DOCUMENT RESUME ' | -

ED 236 844 e o N EC 160 862
¢ . v o . . . f .
" AUTHOR ' Fuchs, Lynn S.; And Others - /
TITLE’ . “The Effect of Alternative Data-Utilization Rules, on
: Spelling Achievement: An N of. .1 Study. .
IQSTITUTION ; M1nne§o;a Univ., Minneapqlis.’ Inst for Research on
. Learninyg’ Disabilities.- . -
SPONS AGENCY ~ sPe%ral Education Prqgnams (ED/OSERS), washington,*
Lt . ! ’ DC. - . .
REPORT NO " 'IRLD-RR-120 . T - )
PUB DATE Jun 83 ' . ¢ s o
CONTRACT - 300-80-0622 T , ,
NOTE . . 28p. o B
PUB' TYPE Reports = Research/Technlcal (143)
. _ . ) _ N ,
EDRS PRICE " MFOl/PC02 Plus Postage. . y
DESCRIPTORS - Elementary Educationi *Formative Evaluatlon\ '
T ’ *Learning. Dlsab111t1es,‘*Spe111ng, Student _ -
g - Educational Objectives N
s v ~ <o . L ) »
ABSTRACT ! A L v * ' e
The eff cts of' two data-utilization rules on spell1ng

ach1evement were compared ‘for dn ll-year-old boy who had been- :
diagnosed as learning”disabled’ (LD).. During instructional seSS1ons,
, the boy was. taught and measured on sets of difficult spelling words.

_ Graphed ,data were’analyzed using .a concurrent schedule design, whereby
equ1valent behavidrs arg treated simultaneously with dlfferent ‘.
approaches to determ1ne relat1ve\treatment efifects. One treatment .
approach 4nvolved the ﬁollow1ng data-utilization rule. if the L,
student's performance fell-below the expected level on 3 consecutive
days, the teacher madé ‘changes in the student\st(program. In the
second treatment, 'the teacher made changes inathe student's program
every 5 to 10 days. Results indicated that the second
data-utiliz2ation cond1tlon, the student's trend lines over a 6— week
treatment period were su Per1or to trend lines in the f1rst :
data-utilization condition. (Author/CL

Y s - v Lo -

& A L ;
> 1
* 3
Y \ :
- A Y .
- v \y N
\ e *
-~ ( =
BN , : . v
. 3 N §
'\ R r. } ) \ N
**********************i************************************************
* . Reproductlons supplied by EPRS-are the- best that can be made %
* from the original document. *

*****************************************************************7’(*****[




Q
Rl

E

RIC

-

JAruitoxt Provided

»

o ‘ N\ -
- THE EFFECT OF ALTERNAT IVE DATA-UTILIZATION RULES

'“..f \ |
I University of Minnesota

.

.

1

*

{

N\

©

»

fResear;% Repert' No. 120

<

e~

\ .
, U.S.DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION -
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION'

// ~ . . CENTER(ERIC)

- This document has been reproduced as
recerved from the person ar. orgarization
QH(JII\HHIIM_I i N

- Minof changes have blen made to improve
feprodushion quabty,

- e
Ponts of view of opinigns stated in this docu-
ment do not necessanly represent oficial NIE
position or policy.

) . . - 4

SPELLING ‘ACHIEVEMENT: AN N OF 1 STUDY" {
T . N . .
- . ¢ ’ .J . » * ’ , '
Lyni S. Fuchs, Stanley L. Deno, and Ann Roettger
’ . R ) . ‘ ',/scoPe OF_ INTEREST NOTICE ’ <
¥ : - & The ERIC Facility has assigned
- . 1 this document for processihg
B to: ] -, ot
’ = in our judgement, this document . .
is also of igterest to the clearing- EAER
houses noted to the right_index-
’ ing thould rellcct}heir special .
poings of view. » o -
. ’ - . b /
. w0 "
\
=
l U
‘ . 1
r , ¢
M .
. - (
\ 2 N
L.
5
~. “2e
C “y -
- ’ P .
- 1y ' . -
/ .J
. 2 _ . e ‘ ;



'IQ' . ' -

o

Director: James E. YSse]dyke
f ’

- ¢ >
The Institute for Research on Learning Disabil{ties is supported by
a contract (300-80-0622) with Special Education Programs, Department
of Education., Institute investigators are conducting research on the

“assessment/decision- mak1ng/1ntervent1on process as it relates to learn
ing'disabled.students. = — . \

During 1980-1983, Institute research.focuses on foar major areas:
> . - A :

o Rpferral o ™ . ‘ —
0. Ident1f1cation/C1assificatﬁon
L B . !

o Inteﬁvention Planning and Progress Evaluation

° Outﬁome Eva]uat1on .
Add1t1ona1 1nformat1on on the Institute's research objectives and

aut]VTtTES may be obtained writing to the Editor at the Institute
\see Pub11cat1ons 11st for address). - (

K.

.

b

The research reported herein was conducted under government spon:
sorsﬁip Contractors ‘are encouraged to express freely their pro-
fessional. judgment in the conduct of ‘the project. Points of view
br opinions stated do’ not, therefore, necessarily represent che

- official pos1t1on of. Spec1a1 Educat1on Programs.

™\
w
\.



I’v

Research Report No. 120 .  * o 3
Y ‘ ¢ A
’ ., t '

. > \ .
[ k] i
\k .

.THE EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVE DATA-UTILIZATION RULES, ON

l" . A &\S .
%PEELING ACHIEVEMENT: AN N OF 1-STUDY
~ N . \ b . - ’ !

L ? e

0 : . SN '
' 3 - Lynn S. Fuchs ° )
1 ¢ . ’ J . A
) N Stanley L. Nen B
N ney - s (\\9{2/ _ \.
Institute for Research on Learning™3 sab71it§fs'

v S
University of Minnesota

. . -
: ) Ann Roettger
°, Edina Public Schools
* ‘ L -
N \
)
v ‘ .
» H
.
= 7
_; ‘ s
. v .
\ ! :
« 13
< ¢
%,
- . <
e\ ’ 5
Y
. June, 198i '
2




: Abstract o s
» ‘ ., ' )
The effects of two data-utilization rules on spe111rg achievement .-

%

were compared for an. 11. year ol&.- boy: who, had™>been -diggnnsed as

~\
1earnrng disabled. Dur1ng 1nstruct1ona1 sessions, the by was tauqht
'and heasureélon sets of d1ff1cu1t spe111ng words. Graphed data were
‘ ana1yzed us1ng a concurrent ~schedu1e des1gn whereby equivalent

behaviors are treated simultapeously withtidifferent\'approaches"to

degermine re]atjns\treatment,effects. .One treatment apprdach invo1ved
the. fo11owing data-uti]i;%tion “rule:  If the student's performance

_
fe]] be]ow the expected 1eV§1 on three consecnt1ve days, the teacher

1ntroduced a’program change. In the second treatment,” the teacher

rd

-made changes' in the student s program every 5 to 10 Qays. Results

'°1nd1cated that, “in the second data\ht111zat1on condition, ‘the

'

: E';" . . P . M .
student's trend Tines over(a six-week treafment period were superior

A

a

to trend lines in the first data-utilization condition. Implications

- &
'ior practice and further research needs are discussed.

— . . .

":.l’ - (,; ‘ A ] 1] ‘ \
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* * The Effect of Alternative Data-btilization Rules on

e .

.~ Spelling Achievement: An N of 1 Study s
. A Y “ N . X

PL 94-142 requires specia] edtizators not only to deve]op an

1nd1vadua1 educat1ona1 program IEP) for each 1dent1f1ed hand1cap)ed

student but a1so to mon1tor the IEP obJect1ves and to make an effort:

0

- to ass1st ‘each ch11d in aqi?ev1ng h1s/her goals. Purrent]y, spec1a1

educators typ1ca11y monitort progress toward goals 1n an unsystemat1c

and 1nforma] fash1on,f emp]oylng summaf1ve evaluation to cert1fy

program comp1etlon and to attest.to the amount of\progress made, This .

. eva]Uat1on techn1que is an after-the- fact format whereby 1nadequate

-7

progress is documented rather than acted upon

An alternative evaluation procedure is formative; frequent and\

direct 1nformat1on on st)dent progress ﬁs collected__to determine

-

regu]ar]y the- effects that program changes have on pup1< performance.
o

WTth formative eva]uat.onn teachers can make changes as necessary to

—

_;;assiétfchi1dren'in meeting gonals (Star11n,,1971). Although format1ve

.o ’ > . , ’ . - . .
‘ eva]uat1on appéars to bé more effective than summative evaluation -in

- H

"fac1]1tat1ng ch11dren S goa] atta1nment (Haring, Maddox, & Krug, 1972;
4 . “\”;r .

//formative eva]uation that« has ‘been investigated. With data-
u

Har1ng & Krug, 1975,‘Jenk1ns,tMayha11, Eé%chka,.&/Townsend, 1974),

1nadequate information exists to determine ‘which aspects pf formative

eva]uat1on are essential in produc1ng those d1fferent1a1 effects.

+ The effect1veness of data-ut111zat1on ru]es s an a§pect' of

. 1
tilization ruleg, te%chers are requ1red to 1mp1ement 1nstruct1ona1

changes whep~” student performance data conform to a prespec1f1ed

pattern. Occasional studies of the effects of alternative data uses

%

A
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indicateaﬁthe °poten31a] importance of _anp]oying‘ such prespecified

__rules., Ffﬁm;ss {1973) random1y selected 45 bcys from 15 self-

(3 s . o A
contained classrooms . for minimally brain-injured (MBI) students and

assigned each,tdfone of\five condjtionsﬁ (1) Self-Chart, Self-Set
Aims:(SC§SA), where'students graded, - tallied, and recorded their own
math fact perfqrmanse and .set their own weekiy aims on-graphs; (2)

. - ~_/ .
Self-Chart, TeacherlSet Aims (SCTSA), where teachers set the weekly.

) aims (3) Teacher Chart, Teacher Set A1ms (TCTSA) where the children

wy
‘

graded and ta111ed the- numper of math facts correct and incorrect per

minute, but teachers charted and set’ week1y aims; (4) No Chart1ng or

oettdhg_A1ms (NCSA) where children graded and ta111ed but there Was- no

| chart1ng/9r aim Settij@ and (5) Contrsi;srogg The resu]ts of this

e
experiment are difficult’ to 1nterpret s1nce although the SCSSA and

\ } . ! .
SCTSA groups made significant gains over all ot groaps, the NCSA

A

& group 1mproyed4 s1gn1f1cant1y more than the ~TCTSA group ..Frumess

-

spechated that teachers may. not have used the data thes charted to
implement 1nstruct1ona1 changes. Such-.an hypothes1s supports the use

of data-utilization ru1e§ ‘to help teachers. realize. when ongoing

3

programs'aqe inadequate-and jhen instructional changes'are necessary

4
N

to effedt student growth, ‘,; ‘ | s ‘ ‘ 4%}

N In concert with this hypothes1s, wh1te (1971) demonstrated that-
teachers do not ut111ze data to make program changes unless they are

requ/red to do so. He found that many teachers allow programs to

. / [
remain intact Tong after those programs appear . to affect “student
e : oY ’ o
progress. h

In,an attempt to iﬁ?%stigate more directly the effect of data-

“utilization rules on;chi1dren‘s academic performance, Bohannon (1975)

\

4

7 o . - . 7 {
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'compared-student achievement uhen teachers used decision rules with
ach1evement when ‘teachers relied on the1r c11n1ca1 Judgment. Teachers
assigned to the first group emp]oyeﬁ the fo]]ow1ng}dec1s1on ru]e a
~child' 's program wou]d be altered if his/her performance fe]] below a
m1n1mum daily expectat1on for two consecutive days. Resu]ts revea]ed

\

that gains for the data ut11izat1on rule group were three to four
\ R

“times. greater than the average gain for the clinical Judgment group. '
w1th e]ementary age students\ from special educat1on resource .,
programs, M1rk1n (1978) a]so stud1ed the effects of emp]oy1ng a data-
ut111zatlon rule on pup11s readﬁng‘performance. In this study, the
* decision rule appeared' to be: the most ,important component of the
format1ve eva]uat1on system, five out of the s1x treatment d1fferences
'.1nvo1ved the data-ut111zat1dh ru1e..‘ Therefore, /- ex}dﬁnce indicates
that the use of dafé ut111zat1onxru1es representi;gne component of
format1ve eva]uat1on;\that accounts fér improved student ga1ns._n_

o
Neverthe]ess, it remains unclear wh1ch spec1f1c ru]es are most usefu]

The purpose of the present Study, then was 'to compare the
usefu]hess of d1fferent dec1s1on ru]es.» SpeQQFTca11y, the effects of
two data ut111zat1on rules on a student s spe111ng achievement were
céﬁpared The first dec1s1on ru]e is similar to that proposed by
Liberty 1972 1975). It speciﬁies. that sa "static". aim (final
performance objective) be spec1f1ed and a "dynamic" aim-be drawn on
the graph by connect1ng the med1an base11ne pepﬁgrmance with the
static aim (see F1gure 1). Then, the rule d1ctates that a change in
the student's program ube imp]emented wheneverv student performance

[ =
falls™ below thedenam1c aim for three consecut1ve days *The use of

-




4
thigvthree-day decision rule (White & Haring, 1976) is based on thé

assumption "that it is critical ta alter ineffective strategies as

_ear]y as poss1b1e to maximize the growth of speciial educat1on studentS'

(Howe]] Kap}an,'& 0'Connell, 1979). .

——————————————————————— - -

. Insert Figure 1 about here v,

v& N . '
The, compet1ng decision- ru]e 1nvest1gat%p in the current study
—
reties on the assumpt1on that in addition "to maximizing rate of goal
)

atta1nment‘) it is never appropr1ate to assupe that a- ch11d is’

achieving max1ma11y - Therefore, regardfess qf. whether student

performance is commensurate with the expected 1eve% of ach1evement~
LR—

the spec1a1 educator must& make rogram adJustments regu]arly to
determine whether even greaten prOgress f? possible. This dec151on
rule stems from an app11ed behav1orjana1ys1s (ABA) framework, where
the teacher ts viewed as experimenter; ach intervenfion period is
evaluated relatime to the effectivene%s of previous onee.J\Effecfive
changes "are maintafned or genhanced and ZtneffectiVe procedures are
dropped. In . is conditipn;:thefdecision rule was (3a) ‘to introduce a
program changei;nd evaTuate its effects every five to tbn‘days, (b)'to
make % program change as soon after day four as the current program
appeared unsuccessfu] and (c) if the prOgram ran a full ten days,

=y
make an adJustmentbeyen 1f the current program appeared re]at1ve1y

S o : .. .
.successful. o T -

A
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(" Method B -\

Subject and Sett1ng //’j\\\\ . ; a , .A l/

The student’ who served as ‘a SUbJECt 9fi this gtudy’was an 11 year

o]d male fifth-grader who had been dlagnosed as learning d1sab1ed He

attended a2 program for th1]dren w1tb\§pec1a1 1earn1ng and)behav1or
prob1ems (SLBP) that served approx1mate1y tWO percent” of children ﬁn

grades one hrough s1x/+n an’ upper m1dd1e-c1ass m1dwéitern schood,

3
_The students \n th1s SLBP program 1eft their reguWar c]assrooms, went

"to a resource room, and spent frqn 30 m1nutes to 2 hours da11y in

hsma]L:lnstrUCt19nal groups. Typ1ca11y;\the average f1fth grader in

this school scored two ‘years above grade level on nationa]]y

R
standardized ‘tests. F1fth grade studentsf”nro11ed in the schoo]'
-« . A
SLBP program scored s1x ménths to one year be]ow grade 1eve1 on

nationally standardjzed tests.’

-

~

spelling words. " He was diagnosed'as maving above average learning-

A ' . ;

potent1a1 W1th poor ach1evement 1n all basic sk111 areas?® The subject
\

' 1eft h1s regu]ar c]assroom and spent Qne hour per day in the school's

SLBP resource room. grouped with a fouréh grade boy and a f]fth grade

grade boy. He rece1ved ass1stan;e in read1ng, 1anguage arts, and

[ o
) \‘/ ) v . 5
math. ‘ { ’
s . . .
Procedure ' P : T~ A

%

De51gn. A concurrent schedule design (Hersen & Barlow, 1976) was
. 77 B -

" used to. 8xamine the experimental question of which decision rule would

7 ‘,Theﬁsubject'wasfse1ectedmbecause of his difficulty in learning

effect greater spe111ng ach1evement In this experimental design two

: L
equ1va1ent behaV1ors ;are treated s1mu1tantous1y with 1d1fferent

.

approaches to determ1ne re]at1ve treatment effects. ¢

o«

(!\

)

4
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T~ ~ Materia]s . Two hundred spe1]1ng "demons," or d1ff1cu1t spelling
words, from Dr. Spe]lo (Eottmeyer 1968) and 100 words from Teach1ng

Ch11dren.w1th Learn1ng_a d Behavior Problems (Hamm11l & Bartel, 1975)
’ . / .

were transcr1bed/pnto 3" sby ‘5 Ccards and randomly divided;into two

word packs labeled Word Pack A and ‘Word' Pack’ B. - The twovwordfpacks

ué;e?hssumed toﬁbe eguivalent in difficulty.

Goal sett1ng, measuremeqt task, and- g;aph1ng, For the purpose of

determ1n1ng an- . appropr1ate goa] a' fifth grade c]assroom teacher
se]ected two g1rls and three boys from her m1dd1e spe111ng group.
Children were tested 1nd1v1dua11y. “For- one m1nute they wrote dictated -
words drawn a]ternate1y' f#om the tno word packs. The “median
'performance of -these . ch11dren was seven correct and four _errors per
m1nute th1s 1eve1 of performance wds estab11shed as the SUbJECt'
1ongfterm goa] A | . . . - A
Throughout the\study, the\speLJing”test or,ﬁeasuTement task was
an analogous onerminﬁke timing of the subject's writing randomly
se]ected words from 2 word pack' /hords correct and errors per minute
; were scored. One graph was des1gnated Chart A for WOrd Pdck A and one_
’ K

graph was des1gnated Chart Graph B’for,Word Pack B. A static aim was -

drawh? on eachlchart. (See Figures 1 and 2.)

Baseline. For seven days, the student was tested on each word

pack. The subject's‘base1ine performance,:the median score for the

~ : I

{ - . P
seven dj>s, was 2.5 words correct per minute. A dynamic aimline then




L . - ' . . u:‘ ) '7

v . .
was drawn on gach chart from 2.5 at the end of baseTine to the statftc:
. - . N ) ‘ £
aim. "(See Figures 1 and 2.)

/ Treatmehts , At the beg1nn1ng of the study; the student recelved

five m1nutes of daily .dingect . 1nstruct1on on a random se]ectlon of

—_—

words ,from each word pack. Under one .cond1t1on, 1n :Chart A, the

' S 9 , e iy )
decision -rule :was to make a .strategy change if the subject's\_~
performance fell helow his-dynamic aimlina three days in a row.- Under

the second "condition, in'Chart B, the decision rule was to make a,
N

-

strategy change every five to ten days, after four to nine days ‘if the,
1ntervent1on was 1neffect1ve but; no later' than after ten days even 1f
the program appearéd to be effective. ’ |

“ Throughdut the study, the dependent data were the number of

[

'correct1y spelled words per m1nute and the nUmber of 1ncorrect1y

spe]]ed words per - m1nute‘ The SLBP teacher carried out the:variou$
/

teaching strategies with the subject for about a.l0-minute periodvfor'

each word pack. She then’shuff1ed'each 3" by 5" deck of words five

v
times and with a, stopwatch d1ctated words ~from the deck for 60‘

)

-seconds, as the subJect ‘wrote them on paper. At the epﬂ of the,

t

measurement period =the teacher counted -words correct and incorrect
from the deck and recorded the scores on the appropr1ate graph On'

alternate days, cardipack A .or-B was worked on and d1ctated f1rst
S ' N

Resu]ts ' : {

on Fignre 1, he dependent data for cond1t1on A were graphed
spelling words ‘correct and errors per m1nute per day under. the

decision rule whereby a change was made Wwhen performance fed! below

the’dynanic aim on three consecutive days. On Figure 2, depandent

iz .




o

2

~8 < - . , . .
k5 A . . .
) u 13 . X N . »\ «

data'for condition B were graphed' spe111ng words correct and errors
‘per m1pute per day under the dec1s1on ru]e nhereby changes were made

~.avery five to ten days. '\\ : - v

v

An analysis offthese graphs confirms that baseline performance _
ran fOr seven days in both‘conditions and'median performance for both
fc0ndttion'ﬁiand condition.B was 2. 5 worde correct with seven errors
. ' per minute.' Over the last. seven days of the exper1ment performance
in.‘condition A was a median of five words correct and four errors per’

et i

'm1nuteﬂ Med1an performance in cond1t1on B aver the last seven days y
was seven words correct and three errors per m1nute A total of three

program changes was made in cond1t1on B, whereas one program change

o
was made in the other condition. ¢

Trend 1inegﬂ&%10u1ated Ey the split median method, rang1ng from
the data point on day '8 to the 1ast data po1nt were drawn for
conditions A,and_B and are d1$p1ayed in Figures 3 and 4.' To calculate
the average 'r te -of progreso per day over each trend 1ine, the

abso]ute value of t e d1fference between ‘the data point along the

trend 11ne for day and -for day_33 was d1v1ded\by 25 days. In

average decrease in errors per minute per
ot

A

day of .06. In condi ';n'B, the student made an average increase of

.16 ‘words correct per minute per day and made an average decrease in
. errors per minute per day of ,12. The average decrease for errors per
“ minute per day for condition B was two times greater than for that of

condition A, Since the ‘trend line.was f]at-for words correct per

-minute per day for condition A, no discrepancy r%tio can sé calrd]ated

4 . . . . .
. * 1}‘ N
~ T . .
Yy . ,
. . ' i G

i3 .




'for,thezdifference in trend lines for" woeds correct ber_minute per

day. . . T : ' . .

. : ~ Discussion

Although the student approximately’ met his goal ~in . both
< E v . : :

conditions, he made superior progress in both wgrds correct per minute
, . : 4 ., _ )
per day and errors -per minute per day in condition B, Close

V - ’] . .
inspection of Figures 1 and 2 reveals tﬁgiwfhe student's performance

.»sharp1y fell after baseline in condition B,.
/ /

hereas it sharply rose in

. / . . .

condition A. In parth this - explains how superior progress .was
. \ N ' :

manifested in condition szvgh“tﬁough the absq]ﬁte dﬁfferengé in final
,bérformance between the two conditions was negiigib]e.— At about day ‘
8, the stﬁdent expressed. the opinion that Word Pack B swas ‘more
difjicu]t than WOrq Pack A. However, as performance began to climb in
condition B, the student exbressed the belief ghat the tWo‘:;Jord'ﬁ,acks~
were.simi1;r ?n difficulty. Therefore, ft appéars that the student's
perception of word difficulty was infiuenced by %ié;pgrfbrmance 1eveﬂf]
aﬁd 1h’ nQ_'way explains tﬁe discrebancy between the post-baseline

»

1eve]s'oﬁ performance on the two charts.

% 11 Bf the/program adjustments except the last one in condition B¢

wékg‘ instructional changes incorpo}7ting first oral then written

practice. These types of interventiqhs proVed-to be effective. This

éffectiveness is highlighted by the sharp increase reflected in the

last thrgg data points for words Correct per minute in condition A;

=
N

i4
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B

these”data points were obtained. following the introduction o;‘§i31-and
wr1tten pract1ce The trend had been flat before the introduction of

o3 -

th1s 1ast change Thé student appeared to be putting forth his best

f

effort;.so tne'motivatﬁpn intervention introduced as the 1a§t,change

in condition B did not produce a dramatic shift in trend.

A positive practice seésiqn seemed to produce better results
during that day's.measuremeqt session in both conditions A and B. The.

. 3
student had a measurement) session on. each word pack each da&,
3 < .

) S
. a]tegnating pagysi on which’ he was measured first. - The ,Jevel of
performance on the first word pack appeared to affect the.level of

performance’ﬁh the second word pack. Thereto e, there apparently Mas
- v S v . ,
some transfer in performance between the two word packs.

I R . 4
The tedcher using the detisiOn rules indicated that two major

'

po1nts about the decision rules were’1mportant to coas1der First,
“\ .

the student appeared to perform better when he saw po :tive resU]ts.

This indicates the importance of positive feedback, Second, the

student had a role .in deC1d1ng on the nature of- his 1ntervent1ons,

this (seeTed to prov1de an 1ncent1ve for. him. Add1t10na11y, the

_ @
-regu]ar?ty 1n wh1ch changes were made in c0nd1t10n B appeared to,be

motivating for the student. However, over a pro]onged per1od of time,
* 4
it may Ebe difficult to generate effective interventions. In that

case, one might opt to switch to the decision rule of condition A.

-~

In conclusion, it appears that the decision rule operating in
[

cohd1éaoﬁ18, whereby changes were 1ntroduced regu]ar]y in an attempt

to ~ enhance continuously educat1ona1 programs, is ‘'somewhat more

2

effective in producing greater- progress than the decision rule

! ~ l

, . . i5 : -
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operating 'injcond’ition A, whereby changes were introduced only after
N . R l . . .

performance fell below an expected level for 3 ‘consecutive days.

. . . . \. ‘
However, these resu1t§ need to -be investi‘g/ated further with other

. . $
students in other settings, and with other teachers. g
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