, and 3D animation. They
had access to high-speed internet connections at both home and school (14% only at home, 46% only at
school, and 41% at both home and school). Most had DVD players on either a home or school computer; 32%
had a set-top player and players on both their home and school computers, 22% had both set-top and DVD
players on a school computer, and 21% had both set-top players and DVD players on home computers, while
only 25% had only a set-top player.

Table 1. Teachers' Mastery
FAST
Mean
s.d.
Vignette 1
4.3
Vignette 2
3.0
Vignette 3
3.2
Vignette 4
4.2
Vignette 5
4.0
Vignette 6
4.1
a

=p<.10 *=p<.01

0.9
1.2
1.1
0.9
1.2
1.1

Alternative Treatment
Mean
s.d.
3.7
1.0a
3.4
1.4
3.8
1.0
3.8
0.9
2.8
1.2*
3.7
1.0

Results
Mastery. Teachers’ mastery of the material was
measured by their scores on the six assessment
vignettes. Each vignette was followed by 5 open-ended
questions requiring teachers to analyze a problem
behavior situation and describe what would be an

appropriate response by a teacher. Scores for each vignette were computed by summing the number of
correct answers to the 5 questions. The scores on the individual vignettes were highly inter-correlated (e.g.
.47 to .70), so a MANOVA was used to examine differences between the two groups on scores from the
assessment test. The overall effect for Group was significant (F(6,27)=27, p=.002). Univariate ANOVAs
revealed that on one vignette, the Intervention group had a significantly higher score than the AT group
(F(1,32)=8.76, p=.006), and scores on three of the remaining five vignettes were higher for the Intervention
group, though none of these differences were statistically significant. Table 1 displays the mean score for each
group.
Confidence. After answering the assessment questions for each vignette, teachers were asked to rate, on a
scale of 1 to 5, where 1= "Not at all", 3 = "So-so" and 5 = "Very", how confident they were in their analysis.
Since these scores were moderately (.48) to highly (.80) correlated, MANOVA was used to examine differences
between the groups. The overall effect for Group was
Table 2. Teachers' Confidence
significant
(F(6,27)=2.66, p=.037). Univariate ANOVAs
Alternative Treatment
FAST
revealed that teachers in the Intervention group had
Mean
s.d.
Mean
s.d.
.86***
Vignette 1
4.2
0.6
3.3
significantly higher scores in their confidence ratings for
Vignette 2
3.7
1.0
3.4
1.0
3 vignettes: Vignette 1 (F(1,32)=13.01, p=.001);
Vignette 3
3.8
0.7
3.6
0.6
Vignette 5 (F(1,32)=8.64, p=.006), and Vignette 6
Vignette 4
4.0
0.6
3.4
1.2
(F(1,32=6.13), p=.019). Means on the remaining 3
1.1**
Vignette 5
4.3
0.6
3.3
vignettes were also higher for the Intervention group,
Vignette 6
4.1
0.5
3.3
1.1*
though none of these differences attained statistical
***=p<.001 **=p<.01 *=p<.05
significance.
Table 3. Program Efficiency
Table 2 displays the means.
FAST
Alternative
Treatment
Efficiency. Teachers in both groups reported how much time they
22%
0%
spent accessing/reading the materials, using a Likert-type scale where 0-1 hour
1 = "1 hour or less", 2 = "1-2 hours", 3 = "2-3 hours", 4 = "More than 3 1-2 hours
72%
50%
hours.” ANOVA was used to examine differences between the two
2-3 hours
6%
44%
groups. A significant difference (F (1,34)=14.58, p<.001) was found.
3+ hours
0%
6%
The mean for teachers in the Intervention group was 1.83 (s.d. .66);
for teachers in the AT group the mean was 2.55 (s.d. .62). 94% of teachers in the Intervention group spent no
more than 2 hours using the FAST materials, while only 50% of teachers in the AT Group spent less than 2
hours on the material.
Consumer Acceptance.
Information about consumer acceptance of the two sets of materials was gathered at two times. As part
of the final outcome assessment, teachers responded to open-ended and Likert-type questions related to
consumer acceptance factors; all teachers completed these questions. In the email follow-up assessment
questionnaire administered two weeks later, both open-ended and binary questions were asked; 75% (27)
completed the email questionnaire (14 in the Intervention group and 13 in the AT group).
Responses to these questions fall into 5 broad categories of consumer acceptance: (1) Stimulation (Did the
material get and keep teachers' interest?), (2) Comprehension (Was the material easily comprehensible?), (3)
Acceptability (Was the material relevant and useful?), (4) Ownership (Did the audience identify with the
messages and did the messages respond to the interests and priorities of the audience? Did the audience feel
the language and images reflected their everyday situations?), and (5) Persuasiveness (Was the material
sufficiently convincing to achieve attitudinal and behavioral changes?). In addition, teachers were asked
which parts of the materials they found difficult to understand and for any suggestions they had about how to
improve the materials. ANOVA and Chi Square were used to analyze differences between the two groups on
the quantitative variables; thematic analyses were conducted on the qualitative data.
Stimulation. Although a quantitative analysis was not conducted on the stimulation category, an
examination of teacher responses indicated a difference between the two groups. While the majority of

participants in the AT group found the content “interesting” or “good,” several participants noted that the
material was “very academic,” “not user-friendly,” and text heavy. Intervention group participants were more
enthusiastic about their video-based materials. Their responses tended to be more positive, noting they
“loved it,” were “impressed with the simplicity,” and found it “a great, easy-to-implement approach.”
Regardless of group, teachers seemed to have interest in what they determined was a useful, well-thought out
program. In the email questionnaire, teachers were asked whether they'd gone back to review the materials.
Only 14% of the AT Group versus 62% of the Intervention group said yes (Chi Square (1)=16, p<.001).
Comprehension. One Likert-scaled item was related to comprehension: "How much did the
program/materials help you understand the function of common problem behaviors?" No significant
difference was found between the two groups (Intervention group mean 3.38, s.d. .92; AT mean 3.5, s.d. 1.04).
However, 56% of the teachers in the Intervention group responded "Quite a bit" or "Very much" while only
44% of teachers in the AT Group had similar answers. The thematic analysis confirmed this finding. Overall,
participants in both groups found the programs to be understandable. Intervention group participants
overwhelmingly found the program to be simple and easy to use. Several mentioned that the FAST acronym
helped to remind them of the steps to addressing the behavior more effectively, and others mentioned the
emphasis on using verbs to label the behavior, not the child.
Acceptability. One Likert-scaled item was related to acceptability: "Would you recommend this program to
other teachers?" No significant difference was found between the two groups (Intervention mean=3.9, s.d
1.05; AT mean 4.0, s.d. 1.02). In the Intervention group, 67% of the teachers responded "Probably Yes" or
"Definitely Yes"; in the AT Group, 62% responded similarly. In the email questionnaire, teachers were also
asked whether they'd shared any of the material with friends or colleagues. Responses in both groups were
similar; 50% of the AT group and 46% of the Intervention group said yes.
Ownership. One of the Likert-scaled items was related to ownership: "How realistic were the classroom
scenes on the DVD/examples in the reading?" No significant difference was found between the two groups
(Intervention mean=4.0, s.d. 1.02; AT mean 4.11, s.d. .90). 72% of teachers in the Intervention group and 77%
of teachers in the AT group responded "Quite a bit" or "Very realistic.”
Persuasiveness. Two Likert-scaled items were related to Persuasiveness: "How much did the program
change your ideas about how to deal with problem behavior?" and "Do you think you'll use any of the ideas in
the program?" No significant differences were found between the two groups. On the first question, the
mean for the Intervention group was 2.83 (s.d. .98); for the AT group, the mean was 2.83 (s.d .92). 28% of
teachers in the Intervention group responded "Quite a bit" or "Very much" while 17% of teachers in the AT
Group had similar responses. On the second question, the mean for the Intervention group was 4.2 (.s.d. .98);
for the AT Group, the mean was 3.94 (s.d .87). 83% of teachers in the Intervention group responded
"Probably Yes" or "Definitely Yes"; 72% of teachers in the AT Group had similar responses. In the email
questionnaire, teachers were asked whether they'd used any of the techniques they learned in the materials.
While participants in both conditions reported that the program led them to change the way they thought
about and responded to problem behavior, 92% of participants in the Intervention group, as compared to 79%
in the AT group, were motivated toward change in their thinking and behavior.
Discussion
Teachers report that they feel overwhelmed by classroom misbehavior and find it one of the most
challenging and disturbing aspects of their jobs (Kulinna, Cothran, & Regualos, 2003). Despite the problem and
prevalence of student misbehavior, teachers feel ill-equipped to deal with it (Martin, Linfoot, & Stephenson,
1999). There is a significant need to mobilize teachers to deal effectively with problem behaviors, in order to
optimize the classroom setting for all students and to improve the future well-being of the students with
problem behaviors. Our goal was to create an engaging, demonstration-driven instructional experience with
clear, simplified presentation of skills teachers need to deal with everyday classroom misbehavior. The results
from our evaluation of the FAST Method demonstrate that this interactive DVD presented a novel approach to
analyzing and intervening with common problem behaviors, and was more effective at educating teachers
than recently published text-based materials designed expressly to be used by educators in a school setting.

Teachers participating in the interactive multimedia FAST training learned more in substantially less time, and
were more confident in their ability to apply their knowledge. While there were few statistically significant
differences on the consumer acceptance factors, there was a clear trend for teachers to respond more
positively to the FAST program. They saw it as more stimulating and persuasive, revisited the materials, and
were enthusiastic about the content and sharing the program with their colleagues. In the following section,
results of each of the outcome measures are discussed in light of the consumer satisfaction feedback received
from teachers.
Mastery.
A unique feature of our assessment was the use of 6 situational video vignettes as a quasi-behavioral
outcome measure to assess teachers’ ability to analyze in-class problem behavior and to respond
appropriately across a range of simulated real-life situations. Using this assessment, teachers in the IG group
showed higher mastery of the materials than those in the AT group. The FAST training is strengthened by the
inclusion of video modeling, a central feature of the program. The need for effective skill-based training is
clear: teachers strongly desire explicit information about useful methods of addressing misbehavior (Martin et
al., 1999). This need was substantiated by feedback from participants in both groups who found the material
on addressing challenging behaviors to be interesting and informative. Teachers receiving skill-based training,
however, were considerably more enthusiastic about the training medium than teachers receiving commonly
used text training. Teachers commented on the realism of the video vignettes and the immediate
applicability of the training materials. For example, one teacher commented, “I thought the role-playing
situations were very accurate and helpful for the classroom teacher to see how the program can be applied for
the various student behaviors.” Other teachers appreciated the authenticity of the materials: “The video clips
(vignettes) were very authentic and provided a concise ‘illustration’ of each type of behavior, as well as
effective and ineffective teacher responses,” and “The tape felt ‘real’ and not hired actors.”
Of course, teachers must be able to transfer their mastery of knowledge and skills using hypothetical
vignettes to the actual classroom. Several teachers commented that the FAST method was already improving
their effectiveness in handling misbehavior. A middle-school teacher recounted a recent interaction: “An 8th
grade female who likes to draw teachers into a power struggle…was eating candy in class (no food/drinks
outside the cafeteria). I simply looked at her, said the rule, and asked her to throw it out, then turned my back
and continued with the class. She muttered under her breath but threw it out!!!” Teachers commented that
the simple method of identifying a student’s goal helped guide their responses to student misbehavior: “I have
memorized the three goals of misbehavior. I quickly assess what a student is doing using those three goals:
power, attention or avoidance. Once I can determine why the student is acting the way they are, I can
understand and defuse the problem in a timely manner.” Another teacher noted, “I have an attention-seeking
student who thrives on inappropriate and excessive teacher attention-getting tactics. I have tried to ignore his
tactics, and pay special attention to him when he is on task. It has had a good effect so far.” In addition to the
three goals, teachers responded positively to the use of action verbs to describe student behavior rather than
labeling a student: “I really liked using the action-verbs to describe the behavior so that it separates it from
being against the student, but rather what the student is doing.”
In contrast, many teachers participating in the AT group found that the text-based training was unwieldy.
Some concerns were expressed by teachers in the AT group regarding comprehension of the written
materials. Several participants noted that those materials, which relied more heavily on academic language
and text, were not user friendly, or was “wordy and overwhelming.”
Confidence.
Teachers in the Intervention group showed a significantly higher level of confidence in their ability to
assess misbehavior than those in the AT group. Teachers’ sense of confidence in using the FAST approach
appeared to be related to the simplicity of the method and immediacy of results. One teacher commented,
“This program is simple to understand and simple to use. You can administer the techniques quickly and see
results. It gives easy-t- use methods and skills that don’t require hours of practice. Why haven’t we been taught
this before? This product is so simple—and it works! The very next day after watching the video I tried it with

my 8th grade class. The results were amazing. I can’t praise this product and technique enough, and I’ve been
teaching since the ‘70s. I’ve told everyone they HAVE to try this.” Clarity of program information increases
teachers’ confidence in using new methods (Merriam & Cafferella, 1999). Teachers noted that the FAST
method was clear and easy to understand: “The program is easy to understand and implement. I thought the
role-play situations were very accurate and helpful for the classroom teacher to see how the program can be
applied for the various student behaviors.”
Efficiency.
Training for teachers in the Intervention group took substantially less time than for teachers in the AT group.
Although this effect could be viewed as an artifact of the different forms of the materials (reading obviously takes
longer than viewing a DVD), it is a reflection of the true state of affairs: most training material on this topic is
available only in print form.
Several teachers in the Intervention group commented on the efficiency of the program and ease of use.
For example, one teacher commented, “I think this is a wonderful product that is easy to learn and
then implement in the classroom immediately. I found the materials with this program to be very clear and
easy to understand. I read the manual, watched the video, and went to school the next day able to handle
behavior problems in a much more effective manner.”
Efficiency in teacher training is essential, particularly in the area of student misbehavior. Teachers do not
have the time to engage in complex and time-consuming training. They need simple, efficient training that
yields quick results. As noted in the Commercial Application section, teachers identify time constraints due to
increasing responsibilities and a lack of skill in working with challenging students as key factors in job stress,
job dissatisfaction. A significant reason they choose to leave the teaching profession is that they feel they are
required to work with challenging students (AARP Knowledge Management, 2003,
http://research.aarp.org/general/exodus.pdf).
While participants in the Intervention group were, by and large, enthusiastic about the training materials,
they also offered some helpful feedback about how the product could be improved. A few teachers in the
Intervention group noted that the treatment process wouldn’t work with students with extremely challenging
behaviors. The FAST program states that it is specifically for the most common 80% of student misbehavior;
however, we recognize the need for materials to address more intractable student behaviors. Our Phase II
training will address strategies for high incidence/high intensity behaviors by creating intensive individualized
supports for those students who may need a more powerful intervention.
Teachers were engaged by the video exemplars, and asked for more. Several teachers in each group noted
that they wanted more practice and case-study scenarios. As noted earlier, video can be a powerful tool in
skill-building programs. In Phase II, we will significantly increase the number of video exemplars.
Finally, teachers wanted more extensive training for intervening after identifying a student’s goals. The
primary goal of the Phase I training was to equip teachers with a method for assessing student misbehavior.
The proposed Phase II module, student-specific positive behavior interventions, builds on teachers’ ability to
assess student misbehavior by providing extensive training in appropriate intervention.
Concluding Comments
Our goal in Phase I was to address the critical need to equip teachers with strategies for dealing with
student misbehavior in the classroom, by creating an engaging, efficient, and effective training program.
Evaluation results confirm that the multimedia FAST Method is a refreshing and innovative approach to
analyzing and intervening with common student misbehavior. The materials were more effective than textbased materials specifically created for use by teachers in the classroom. Teachers using the FAST Method
quickly mastered the program material and felt a greater sense of confidence in their ability to apply what
they learned. Teachers were very enthusiastic about the program content and offered some constructive
feedback that will help shape the development of materials in Phase II. In Phase II, we will create materials
that address teachers’ needs for more intensive skill-building in intervening with student misbehavior
(student-specific positive behavior interventions), including additional video exemplars, and we will address

the need for training in strategies for high-intensity behaviors by creating intensive individualized supports for
those students who need additional support.

