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Increasing Peer~Tthring Behaviors in a
- N ‘Third Grade Classroom ‘ i
Cross-age and peer tutoring projects represent\untiE opportunities
for creating behav1or settlngs Wthh enable children to help and teach each

. other basib competencies. Cross= age tutorlng prOJects 1nvolve ol&er chlldren

\ LR

‘\tutor1ng younger students. The majorlty of these types of 1nterventlons have .

P o

‘succeeded in 1mprov1ng functlonlng 1n target tutees with 1dent1f1?d academlc
}lags or behav1o!al deflcultles (Cloward 1967; Dreyer, 1973; Frager &
. . Stern, 1976 Johnson &' Balley, 1974; Robertson,sDeReus, & Drabman, 19765 i - i;;
Schwartz, 1977). Unfortunately, ‘these pro;ects have rarely been extended tos\
 entire ciassrooms of normai\fnnctioning students.: " \“:‘. ‘ \ ' e

9 . In peer-tutoring projects, children in the same grade level tutor each
other. Hamblin and Hamblin (1972) found that a peer-tutoring intervention

. was more effective than a cross-age tutoring project. 1n"another CQmparative \

1ntervent10n, Coyne (1978) found greater improvements on exams for those o .

*

provided peer tutors as opposed to those who studied 1ndependent1y ;n
L still another study, Oakland and Williams (1975)d?8una that thlrd and fourth

graders who reoEived peer’tutoring as aésupplement to teacher 1nstru§tlon
L : \

learned more than children who received all their instriuction through peer
tutoring. Harris and Sherman's (1973) innovative project involved an entire o .‘,

A

class of fourth graders in a peer-tutorlng experience. In.their intervention,

1 . N A
* .

the percent of math problems children completed correctly was hlghest when
T i\g ‘a. math period;was preceded by peer—tutoring; These studles\suggest that
peer~tutor1ng can’ be applled to entlre classrooms,, might be more effective

than cross age tutorlng or 1ndependent studylng, and p0551b1y I's best
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utilized as a supplement to teacher instruction. - . -

lin~establishing teaching skills, most bf xhe above interventic

v

employed a package -of behaV1ora1 technlques, 1nclud1ng modellng, behav1oral

wrehearsal, corrective feedback, prompting,‘and praise, In\additlon,athese'
"studies established ali\thtorﬁqg behawiors simultaneously. In contrast, .-

»

. " a recent study by Jason, Ferone, and ésucy (1979) attempted to\establish

systematically three tutoring behaviors (i.e., corrective feedback, re-, i '
- presenting questions, and contingent praise) using,a multiplé"baseline
design. Prompting -was shown to effectively increase the tutoring behaviors © .

~

a

. . among students in two entire elementary school classrooms. 1In a latter |
) - ~ » . . : . N

study, Jason and Ffasure (Note l) repiicated the above fiﬁdings‘in a first

iis grade classroom -and. found 51gn1f1cant second—o;der sa}utary changes 1n academlc PP

Teaayt,

Slas vt S e

‘as well as school adjustment 1nd1ces.

G
. v

-

The present study attempted.tO\systematically establish peer-tutoring {\v

behaviors in an entire class of normal‘third graders. Two reversal phases,

-

were added to the basic exper1menta1 de51gn (i.e., multlple basellne) to‘*\

B
S 'l ?

assess malntenance of tutorlng behav1ors followxng termlnatlon o& prompting o
o d . .

The effect of the intervention on academic, classroom adjustment, as well as

A ]

. bl *
self-esteem measures, was evaluated. -

-

4 ; " Method \]

Site and Subject Selection : - . .
»

{ Chlldren 1nvolved in the peer-tutorlng pro;ect (Es) were 19 third

’ .
graders in an inner-city, parochial, elementary school. The 23 thlrd grade .

T

~

~in the same geographic area. There weﬂe‘no slgnlflcant age dlfferences

between the E and C children {t{40) ='.22). There were 8 males and 11 females

" . ¥ .
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. 'in the E classroom, and 7 males and 16 females in the C group (employing a
. . ‘ oL e \ i

-

- chi—square, there were no significant sexﬁdifferences} xz(l)A; .21).

[ SN a\\ * . .
Slgnlflcant soc;al differences between the groups were found (x (2) = 18,68,

" ooow -

\Egc .Ol).\ In the program classroom, there were 4 Blacks, 8 Cauca51ans, and

. \ v . .
(T 7 Latinos; in the\control class, there were 20 Blacks, 1 Caucasian,\and 2
- N s B - .
Latinos. . ‘ \ . y
Program

N N

In the actual grogram,'the third graders assumed three\roles{ tutor,

R} ) N _\ ) R ‘. N ' " . S'
‘ tutee, and scorekeeper. The chlldren, worklng 1n groups of three, rotated \

L3

, . .
roles every five minutes. There were 5 trlads and one group of four (ln

-,

this 1atter group, two children assumed the role of\scorekeeper). A fifteen

TR ﬁuunute free play perlod followed ‘the flfteen mlnute peer tutorlng program '.5.“~3§

i . .
. - N ' "' o

On alternage se551ons, chllgren were tutérgé\iﬂ arlthmetlc and word recognltlon

A

“(the\material was obtained from lessons the teacher was currently introducing

1 '

and working on in her classroom). -

X

-
Y
]

prior to the, first 'session with the third grade children, a role play

g

- of a correct and incorrect response was demonstrated. A university observer
in each group told the children: "We're going to play the teaching ‘game. b
Watch how this is dqpe.‘£1‘m\the teacher and (another observer) is

the student. I lift this card.and say: 'What is this?' ~ (Answer is said.)

and then I say: ‘'That's right.' Now if the student says’jﬂe wrong answer,

s

’" ,\ - . N
this is what I do (the first card is put down, the second is held up): 'What
.. . . LIS ..
is this?' (Wrong answer is said.) 'This is a . What is it?' (Correct
answer is'sgaid.) 'That's right.'™ ‘ o i o

£y 3

On the first day, the'scorekeeping system was described. The observer

pqiﬁted to one of the children and said, "You are going to be the scorekeeper.™

-
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. "Pell the students this is a ." Praise was also prompted .during this phase.

‘write a plus in the first line. O.K. Watch. 'What is this?' ' (Observer .

says right answex.)~-'Right.'~ So I\éut a plus right\herel " Now if the~wrong'

< \ : o Tutoring
.- \ . 5

The Child Recording Form was then placed-in front of the child. "The}observer\

- b

said, "There are 30 spaces for answers. If the right answer ié given, N

; | . ; : .

-t

answer is given, write a dash. Watc.a and we'll do it. 'What is this?’

/(Wrong answer is given.) 'This is a . “;What is this?% (Right answer

was given first.™ .

is given.) 'Great.' New I put a dash (~) here because‘the‘wrong answer:

-
N

When. the teaching game was finished, each child was pré&ied by the

-

observer and given feedback about how many of the- 30 trials were correct.

S

it ) g R . 3 .
“‘When the children achieveg 2 90% accuracy for that unlt, the entire class

..moved on to the next section.. - Chlldren recelved A happygram, ﬁeg‘eQChz3j}:x‘

s

S

\

' session with the number of cbrrect respdnseSEwrittenfOnflt; “For good condugt] ‘7 -

- .

B

progrém children received a small star\which\wae'placeﬁ on a happygram.

Experimental Design ' o \ : S : ; e ‘i

~*

‘ ‘ o o >
A multiple basqline‘reversal design was employed.
i ) ) A ' R %
Baseline. P:)pxrto tﬂe flrst se931on, all chlldren observed a role- | .
.\ ‘( \1 N N
play of the tutorlng dme (as descrlbed above) During sess;ons 1 4 children

$Q \ s

“«

were asked to plfy the teaching game. o/

> t

-

*Pr‘ompt:.ng_?ralse.~ Un1versxty students prompted praxse durlng sessions
5-16. Folléwihg a correct re5ponse, if the tutor did not praise spontaneously,‘

A

the prompter asked the tutor to praiée\the tutee. -

T

Prompting Feedback. During sessions 9—16!;the observer prompted\cor4

.

rective feedback. If a tutor did not spontaneously.offer.the correct answer

following an incorrect response, the aniversity student told the tutqQr:

- >

3 ~ -
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Prompting Re~presenting 'the Question. Re-presenting questions were

N ¢ ~ S “
prompted during sessions 13-16. After the tutor iorrected an incorrect

tutee response, and failed to spontaneously re-present the guestion, the . *

observer said: "Ask ___ ° (the tutee), 'What is this?"™" Praise and feedback

a . >
., N

were also prompted durlng th1s phase \ “ ‘

-

Baseline. For the next six sessions~(17-22), the university observers

* 'S ]
.Q

did not prompt the students.

. v - v

~

° Prompting. Prompting for all 3 tutoring~behaviors occurred during
* o \ ) - -
sessions .23-28. o \ x - .

L _ \ i . . o \ ST
Basellne. Durlng sessions 29-33, basellne conditions were re—establ;shed.

Rellablllty Whlle each group of chlldren had one unlver31tj observer

S

N I AN N N " o i~,. . R R .~,-j~~ o,

-t . . B N . oL 8

peerwtutorlng groups in order to gather 149 1nterrater rellablllty estlmates‘

Measures \ \ . ‘ \\ o - (

: \ \ . . v
Continuous in-process interactional. measures were -gathered. In addition, .
pre-post criterion measures assessed children's g}éssroomxbehaviors,~grades,
; N . ) ' v i . )
academic achievement, and self-esteem. Consumer satisfaction ratings were
-~ ) . ‘1/‘

-

-also obtained.

Observational Indices

¥

-

~-

¢ The Observer Recording Form was used to record tutoring and prompting
behaviors. If the child tutee correctly responded to the card, a check was

inserted in the answer column; a minus signified an incorrect response on

-~ ——— . N - .
v -

"~ the first trial. If the child tutor correctly used the three prompts, correct

feedheck, repeat questi%n, and praise, checks were—placed in these columns.
) - : .

If prompts were not used correctly, minuses werg:pjpmmnkgépghese columns.
N . ). - .
g Correct-feedback referred to t\}e tutor!s provision of the correct answer

following a tutee's incorrect response. Repeating the guestion referred to

t
w . oy S
' {

I

,‘-nffasslgned to it, five extra un1vers;ty observers were rotated ro dlfferent ‘t~?f. -
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/lo re-presenting the question ("What is this?") following a wrong tutee
X . ) . 1 b » .

answer and a tutor's provision of the correct answer.r Praise was defined
o e N N o i ~
. as' a positive verbal comment (etg., that's correct, right, terrific, great, .

etc.). ¥ . o ‘ e

.Academic. Indices - ‘ ‘ . )

* *

N

. _ Prior ‘to the start of the ﬁrqgram and at the end of the intervention,

the Wide Range"AchieveQent Test {(Jastak & Jastak;‘lQGS) was individually

administered. . Scores were obtained in‘readinq, writing and~arithmetic.
: ’ ,

Split-half correlation coefficients for the subtests Jgry from .90 to .95.

v .

Pre-and post-testers were not familiar with. the interveﬁtion. In addition,

pre post changes in® chifaren s grades in arithmetic, spelling, writing and

x PR

Ejfﬁf e conduct were monitJ!ed - Both - teachers used ‘the- followmng grading scale~"w{w ors A
R 9 = below average;‘2 i averagei\; —«above average; and’ 4" = superior
Teacher Perceptions : »
s Teachers filled out the Classrobm Adjustment Ratinq Scale‘(CARS) (LoriBh,

Cowen & taldwell 1975) on each child at the start and end of the prOjeut.
This instrument has fortj—one; 5- pOint behaviorally oriented 1tems. Hiqher

* scores indicate more serious pfoblems. The quegrionnairg yields an overall
\ . » R : ‘

index (T), which is the sum of the items.r:mhe three principal factors are

- N -

acting-out, moodiness, and learning- Test~retest reliability for this
inétrument was .92.. One section of the CARS 1ncludes a 7-p01nt school

\adjustment scale (higher number 1ndicating fewer school adijustment problems)

Seff—Esteem ‘ ¢

A Y

3

The Self-Esteem Inventory (Coopersmith, 1967) was administered to children
L 2 : - -

at pre- and\post—points. This instrument yieldstan overall score tap%ing.
P L
children's self-esteem. The test-retest reliability for the instrument

- - N

’ e y ) . A
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Consumer Satisfaction , o - O
Y - - - \x - . . B . & .
‘ A six item consumer satisfaction questionnaire, many of the items from
. - . & \ o
‘Kent and O'Leary's (1976) scale, was administered to the E teacher at
. . N N ,' ) .\ ’ \\ N . . N ‘
: J\~ program end. Questions on this scale have five point scales, with higher ‘.
numbers ;ndiéating higher satisfaction. - The teacher rated the project's - .o

&

oo ~ S % ~ S -GN
.goals, and her feelings toward the project and the university helpers. . - .. é;)

AN

..+ 71n additjon, at program end children in the treatment class were asked whether
they,liked~or~did not like the teaching game and whether they used the )
- . . - » v . - . A ~ » ‘ ) A
tutoring game during nonproject times. : . .
* - ) | ’ A
‘ Results . '
‘ . ‘ . . :h Reliabiiit_xfi et ‘\ - o ;% o~ ;., ;‘i ::- ot a‘ ‘;:Q ., SERRN \‘{\_‘,i;;\:: - ~“‘ o o, ., :x‘; Y ‘:5 e ‘.‘:‘. :‘ii‘

. N - N N
s .. . s *

Ny oeev v ““-Interrater agreement on the Observer RecorHing Form.was conservatively -~ ~ ". "

» S

defined as~concordan£‘;atings for an entire peer—tutorihg episeode. Agreement,
‘ v e \ \

therefore, occurred when observers s%milarly scored ‘the following: categories:

»

tutee answer, corrective feedback, re—p‘reseni:ing the questioﬂ, and @of >

. -

- praise. The average agreement among obserVers7 calculated by agreéments/ ~

>
-

(agreements plus disagteements) was 95%. ' " i !

TutQring Behaviors = R ~ ' ~ W

. \ . Figure ] presents the percent of the unprompted three tutoring behaviors

~
e N AR WD e D I TR R e W S S W S e e T S b S VD WD G b e e b B

. insgrt Figure 1 -about here i i ‘
o N - . . \
over time.‘ Teaching:behaviors increased after pigmpting for both the 'reading
and arithmetic units. During the baseline period, the children used cen-
) S -

tingent praise 11% of the time whemteaching reading. and 10% of the time

when teaching arithmetic. During the intervention, unprompted praise increased

- . ) ’ * L]
[N . .o ~

‘\Equ;‘ .: \li : \ o | - 59 | | ‘ ‘\“fi
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to an average of 79% during reading units and to an average of %1% during ..

' ‘arithmetic .units. Reductions in praise were néted during‘the réeturn to’
N N - N - ' : - . .

baseline phase, but.high rates of praise were\again\attained during the

» e
L * » .

last two phases. .
. N . N 3\
! ~ il . .
) Corrective feedback when teaching reading increased from a baseline - .
-~ - ’ \

‘average of 21%.to an average of 64%.after prompting.  For axithy?tic units,

1
»

corrective feedback increased from a baseline averégé_of,sa% to B80% after :

\ . ~

prompting. - During the return to\baseline\bhaseq\feedbaCk increased for

‘\‘readiﬁg but décreasedqj}}ghtly for arithmetic. With re—impiementation of
) prompting} feedback increased f reading and decreased slightly\forlafithmeﬁic.

Increases were noted for both arithmetic and reading during the last phase.
R I R L RS R A e S TNy s e Tetaicee s Cen v T 0w

. U . o . . i . ~  . R :. :‘ \ (- ‘~5 ‘ . . ‘.~ o ..‘“ f~.~\. .‘x“ AR
L. ' Re~presenting guestions showed averages 'of 2% for'reading units.and . v
7% for arithmetic units during baseline. Aftetr onset of ‘intervention,’

re-

. * "N ~ ? ) . .
‘presenting questions increased to 51% for reading units and 40% for arithmetic

.. units. During the subsequent return to baseline phase decreases were noted,

N .
B P

1%

o . . : . ’
but ‘with onset of prqmpting, rates of re-presenting the.gquestion jncreased
4 - N a -
- dramatically. During the last phase, decreases Wgre‘manifést dufing the

reading units and increases during the arithmetic uni;;T\x
. %

- Scorekeeping ' - . N ‘ o

oy ~
“ .

JFR

Even though the third graders were never prompted for accuracy in

scorekeeping, their average percent of correct scorekeeping was 96% (range

from»éS% to 100%).

Academic Materials . \ ‘ . . ; e

*

‘ , ~ | .
/ o, The third graders successfully mastered four units of spelling and six
. ’ B N R N \\\

-

units of arithmetic.
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Even though‘E children manifested increases on their Wide Range \
. 4 : B

fichievement Test scores, when compared to Cs_at postpoint, using an analysis \
j

Pre-Post. Crlterlon Measures ; - \\~

- N - . D . . i ‘ \\ .

of covariance, no significant differences were found for spelling, mathematics\

RS

or reading. ' o “

1

inn:;:jf of postpoint'grades, employing an\analysis of covariance, E =

chlldre o//in comparison to Cs, earned 51gn1f1cantly hlgher readlng (F(l 38)

4.05, P < 05), spelllng (F(1,38) = 8. 61 P < Ol),\and mathematlcs (F(l 38) =

3 { A

5.27, p ¢ .05) grades.

There were no 31gn1flcant E vs. C postp01nt dlfferences, using an analy51s \

¥

I

. . : -
N . . . N N NN : . .
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All but 2 of the ﬁhird gradérs’indicated théy liked the teaching game.
Reasons for llklng the game 1ncluded, "It was fun because it helped me learn,

"I liked it because it helped me spell more hard words," "...because I l}ke

9 = . i

the people and the words," and "It teached~me a lot and ;hey (university
students) are nice.” Ten of the third graders indicated they used the | .
teaghing game gnring nonproject times. During tﬁose times, they taught;
the game to their\brothers, sister5¢{and friends. Two cniidren }ndioated

tﬁéy taught»the game to their mothers.

On 5—po;nt soales, the teacher gave the university helpers ratings of

5, indicatingathay_phey'were perceived at lrkeable, commltted,‘and coppetent.
) 2 . : . - o - {

" In addition, highest ratings were alsp given~to‘thfeé items‘indicating the:. .-

ey
4

procedqres used were very helpful, the teacher definitely wanted to\continue‘
emp}OYinglfhis type of\program in the‘Future, and she would definitely

e

Iy ) . M '
/ | , o

.. u

'

o
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recommend participation in this program to others. On an aéditional comments
. .. section of the consumer satisfaction gquestionnaire, the teacher .wrote,

-

"This is an éxcéllenfxprogrann I‘wish~we would expand the program to the °

other grades.™ . s 3
Discussion : o .
\ PO ) ‘ . \ \( ) .
The st9d§\ggprincipal finding was that an entire class of normal third ' - .
graders co \d‘sucggfsfﬁlly.lea}n three peer-tutoring behaviors. Using a N

-

multipie-bageline~d%Sign, with onset of prompting level increases were noted

in the use of praise, feedback, an senting the. question. During

-

! . :
T -, .the first withdrawal phase, decreaseg in most of the tutoring behaviors were

£ ] N -

&

noted. Hiéh levels of tutoring behaviors were‘documented,‘QOwever, during \ .

L.
~ s ‘e N

Sit§9\L§éﬁ~$w5;¢h§. éff.iheﬁéyféﬁﬁin§$'59§§§éteI?ﬁé€f§§;i5§§?i¢aﬁioa Eﬁéé}ihﬁi‘"'.“'
~w§f : ~-‘,;E\‘.‘progrf.cm.;c;l'li~ILdiren wete able go~guccéss§ul;y»peerrtutor;without.p;omptingr£yp\ ' ~”\} ~§§'
univérsity Studénts.' In add&tion, phe,children'g’academic g;ades\s;gnificantly
improQ;d, and the teacher an8 the children R:é;tively evaluated thé ;qte;ventionl

- - " In a previpusiinvestigation, Jason, Ferone and Soucy (1979) did not
1 . ) - . ‘
. assess whether tutoring behaviors were maintained during a withdrawal phase.,

1.

NN

The present study indicated erosion of-tutoring skilis\during the first-

’ o withdrawal, but géneralization was achigved during the second Withdrawal .

N

phase. Between the first and 'second withdrawai'phases, the youngsters = &

7

were provided six additional sessions where tutoring skills were Rrompted.

This‘booster condition effecéively enabled ‘program children to.tutor in

v

the absence. of prompting. &Fq;ther research is needed *to determine whether

»

" ~ -

A -gains would be maintained‘during longer term follow-ups. <. ‘ -
. ot ~

¥ . . N .
» - .

-° Children responded differentially tc the arithmetic and reading, units.

. ) Generally, higher lgvelg"of tutoring behaviors were manifested on days when )
] B . N : ¥ . . . ;

“ ’ ‘ 3

~ .\~ - - ~
N . o . \
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 these findings:. (a) The answers to the arithmetig probleé
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'
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varithmetic cards were utilized. There are two reasons which account for .
: > . ‘ : » {
-3 . .

~

"were on the back -~

o

-

-~ ) . N -
| \ . . R

" of the cards, thus facilitatiné use of corrective‘feedbaoki and (b) Whereas*~

= -
’u *

children knew or were provrded with ehe ‘answers to the arlthmetlc problenm,

s .
1 ,\>

4

sometlmes the youngsters ‘were not acqualnted with the woxds in- the readlng ‘ .
M

‘ *

unit.‘\Correctrve feedback could‘not be g1ven lf a child dld not kriow how

to pronounce a particular ‘'word. Future peer—tutorinq programs might egtablfsh"

- g N T -

{

a behavior in'tgtors which would elicit correct pronounciations, answers,
or other requisite information from the teacher or ‘a classroom monitor. .
The most\etriking differences between the program;and\nonprogram children

N

N W L
at postp01nt were that the Es recelved 51gnlf1Cant1y hlgher grades. Even _—

*» . *’ *

though the E chlldren did evrdence improvementalu ﬁne Wlde Range Achrevement

\\ N
a.t: ,“J \ 2 ..

Test scores ‘the#e were no. slgnlflcant E versus “C dlfferendes at the program

e

~ T N N

?end. The tutorln rogram whlch focuscd en- reVLewlng math and reading unlts
¥ g P

~
A3

© . from the teacher's curriculumjhad a greater effect in chlldren s performance

\ ) . o . . \ .
on classroom material, as reflected-in grades, than on achievement indiges,
as”measured by the Wide Range‘Achievement'Test. - In regard to\ancillary ‘,
o . ~ s . : | D e e ~
triterion measures, the peer-tutoring project de:noé‘effect significant

N -

changes‘in teacher's perceptions\of children's behavior difficulties or indices

-

of self-esteém. . . \ ‘ R

\ \ ‘ ‘ | f/f . \ |
There were several methodological d}fficulties encountered in the present

study. The experimental and control classroomsiwere not matched on racial

—— N . +

background. To avoid thiS‘problem in the future, classes oféchildren‘within

*

a sohool mlght be randomly divided into treatment and control condltlons.

.

A secocnd problem concerned llmlted data polnts 111 experlmental phases. For

example, the first treatment phase in re—presenting the question should have

-

e L

.
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B ; been extended until stability had beeqy achieved. Finally, as stated .
‘ix . R . R N .o ‘ . R . N RN i
' ‘ previously, there is a\need-ior longer-term follow—ups to assess maintehance,
. : . L . S ‘ = : .
' of gains during the withdrawal condition. ‘ - c
cor . ‘ o . ‘ B | . .
Thls\studxyéemonstrated that sp=cific components of the tutoring process
~can ‘be taught to children. . When prompting was inﬁrogaﬁéa at different time
1 . : X o N . .
; points for the three tutoring behaviofs,‘theSe behaviors increased over
. \baseliné levels. 1In addition;¥tutofing akills were maintained%during‘the \ o
~ final return to baseline phase.. While the majority of previous peer-tutoring
R R . g; “ i N . . > ‘ . ’ S '
. investigations have focused exclusively on target children evidencing academic’
“sn \ or behavioral problems, the present study establishéd\peer—tutoring competencies
!“p‘;“ ) B ‘ ‘ . . . \ i N . \ R .
- - in an entire classroom of normal third graders. This primary prevention
§ I"{\}a;Tﬁ?pgfam;utiiizéd a11~§hé;hﬁmad~%éspurceé‘bf a_classroom to incplcate positive .-
T “progocial- behaviors: Behavioral ihvestigators might 'profit from investing - ¥ -
. ‘ . N R R 18 . N
‘more time in enhancing capacities:dnd competencies in normal functioning
' children-and adults in order to increase resistance to maldevelopment and
- attain ‘higher levels of mental health functioning (Glenwick & Jason, in press).
. .
!
> . : o . ¥ [
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Percent of unprompted praise, feedback, a}nd‘ r~e-§presenting the

question across experimental phases.
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