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PREFACE

This book was written as an outgrowth of our work with public school
students in Washington. Although based on our experiences with
learners with moderate, severe, and profound handicaps, we believe
that the procedures may be useful with all students.

Two major purposes are served by this text. The primary objective
is to provide educators with a means of systematically eliminating
skill generalization problems. The strategies presented have been
validated by public school teachers of students with moderate, severe,
and profound handicaps. The second purpose of this text is to present
informaticn on the empirical basis for the strategies, to underscore
both the importarice and effectiveness of implementing the strategies.

The first section of this book provides an introduction to generali-
zation, and describes the empirical basis for understanding the proce-
dures. Following the initial five chapters, the second section is de-
signed to guide practitioners in the implementation of the steps to be
followed in a systematic approach to generalization:

e Carefully assess skills for generalization.

» Teach for acquisition and generalization.

® Probe for generalization during and after instruction.

* Use decision rules to identify generalization problems.
* Implement strategies as indicated to solve problems.

® Reprobe until generalization is achieved.
The second section includes descriptions of the specific types of
problems students encounter when they generalize skills, and ex-
amples of how strategies can overcoine these problems.



REseaArRcH FOUNDATIONS FOR
GENERALIZATION TECHNOLOGY

Ms. Cindy Burchart is pteased with her new job at the Seattle Hotel. She has loaded the industrial
dishwasher for the first time: all of the plates on the bottom in neat rows and all of the glasses on
the top. It was easy to figre out where they went. She closes the door with satisfaction. But
where are the buttons to start the machine? Thev' re not on tie frant of the machine, nor on the
side. Behind the dishwasher, on the wall. Cindy sees a row of buttons, switches, dials, and lights.
Some of the lights are dark. while others are glowing red or green. She stands bewildered hefore
the display. The manager of the kitchen rushes over, glares at Cindy. and rapidly pushes some
burtons, scts a dial, and flicks a switch. He harks, “Start on the next load,” wondering why he
ever agreed (o give a retarded person a chance, anyway.

Mr. White gazes at the assessment data for Richard. He is depressed; this is the third vear he
has had Richard in his class, the third year he has conducted assessments, and the third year he
must prepare instructional objectives for Richard’s IEP. Last year he taught Richard 1o say, "My
name is Richard Clark,” when asked “"What's your name?” or "Who are you?" This vear, he
only answers with, “Richard.” “That really won't help if he gets lost,” sighs Mr. White. He
rucfully writes the objective for “savs own name” for the second year in a row. He looks at some
maore assessment data, collected over the first six weeks of school. It is taking Richard even longer
to learn ro say his address than it did to say his name, and it looks like there is no guarantee that
he will remember it next year. Mr. White considers just gerting him an 1D bracelet, but remembers
what Richard's parents said. He writes an objective for “says own address” and shakes his kead.

Jody is screaming so loudly that his face is eggplant purple. Mrs. Loomis stares helplessly at
him. She goes over and picks up the tennis shoes from the corner where he threw them momenis
ago. She knows that Jody' s teacher told her that Jody was able to put on these very same shoes
without any help. The screaming is now broken by gasps, us Jody winds up to an even higher
pitch. Mr. Loomis yells up the stairs, "Where are you? We're all in the car waiting?” Mry.
Loomis quickly picks up Jody, puts his shoes on him. and carries him downstairs. Jody guits
screaming when they go out the door. “Thank goadness,” she says to hersely.

The problem for Cindy, Richard. and Jody is generalization, or the lack of it, 10 be more
precise. The setting chunges, time passes. and it is somehow as if they had never learned what 10
do in the first place. This is one of the most critical problems we have had to face in education,
and it is one that must be solved if education is 1o effectively prepare students for life in society. In
the first section of this book, we take a critical look at generalization, and al the research that has
been conducted. We have paid special attention to the problems of skill generalization by students
with severe handicaps, but we have found that their problems are not umgue. All learners and
teachers fuce them together.

10



Chapter 1

A TECHNOLOGY FOR (GENERALIZATION

Norris G. Haring

Generalization is, perhaps, the most important phase of learning. We recognize that acquisition of
a new skill or behavior is where leaming begins, and that building the skill to a functional level of
proficiency embodies the process of teaching. But ensuring that skills will be used requires that
our tcaching plans include generalization. While a technology can and does exist for all stages of
learning, generalization has cenainly come under the sharp focus of applied science in recent
years.

When we refer to the technology of gencralization, we are referring to the application of results
from studies which show that tactics or strategies can facilitate the process of generalization. As
our science has developed, we have established certain principles that can guide us in facilitating
generalization. Most recently our research has built on and refined those principles to establish a
procedure for making decisions about how best to match instructional strategies with behavior
patterns to increase the probability that newly acquired skills will generalize across persons. mate-
rials, and settings. We are moving toward an explicit technology of generalization, thourh as any
good scientist would say, we may never be exactly there.

It is only within the short span of the last two decades that teaching models for learners with
severe handicaps have been successfully demonstrated. As a result of systernatic instruction,
students with severe handicaps have demonstrated that they have the ability to acquire and master
self-help, social, vocational, and a wide variety of other critical skills.

Having attained some success, educators are facing another problem: Acquisition of skills
rarely guarantees that the individual can apply those skills in natural settings. Skills which only
appear in training situations are practically valueless-—and certainly won't provide the necessary
foundation for independence and integrution. Instead, educators must apply strategies which
facilitate vhe generalization of skills from training to natural settings. In order to generalize a skill,
the student must recognize that the setting is appropriate for the skill, and identify and respond to
antecedent stimuli with a specific skill appropriate to that situation. For the generalized skill to
maintain, the coasequence provided must reinforce the behavior. A problem at any one point in
the chain will probably be sufficient for generalization to fail.

What is Meant by Generalization?

Definition ! Generalization

Broadly speaking, ski'! generalization is appropriate responding in untrained situations. Inthe
tramning situation, the student is taught to perform a skill under certain conditions. The elements
of the training situation include the serting, the people around, the teacher, cues. directions,

11
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6

materials, praise, assistance-—in short. everything within the situation. ey - if it is not directly
associated with the instructional goal. In the generalization sitvation, the student must respond to
diffcrent forms of those clements—forms which were not trained. For example, when a student
leamns a skill in the classroom and then uxes it appropriately at home or elsewhere, we say that the
skill has generalized.

The true purpose of teaching generalized responding is to provide individuals with the means
of adapting to new situations, soiving problems, and living in different settings. The generalized
response must be both appropriate and functional. “Hi, my name is Charles,” may be said
perfectly in a new setting. but if it follows the stimulus, “Put on your jacket." it is entirely wrong.
The student must also be able to modify, or physically adapt the response to the demands of the
new setting. Many instances of gene.alization involve changes in the physical actions that
constitute the response. For example, putting on a T-shint with long sleeves requires slightly
different physical movements than putting on a short-sleeved T-shirt. In other cases very different
physical responses will be required <0 achieve the same effect as that achieved by performing the
trained response. For example., trairing a student to put on i shoe achieves the effect of covering
and protecting the feet. Putting on a pair of rubber boots achieves the samne effect, but physically
different responses are usually involved.

Dimensions of Generalization

Sometimes we specify the dimension across which generalization occurs. Such descriptors can
allow us to determine the nature of the differences between the training situation and the target
generalization situation. Some of the more common descriptors includce:

Generalization across persons. Uisually this means that the only difference between the
training and the generalization sitaation is the people with whom the learner interacts in order to
perform the skill.

Generalization across objects or materials (or verbal directions or other specific stimuli).
Here, the difference is in the objects the leamer manipulates or responds to in performing the skill.

Generalization to natural consequences. In this case, the consequences used during train-
ing—such as praise for appropriate responding and verbal feedback for errors—are not provided in
the generalization situation, and the student responds appropriately to the consequences available—
such as ignoring appropriate behavior and ridiculing ervors,

Generalization across stimuli. Here, all of the antecedent events, or the constellation of
antecedent cvents, differ, while consequences do not.

Generalization across settings. This more general term encompasses changes in most of the
antecedent and consequent events which control responding.

Generalization across time. This refers to skill generalization during periods in which
training contingencies are not in effect. For example, if “answering yesino question:.” which is
trained 10 the classroom in the moming, also is ohserved in the classroom in the afternoon, it
would probably be labeled as “generalization across time.” In addition, skills that are maintained
after training is discontinued may be described as generalizing over time.

The generalization phenomenon has been recognized and studied in research laboratories for
many years, but the need for application of strategies to facilitate generalization has never been
more critical than it is now. As we face the integration of persons with severe handicaps into all
fucets of society. we realize that the main stumbling block is the difficulty encountered with skill
generalization. In fact, without the application of specific strategies we can honestly expect that
only about 25% of the skills we reach will be useful in natural settings.

Review and Analysis of Generalization Studies

In 1977, Trevor Stokes and Don Baer published a major review and analysis of studies of
generalization. They urged that efforts be directed at understanding generalization and at investi-
gating strategics which facilitate it. They concluded that simply hoping that generalization would
follow acquisition just wasn't enough——that specific strategies must be applied to actively program
for generalization. Their article heralded the first major step in the development of a technology
of generalization.

By the carly 1980, researchers had studicd a variety of generalization strategies. We have

12
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identified 172 experimental studies of generalization conducted between 1977 and 1986; special
strategics were employed in 89% of them (see Chapter 2). Educators also have recognized the
critical importance of this phase of leaming; textbooks and teacher preparation programs have
incorporated ideas and strategies about genenalization. However, we found that less than one out
of every eight objectives writtzn for the IEPs of students with severe handicaps included even the
intent to produce generalized skills (Billingsley, Doyle, Radovich, & Thompson, 1985;
Billingsley, Berman, & Opalski, 1983; Billingsley, Thompson, Matlock, & Work, 1984). Not
surprisingly, we found a correspondingly low rate of skill generalization by students with severe
handicaps attending local public school programs: 40%, 30%, and 8.3% in consecutive years
(Billingsley, berman, & Opalski, 1983; Billingsley, Doyle, Radovich, & Thompson, 1985;
Billingsley, Thompson, Matlock, & Work, 1984).

The Washington Research Organization

In 1982, the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services of the U.S. Department of
Education contracted with the Washington Research Organization of the University of Washington
to:

I. Identify and validate a set of intervention strategies for teaching specific skills to indi-
viduals with severe handicaps in a manner which would lead to the gencralization and
adaptation of those skills across environments.

2. Develop performance-based guidelines for matching and adjusting generalization-
relevant intervention procedures to meet the specific needs of individual leamers with
severe handicaps.

We have concluded five years of research conducted to meet our goals. The research studies
have involved four different but interrelated approaches to fundamental questions about generali-
zation. “Ecological studies” were conducted to extend our understanding of factors in school
settings which affect generalization, “Self-control studies™ were conducted to extend our
information about ways of teaching students with severe handicaps to manage their own behavior,
a strategy that can produce generalized responding. “Performance patiern studies™ provided
information on the characteristic pattemns of individual learners’ responses to generalization
situations and on the effectiveness of generalization strategies. “Strategy implementation stud-
ies” were conducted to determine the effects of strategies and decision rules for fa.ilitating
generalization when they are implemented in typical classroom settings.

Retrospective Analysis

As part of the performance pattern strand of research, we conducted a retrospective analysis of
literature on generalization. We developed a coding system to analyze the relative success of a
variety of strategies that have been used to facilitate generalization. We reviewed a total of 172
studies from 151 published articles. involving 623 subjects and 12 different generalization
strategies. We found, for example, that general case programming had been effective with 100%
of the subjects and programming indiscriminable contingencies was effective with 85.7% of the
subjects with severe handicaps. On the other hand, training in the natural setting had produced
good generalization in only 20% of the students with severe handicaps. Although the numbers of
subjects for several of the strategies were quite low, this meta analysis gave us a good picture of
what was available for training strategies.

Application of Strategies and Rules

More than 300 students with handicaps and nearly 200 direct service staff participated in our
rescarch. In addition, more than 150 school districts provided data for our studies into IEP objec-
tives. With the cooperation of these individuals, our investigations have identified (a) specific
factors associated with improved skill generalization. (b) strategics that educators can implement
in schools to improve generalization, and (c) rules for making decisions about what strategy to use
to promote generalization of a particular skill by a specific learner. In our research. we found that
if we replace a “train first and then hope for generalization™ approach with specific strategies,
generalization can improve from about 25% of skills generalizing (Billingsley, Doyle, Radovich,
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& Thompson, 1985; Billingsley, Berman, & Opalski, 1983; Billingsley. Thompson. Matlock, &
Work, 1984} to anywhere from 30 to 100% (see Chapter 2). When practitioners apply specific
strategies to improve generalization, 75% of the skills may generalize (see Chapter 4). This is a
very good start on solving the problems caused by failure to generalize.

However, we can now go ever. further, and apply decision rules to help us decide which
strategy will be most likely to solve generalization problems. When practitioners use decision
rules to guide the selection of strategies, 78 to 88% of skills may generalize (see Chapters 4 and §).
We believe that educators who apply strategies selected through the decision rule process can
significantly reduce the number of generalization failures by students with severe handicaps.

General Factors Affecting Generalization

Generalization can occur spontaneously during or after skill acquisition, but most often it does
not. Instead of hoping for generalization, we must actively program for it. Thus, the first factor te
recognize is our intention to aim for generalized skills. The first step toward achieving that goal is
to closely examine the type of skill targeted for instruction.

1. Select Naturally Reinforced Skills.

Skills which the sudent will use in other situations are ones which will help him/her achieve
some goal—that is, the student will be reinforced for performing the skill. If the skill is not
reinforced, it will not be used by the student, since it serves no purpose from the student’s point of
view. A naturally reinforced skill is one which provides the student a means of gaining reinforce-
ment. Skills which function to access available reinforcers are more likely to generalize than skills
which do not.

For example, teaching a student to communicate “yes™ and “no” might allow the student to
access a whole new set of reinforcers, since this skill fosters natural interactions with others. If the
student had no means of acceptable expressive language prior to leaming to answer yes/no,
generalization might be almost immediate and at a level which accesses sufficient reinforcement to
ensure maintenance (Liberty, 1984a: 1984b).

Sometimes skills which are usef : 1o others in the students’ environment are considered
“functional.” For example, dressing skills are often labeled as functional. Such skills are
practical, because they can reduce caretaking time, but they may not be naturally reinforcing skills
for the student. Consider—if a student has no dressing skills, then s/he is dressed by others, an
interaction which results in a considerable and sustained interpersonal interaction, involving
verbal, gestural, and physical contact. The student who dresses her/himself may miss out on such
interaction. If the child’s “goal” or need is for sustained interactions involving lots of physical
contact, then “not dressing oneself” is naturally reinforced and self-dressing skills are not.
Functional skills may or may not access natural reinforcers. However, if the student acquires a
functional skill, s/he may be more likely to be reinforced by parents and caretakers, but this
additional reinforcement for independence can't be taken for granted. If it doesn't occur, the
student may perform independently one or two times and then stop generalizing (see Chapter 8).

We can devise and implement strategies which will facilitate generalization of functional
skills—for example by changing the nzture and density of reinforcement u-ed during acquisition
for both self-dressing and for being dressed by others.

2. Select Skills That Are Useful in Many Situations and That Can Be
Used Frequently.

Skills which are usefu! in more than one situation are also more likely to generalize. Thus, we
would expect that specific communication skills, which are useful in vintually every situation, will
generalize more readily than a floor-cleaning skill, which is likely to be limited in usefulness to
work and house-cleaning situations.

Another important factor is the number of opportunities the student will have to use the skill.
Usually, the greater the opportuniiics, the more likely that generalization will occur and maintain,
because the student will have more chances to recognize appropriate antecedents cuing the skill.
and more frequent reinforcement to maintain it. Functional skills, by their very nature, are more
likely to be frequently requested.

14
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We can devise strategies that will facilitate generalization of skills which are useful in only a
few settings, and which are needed only occasionally. However, recognizing these cases prior to
programming can aliow us to improve instruction before any problem with generalization, by
paying specific attention to the number of opportunities which can be provided in any setting, and
by strengthening reinforcement available for infrequently used skills.

3. Write IEP Objectives for Generalization.

Once skills have been targeted for instruction, the objectives written for the students’ Individ-
ual Education Plan (1EP) must specify that generalization is a criterion for passing the objective,
by describing the nontraining situations in which performance will be tested. Our research into
this factor was conducted by Dr. Felix Billingsley, who explains:

One of the major functions of instructional objectives is that of guidance. By stating the
desired educational outcome, objectives guide the teacher in his or her search for appro-
priate methods of instruction and pupil progress evaluation . . . It is perhaps obvious that
the desired educational outcome for pupils with severe handicaps is not the acquisition of
functional skills which will be demonstrated only in artificial training settings in the
presence of one or two specific trainers. Rather, adaptation within natural environments
requires a generalized outcome in order that skills may be performed in cach appropriate
setting, and in the presence of persons other than the original trainer(s) ... Because
generalization cannot be assumed to be a passive phenomenon . . . and because it
possesses its own technology . . . pupils will be most effectively served when educators
select instructional methods which are specifically designed to achieve generalized
effects. The inclusion of generality as an outcome in objectives could increase the
likelihood that educators will attend to the need for active generalization programming
(Streifel & Cadez, 1983). In addition, it seems probable that statements of generalized
outcome will act to promote the cross-situational measurement of instructional effects.
Unless generalization is prascribed by nbjectives. educators may find themselves evaluat-
ing pupil progress toward stimulus-bound performance. This possibility was implicitly
recognized in the recommendation by Brown, Nietupski, & Hamre-Nietupski (1976) that
educators adopt a zero degree inference strategy in relation to skill generalization. In
order to effectively serve their guidance function, then, objectives should include general-
ized performance as a desired outcome. Indeed, Streifel and Cadez (i983) have proposed
that any evaluation of the quality of IEP content should include an assessment not only of
the technological adequacy and functionality of objectives, but of performance generality
as stated in objectives as well (see also Whitney & Streifel, 1981). (Billingsley, 984,

p. 186-187.)

Chapter 6 describes how to write objectives for generalized skills.

4. Select Skills for Acquisition Carefully and Probe for
Generalization before instructing.

We should recognize that before generalization can occur, the skill must be acquired. The first
step is to identify whether a particular skill has been previously acquired. This is often not as
obvious as it may first appear. In one of our studies. 21% of the skills selected for acquisition
training by experienced teachers had already been acquired by the students, who were performing
them in other settings as well (see Chapter 4). Parents have reported that as many as 56% of IEP
objectives target skills the student already does at home (Billingsley. Thompson, Matlock. &
Work, 1984). The problem obviously wasn’t one of acquisition, it was one of compliance-—of
getting the student to perform previously acquired skills. And different tactics must be used.

Often teachers’ autumn assessments show that skills were not maintained over the summer.
However, if skills are not maintained over time, instruction should not be directed at acquisition,
but at generalization. Perhaps as many as 30% of IEP objectives written for students with severe
handicaps inappropriately target acquisition of previously mastered skills (Hilton & Liberty. 1986).
Instructional time is our most valuable resource, and the most costly. We can help ensure that it is
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properly used by careful assessment in training (c.f, Browder, 1987; Snell, 1987) and in generaliza-
tion situations {see Chapter 7) before we begin instruction.

5. Avoid Instructional Strategies That Can Cause Generalization
Problems.

Once we have appropriately identified a skill as “not acquired,” we must be careful that our
instruction does not cause generalization problems. Problems may arise when specific antecedent
and consequent events that occurred during training are not present in the generalization situation.
For example, the consequences available during instructiop, such as candy or hugs. may not occur
as natural reinforcers in the generalization situation. If the student performs the skill, and the
reinforcer which controlled responding during training (i.e., candy and hugs) does not occur, the
skill may not be reinforced, and therefore the skill may not be performed again. Or if the student
has learned that the verbal cue :-.«¢ a bite™ or “sign sandwich™ precedes the opportunity to eat,
s/he may sit quietly in a restaurant waiting for the cue to occur.

The nature of the differences between the traiming and the target situation must be identified
prior to instruction in the skill, since problems caused by these differences can be ameliorated or
even overcome by the instructional strategies we program, beginning with initial skill acquisition.
These strategies are described ir Chapter 2.

6. Use Decision Rules and Strategies to Solve Generalization
Problems.

We must actually measure and observe to verify that generali zation has occurred following in-
struction, and that the IEP objective nas been met. If it hasn't, then the problem must be identi-
fied and solved. The data we collect during our probes of performance in the generalization
situation are used to answer questions posed in the decision rule sequence. The questions guide
the user in identifying the nature of the problem that is impeding generalization (see Chapter 9).
Then. the rules assist in the identification of a strategy that is likely to be effective (see Chapter 8).
After we have implemented the new strategy, we will again test for generalization. This process
should be repeated until successful generalization is achieved.

Enougt: is known now to state with adequate confidence that, as a field of study, we do have
the beginnings of an explicit technology of generalization. Using naturalistic tactics to teach skills
in natural settings, selecting naturally reinforced skills, selecting skills that are useful in many
situations and are used frequently, developing instructional objectives which include generaliza-
tion, carefully selecting skills for acquisition, probing for generalization, applying strategics to
facilitate generalization, and using decision rules and strategies to solve generalization problems—
each of these principles can be used to increase the probability that individuals will generalize new
skills across persons and materials, across stimuli and settings.

Although we need more research into effective strategies, and investigations to improve the
decision rules, we have a technology of generalization that can help educators now. Educators
musi be able to demonstrate that *+ ‘v can teach skills which generalize te untrained, natural
community settings before«™ . s cess in preparing students with severe handicaps to live
and work with their peers.

This book is about our development of decision rules for generalization, and the application of
strategies to ensure that all skills which are taught will be useful outside of training. In the first
section, we review the literature on generalization strategies, and describe two of the studies we
conducted to develop and validate the decision rules. The second part describes how strategies
may be implemented by practitioners.
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Strategies that were successful in teaching new skills 1o students wizh severe handicaps were
identified by the early 1970s, although research into more efficient methods continves. Unforru-
nately, acquisition and even skill mastery are aoften not sufficient to ensure that the student will
apply her newly learred skills in other situations. Investigators begun examining this problem. In
1977, Trevor Stokes, of the University of Manitoha, and Don Baer, of the University of Kansas,
published a review of the “embryonic technology” of generalization. They reported that 77% of
the literature related to skill generalization had been published since 1970, and identified 120
studies which were central in identifving straregies for meeting the problems related to the failure
o generalizc.

In this chupter, we review studies from the period 1977-1986., and identify the growth of the
technology. We alsa examine the overall effectiveness of the new technology in promoting skilt
generalization.
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Chapter 2

REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF STRATEGIES
FOR GENERALIZATION

Owen R. White, Kathleen A. Liberty,

Norris G. Haring, Felix E Billingsley,

Michael Boer, Ann Burrage, Robert Connors,
Robin rarman, Gaye Fedorchak,

B. Douglas Leber, Sara Liberty—Laylin,

Sarah Miller, Cheryl Opalski, Claire Phiter, and
ke Sessoms

Until recently, many people expected generalization to occur after training and thus a passive
approach to instructing for generalization has been common. In 1977, Trevor Stokes. of the
University of Manitoba, and Don Baer, of the University of Kansas, published a major analysis
and summary of research in generalization. They argued that it is better to view generalization as
an active process and to try to develop instructional methods that ensure that gereralization does
occur. Their article, and the discussion it provoked, had a major impact on shaping subsequent
research in generalization.

In the ten years since Stokes” and Baer's analysis was published, data on the effectiveness of
various generalization strategies have appeared in hundreds of articles. The result has been a
deepening of our understanding of generalization and the problems that may impede it, and a
better understanding of strategies that can be used effectively to promote it. This literature review
summarizes studies of ditferent strategies and discusses the theoretical and empirical basis for
specific strategies.

Method

A systematic review of the applied literature was undertaken to ide 1 ify studies concerning
generalization. Articles were included in the review only if they allow + i the meaningful analysis
of generalization at an individual subject level, since research which summarizes effects only at a
group level can misreprescnt the effectiveness of strategies with individual learners {Sidman,

1960, White, 1984). The majority of studies concemed the performance of individuals with severe
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handicaps, but a sampling of studies involving less handicapped or nonhandicapped subjects were
also included in the review for comparative purposes.

Articles were coded to identify the number of subjects, the most severe handicaps. subject
ages, the functionality of the behaviors studied. the types of generalization strategies employed.
and the number of subjects who generalized well.! Each experiment reported in an article was
coded separately: in this paper, each experiment is referred to as a “study.” Studies were catego-
rized in this review as including at least one student displaying one or more of the following
characteristics: severe mental retardation, profound mental retardation. moderate mental retarda-
tion with severe physical disabilities, multiple handicaps, severe behavioral ¢ t:bancefautism. or
deaf-blind.

Generalization Strategles

Each siudy was coded to indicate the type(s) of generalization strategies employed during
training. The onginal list of strategies was drawn from those suggested by Stokes and Baer
(1977). but was expanded to include additional strategies developed since the conduct of their
review. The final list of strategier included: train and hope, sequential modification, introduction
to natural maintaining contingencies, training sufficient exemplars. training loosely, using indis-
criminable contingencies, programming common stimuli, mediating generalization, training to
generalize, the use of multiple exemplars, and general case programming. Each of those strategies
will be defined and discussed later in this chapter in the results and discussion section, and they are
summarized in Table 2-1,

Several problems were encountered in coding the generalization strategies employed in some
studies. First, many articles failed to provide sufficiently detailed information concerning the
procedures they employed. That was especially important when making discriminations among
various strategies which entail special pretraining preparation in materials or procedures. For
example, the critical distinction between “multiple exemplars” and “general case programming”
is the degree to which training stimuli adequately represent all relevant dimensions of stimulus
variation likely to be encounered in generalization settings. When authors failed to provide
adequate information concerning the manner in which potential stimulus variation was evaluated
and eventual training stimuli selected, the code “multiple exemplars™ was used, perhaps errone-
ously.

Second, coders were occasionally misled by direct statements made by authors conceming the
strategics they employed. In one study, for example, authors stated that all the behaviors they
trained could be “viewed as those that are likely to be maintained by the natural consequences in a
classroom™ (Reese & Filipczak, 1980, p. 221). That statement led the coder to seleci “introduce
to the natural maintaining contingencies” as one of the strategies employed in the study. The
authors went on to say, however, that “no systematic analysis of {nontraining classrooms] was
conducted” (ibid.). In fact. no evidence was provided in the study 10 suggest that those natural
consequences ever actually occurred or, if they did, that they were reinforcing to the subject.

Third, many studies employed several different generalization strategies, either in succession
or simultaneously. The use of multiple strategies expanded the difficulty in identifying component
strategies per se, and often made it impossible to attribute generalization outcomes to any single
strategy. The results presented later in this chapter will focus on only those studies were effects
could be meaningfully attributed to a single generalization strategy.

Generalization Outcomes

Codors inspected the individual subject data for each study and recordea the number of
subjects generalizing “well.” In order to classify a subject as generalizing “well,” two condi-
tions had to be met. First, the subject must have generalized a functionally meaningful level of
performance. For example, a subject who generalized enough steps in a bus-riding sequence to
independently ride a bus on an untrained route would be considered to have acquired a meaningful
level of performance (c.g.. Neef, lwata, & Page. 1978). A subject who generalized all the steps for

' Acopy of the tcc:r;{iing fo?n. the coding manis:). and/or computer listings of actual codes may be obtained from the
authors for cost of reproduction and mailing,
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Strategies for Facilitating Generalization

Definition

Example

Train & Hope

Setting
Train in the Natwral
Seuting

Scequential
Mudification

Consequences
Introduce 10 Natwral
Maintaining
Contingencies

Use Indiscriminable
Contingencres

Train 1o Generalize

Providing simple instruction and then
“hoping™ that generalization will occur.
Actually the absence of any special strategy.

Training is ~onducted directly in at least one
type of setting in which the skill will be
used. Generalization is then probed in other
nontraining settings.

Training is provided in one setting., and
generalization is probed in other settings. If
necessary, training is conducted sequentially
in more and more scitings until
generalization (o all desired setti gy is
observed.’

Ensuring that the lcamer experiences the
natural consequences of a behavior by: (1)
teaching a functional skill which is likely to
bhe reinforced outside instruction; (2)
training to a level of proficiency that makes
the skil! truly useful; (3) making sure the
learner actuaily does experience the natural
consequence; and/or (4) teaching the leamer
to solicit or recruit reinforcement outside
instruction.

If aatural consequences cannot be expe ted
to encourage and maintain generalization,
antificial consequences or schedules of
natural consequences might be used.
However, it is best if the leamer cannog
determine precisely when those
consequences will be available, and so must
behave as if they always are.

The leamer is only reinforced for
performing some generalized instance of the
targes skill. Performing a previously
reinforced version of the response is no
longer reinforced.

Three preschool hoys who were blind and
severely or profoundly retarded were taught
to reach for noise-making toys always
presented at the midline. None of the boys
generalized to objects presented on the night
or left (Carnea, Poulson, & Salzberg. 1984).

The social interaction skills of several
individuals with severe handicaps ‘were
trained in the classroom and courtyand
during class breaks (Gaylord-Ross &
Holvoet, 1985).

One girl with moderate handicaps needed
articulation training in 3 settings before
generalizing to all remaining situations of
interest; a second girl only required training
in two situations before generalizing
(Murdock, Garcia, & Hardman, 1977).

Three teens who were multiply handicapped
and severely retarded were taught to use
symbols and pictures to request objects.
Generalization was encouraged by using
objects which would be regularly encoun-
tered oulside instruction, making sure the
boys always carried their communication
boards, and that someone would always be
present {0 provide any requested items
(Hurlbut. Iwata, & Green, 19t ).

Two behavior disordered and five normal
preschool children always generalized their
interaction and study skills betier when
verbal praise by the eacher was provided
afier progressively greater delays, rather
than immediately following each behavior
(Fowler & Baer, 1981).

Four youths with severe retardation were
taught 10 name specific items. Contingen-
cies were then altered so they were only
reinforced if they named untrained items.
After 3 sessions, all youths generalized weil
to untrained items (Warren, Baxter,
Anderson, Marshall, & Baer. 1981).

Stokes & Baer (19773 described this stratzgy as training in one situaticn and. if that fails (o produce generalization. training in all
remaining situstions of interest. The more literally “sequential™ nature of the procedare av dewcribed above seems belter suited
for describing current application of the strategy.
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Table 2-1 (continued)

Strategy

Definition

Example

Antecedents
Program Common
Stinnli

Sufficient Exemplars

Multiple Exemplurs

General Case
Progrumming

Other
Truin Loosely

Mediate
Generaliza ion

Selecting a salient. but not necessarily task-
related, stimulus from the situation to which
generalization is desired, and including that
simnulus in the training program.

A strategy similar to Sequential Modifica-
tion, involving sequential addition of stimuli
to the training program until generalization
to all related stimuli occurs.?

Seviral examples of the stimulus class to
which generalization is desired are trained at
the same time.

The universe to which generalization s
desired is analyzed and representative
examples of positive stimuli (stimuli in the
presence of which the skill should be used),
negative stin uhi (stimali in the presence of
which the skisf should not be used), and
irrelevant stimuli (stimuli which should not
effect skill use, but might inappropriately do
s0) are sexected for training.

Settings, cues, prompts, materials, response
definition, and other features of the training
situation are purposely varied 10 avoid a
ritual, highly structured, invariate program
which might inhibit gencralization.

Teaching a secondary behavior or strategy
which will help an individual remember or
figure out how und when to generalize. or
which will dispel the differences between
the training and generalization situations.

seemed mone advisable for the current study (see nate 2, above).
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stokes & Baer (1977) repont a case in which
an individual with severc retardation was
taught exercise skills to facilitate integrtion
in a physical education class. Music was
played during the PE class, so music was
also introduced into the individual's training
sessions to make the two situations more
similar.

An adolescent with severe handicaps was
taught 1o name objects, and probed with
other ¢ Sjects from the same class. Some
objects required only a single cxemplar to
produce generalized naming, while other
ubjects required § exemplars before
generalization occurred (Anderson &
Spradlin, 1980).

Three adults with profound mental retarda-
tion were trained n three types of exercise,
Generalizi tion occurred to a group exercise
program a ud 1o two untrained exercises
(Stainback, Stainback, Wehman, &
Spangicrs. [983).

Six young men with moderate or severe
retardation were trained on three vending
machines which reflected the range of
machine-types found in the community.
Good generalization was obtained to 10
untrained machines in the community
(Sprague & Homer, 1984),

Mothers were taught to vary the type of
stimuli and reinforcen they used in working
with their children’s motor skills. Al
children leamed their skills quickly and
generalized well to another setting (Filler &
Kasari, 1981).

Five adolescents with moderate or severe
mental retardation were taught to self-
instruct task completion using a picture
sequence. They then used the self-
instruction skill to generalize task comple-
tion of a new task with a new picture
sequence (Wacker & Berg, 1983).

Stokes & Baer used this labe! to describe the saccessive introduction of new stimuli or setungs. bui sepansting the twn vaniations
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boarding a bus, but failed to generalize critical skills for determining when and how to get oft the
bus, would not be considered to have generalized well. Second, the behavior in the generalization
setting was not trained in that setting. Tor 2xample, a subject who required special prompts in a
novel setting before beginning to engage in the target behavior would not be considered to have
generalized well, even if only a few prompts were needed to produce independent performance at
criterion level (e.g.. Hill, Wehman, & Horst, 1982).

Review and Discussion

Twelve journals were examined covering the years 1977-1986.° A total of 151 articles includ-
ing 172 studies were identified which provided information on the generalization of individual
subjects. In all, 623 subjects participated in those studies, and generalization data were provided
for 616 subjects; the other 7 subjects were not available at the time generalization data were
collected. A complete list of articles which were coded is provided at the end of this chapter.

In this review, each of the major strutegies is discussed individually, with examples drawn
from the literzture, and a summary of the strategy s impact.

No Strategy: Train and Hope

The first of Stokes and Baer’s (1977) categories is “train and hope,” which is not really a
method of programming for generalization at all. Generally, this category involves probing for
skill generalization following training which did not include specific generalization-facilitating
strategies—one simply “trains” and then “hopes™ that geneiclization occurs.?

Generalization can occur even when instructional procedures are not overtly directed at
generalization. For example, six adult employees of a sheltered workshop, described as mildly or
moderately retarded. with deficits in interpersonal skills, received individualized social skills
training using instructions, modeling, rehearsal, feedback, and social reinforcement (Bomstein,
Bach, McFall, Friman, & Lyons, 1980). Training was conducted in a room adjacent to the
workshop. Skills and problems addressed included number of words spoken, speech latency,
hand-to-face gestures, sitting posture, enunciation, speech content, loudness, intonation, eye
contact, and speech rate. Each subject was trained on four behaviors/skills. Generalization was
probed in role-playing situations similar to those used in training and in different situations.
Training was successful in improving 23 of the 24 behaviors. Improvement in one skill did not
generalize to improvement in the other three skills of each student. However, generalization of 23
of the 24 behaviors to untrained similar role-play and to 13 of 24 behaviors in dissimilar situations
did occur. These levels generally were maintained one month following training.

Unfortunately, we can't often rely on training to produce generalization. For example, Correa,
Poulson, and Solzberg (1984) reported that three preschool blind boys. described as severely or
profoundly retarded, were individually instructed to reach and grasp a noisemaking toy. The
trainer provided successive prompts following consecutive 10 second allowable latency periods
(graduated prompts included verbal, physically assisted demonstration, physically molded).
During training, toys were presented at the child's midline. Training increased independent reach/
grasp from 0% 1o 77%. 100%, and 22% of the trials for subjects 1 through 3. respectively. How-
ever, this phase of training did not produce a single instance of generalized responding to toys
presented to the left or right of ..idline.

Overall, 14 articles (16 studies) that included at least 1 subject with severe handicaps ("Severe

¢ Anicles from 12 journals were included in the retrospective snalysis. Circa 49% of ail articles were published in the
Journal of Applecd Bebavior Anatvsis, 18% in the Jownal of the Assoctation for Pessons with Severe Handivaps, 15%
in Behavior Modification, and 6% in Education and Training of the Mentally Retarded. The remaining 22% of the
articles were distributed among the American Journal of Mensal Deficiency., Behavior Research amd Therupy,
Behavior Research of Severe Develogmnental Dixabitities, Behavir Therapy, Education and Treatment of Children,
Feurnal uf Applied Research in Mental Retardation, Juarngd of Experimentat Chiltd Psvohology, and Mental
Renerdation. .

In many studies, “tram and hope™ was coded for one phase, usuably as 2 baseline for another method. Such siudies
are classified avcording to the altemate method, unless separate experiments were presented.
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Swudies™) were identified as train and hope and 9 articles (9 studies) reported train and hope with
40 other persoas.
Train and Hope Alone
Studies Subjects Subpects Generaiizing Well
Severe Studies ) R{} T3 223
Other Stuhies 3 1 BER%G (W11
Totwl 12 41 75.6% (A4

- —

A simple train and hope approach appears to produce generalization about three quarters of the
time, but several cautions are in order. First, it is possible that research in which generalization
failed to occur might be published less frequently: few studies showing failure of any kind are
published. Second. as other strategies were developed. the use of train and hope alone decreased.
The most recent study which we could locate which used train and hope as the sole strategy was
published in 1984. However, train and hope is often the first condition or baseline in studi- of
other strategies.

In establishing a research design, experimenters often predict that generalization will #of occur
during a train and hope haseline so that the effects of special generalization strategies can be tested
in subsequent phases. This practice permits a different approach to estimating the effectiveness of
train and hope. Of the 172 studies we examined, 48 studies involved train and hope as a baseline
condition preceding use of a special strategy. In these studies. train and hope did not produce
generalization. If we were to combine the two groups, our table would include all subjects with
whom a train and hope approach was attempted.

Train and Hope Total

Studies Subjects Subyects Generalizing Well
Severe Studies x LR 16.2% (24136
(nher Studics 2 Al 11.4% (9/79)
Total o) 218 14.4% (3%

This procedure produces a significantly lower estimate of the effectiveness of train and hope
(i.c.. 75.6% vs 14.4%). An intermediate figure of 25% was produced in a compilation of data
from longitudinal studies. in which it was assumed that train and hope was used alone (Billingsley,
Berman, & Opalski, 1983; Billingsiey, F. F., Doyle, M., Radovich. .. & Thompson, M., 1943,
Billingsley, F. F., Thompson, M., Matlock, B.. & Work, J.. 1984). In the two studies reported in
chapiers 4 and 5 of this book, train and hope as a “baseline” strategy produced generalization in
8.3% and 17.3%. of the skills respectively: (subjects were measured on more than one skill).

The range of figures associated with train and hope indicates how imprecise this definition is; it
is likely that differences in the instructional procedures used during initial training effect generali-
zation. In fact, almost all of the special strategies which have been investigated rely on alrering
typical training procedures. These strategies may be incorporated into the initial instructional plan
or, if generalization fails to occur following initial skill acquisition, they may be applied in
subsequent instructional phases.

Strategies Aifecting Settings

The first set of strategies affects the location of instruction. Of counse, when the sett ng of
instruction changes, antecedents and consequences might also change; however, these changes are
suburdinate to the changes in setting. Two strategies which involve setting changes are “train in
the natura! setting” and “sequential modification,™

1. Train in the Naturail Setting.

One strategy not included by Stokes and Baer (1977). but which has been increasingly advo-
cated, especially for students with severe handicaps. is to train directly in the environments in
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which the behavior is desired (e.g.. Falvey, 1986) or in which the behavior iy expected to occur
naturally (Neel et al., 1983). Some skills, like mobility and communication, would naturally occur
in almost all settings, so it is difficult to determine precisely how this strategy might be applied o
some skilis. Some skills, such as assembling semiconducters, would be most useful only in a
single setting; training conducted in the desired setting would bypass any generalization problems.
Sometimes training in the natural setting can not be arranged 10 occur frequently or conveniently,
and simulated natural settings might be used. G« ~1-Ross and Holvoct (1985) describe natural
environments this way:

Some skills. such as getting out materials, locomotion, communication, eating. using the
toilet, and grooming. can he taught easily in the natural school context. Other skills, such
as cooking, making a bed, dressing, eating family stylc, doing laundry, and setting the
table, may not occur in the natural school context. but a realistic context can be created or
simulated within the school setting.  Still other skills, such as shopping. using public
transportation, bowling. and eating at restaurants, require a community context . . .
(p.96)

This strategy is based on the theory that training in the natural setting ensures that naturally
occurring stimuli will come to control responding.  Examples of natural and artificial settings and
hehaviors for the studies included in this discussion are shown in Table 2-2. 1t should be emnha-
sized that it is the training setting which is coded here, since the generalization settings are natural
by definition.

Training in the natural setting as the single strategy used to facilitine generalization was
identified in 13 articles (13 studies). An analysis of the overall impact of those studies indicates
that merely shifting the location of instruction without incorporating other strategies to facilitate
generalization will not be effective for many students. In studies with severe subjects, training in
the natural setting is only as effective as train and hope.

Natural Setting
Studies Subpeets Subpcts Generalizing Welt
Severe Studies 7 25 218G (528
nher Studies & 29 A5 1129
Total 53 29.6% (1654

e e, o e i e & 4 e a v s ——— — PR

2. Sequential Modification

Seyuential modification is a technique for the introduction or sequencing of changes in
settings. Basically, a skill is trained in one situation and then generalization is probed in one or
more nontraining situations. If generalization across situations is not evident, training is pro-
grammed for an additional setting. This process is continued until training has been completed in
all target situations or generalization to all remaining target situations is observed. Sequential
madification may not be a very practical solution to most generalization problems, since it may
require training to occur cach time the individual encounters a new situation; however, it may bhe
practical if only a few settings are required.

Stokes and Baer (1977) originally defined sequential modification as the use of train and hope
procedures applied scquentially “in every nongeneralized condition, /.¢., actoss responses,
subjects, settings, or experimenters” (p. 352). The difference between “sequential modification™
and “sufficient exemplars™ is unclear in the Stokes and Baer article, since sequential introduction
to different settings is also cited as sufficient exemplars. One difference might be whether every
setting is included in the training or not. However, even the examples cited are onnfusing, since
not all settings where the bebavior should occur are included. This distinction made coding
difficult,

To facilitate coding, the following conventions were decided upon: the term “sufficient
exemplars™ would apply 10 the sequential introduction of new examples of the class of 1arget
stimuli (e.g.. objects, cues) into training within a single general setting (i.e., place or ume); and the
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Table 2-2

Examples of Settings
Study Behaviors Setting of Instruction Natural ?
Ackerman & packaging sheltered workshop Yes
Shapiro, 1984
Bomstein, variety of small room adjacent to No
etal., 1980 social skills workshop (only trainer

wils present)
Bumey, Russel, verbal & nonverbal students’ classroom Yes
& Shores, 1977 interaction skills
Correa, Poulson, reach & grasp small therapy room close No
& Salzberg, 1984 toy to classroom
Dowrick & swimming small room in pool No
Dove, 1980 building
Gaylord-Ross social interaction classroom & countyard Yes
ct al., 1985 skills used for “break™
Hurlbui, Iwata, nonverbal students’ classroom Yes
& Green, 1982 communication skills
Kissel & toy play structured, free, and Yes
Whitman, 1977 isolate play situations
in a classroom

Mithaug & verbal interaction small room with No
Wolfe, 1976 skills one person
Murdock, Garvia, verbal articulation small therapy room close No
& Hardman, 1977 of words to classroom
VanBiervliet, verbal and physical mealtimes in the Yes
Spangler, & social interaction cafeteria
Marshall, 1981 skills

term “sequential modification™ would be applied to cases in which training was sequentially
introduced across general settings. In either case, training would be provided for new instances
(stimuli or settings) until generalization to untrained instances occurred, or responding to all
instances had been directly trained. These definitions are at some variance with those originally
suggested by Stokes and Baer (1977), but they seemed somewhat more useful for purposes of the
present investigation.

As an example of sequential modification, the way we have defined it, Murdock, Garcia, and
Hardman {(1977) used social consequences for correctly articulated words and immediate modeling
of correct response for errors to improve the articulation of two girls with moderate handicaps.
Articulation of one subject was probed in five settings: small therapy room, comer of regular
classroom, leaming center, at a desk in the hallway, and classroom lunch period. The five settings
for the second girl included: small therapy room, corner of regular classroom, another comer,
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third comner, and classroom lunch period. Four different trainers (assigned to specific settings)
worked with subject 1 and three with subject 2. The number of classmates present also varied,
except in the therapy room setting. For subject 1, training was introduced sequentially in settings
1,2,and 3. Although training in setting 1 produced some generalized effects in all other settings,
good generalization in all 5 settings was not achieved until training had produced criterion
performance levels in 3 settings. For subject 2, good generalization occurred once training was
initiated in the second setting. It is likely that this occurred because ~ettings 2-5 were in the
classroom. In this study, generalization to a nontrainer in the untrained settings also occurred.

- The authors point out that increases in training time associated with the introduction into other
settings may have produced the generalization.

As an example of a situation in which sequential modification needed to be applied to all target
settings, reinforcement and prompting, including physical guidance, were implemented to train toy
play to a 14-year-vid teenager characterized as profoundly retarded (Kissel & Whitman, 1977). A
hand over correction procedure was also implemented to reduce hand-to-mouth, head-back, and
rocking behaviors. Training was first implemented in a structured play situation (i.c., teacher next
to student, frequent cues). Improved frequency of play and deceleration in the frequency of
mouthing did not generalize to free play (teacher more distant, fewer cues) or to isolate play
(reacher still more distant, only one cue). Training was then introduced in the free play situation,
but effects did not generalize to isolate play. Finally, training was introduced in the third situation,
isolate play. The authors report that changes also failed to generalize o the teen’s residential
ward, and that training was subsequently introduced there as well.

Sequential modification was never coded as the only technique in instruction to promote
generalization. Twenty studies reported using sequential modification in conjunction with one or
more other strategies. It was most frequently paired with “introduce to natural contingencies”
and “use sufficient exemplars” (e.g., Charlop & Walsh, 1986; Odom, Hogson, Jamieson, &
Strain, 1985; Shafer, Egel, & Neef,1984).

Strategies Affecting Consequences

The second set of strategies affects both the scheduling and selection of consequences which
follow the target response. Stokes and Baer (1977) distinguished the following strategies:
introduce to natural maintaining contingencies, use indiscriminable contingencies, and train to
generalize.

1. Introduce to Natural Maintaining Contingencies

This method is designed to ensure that the response comes under the control of consequences
which naturally occur in nontraining environments. Achievement of tha goal can be facilitated
by: (a) teaching functional skills which should be reinforced in nontraining situations; (b) training
the skill to a level of proficiency that allows the student to access natural reinforcers in an efficient
manner, (c) making sure the learner actually does experience the natural consequence; and/or (d;
training the student to specifically recruit reinforcement from others in the environment.

Teach functional skills. Recent curricula for the moderately, severely, and profoundly
handicapped emphasize the importance of teaching functional skills which should provide access
to naturally occurring consequences {Bates, Mormrow, Pancsofar, & Sedlak, 1984; Brown, Bran-
ston, Hamre-Nietupski, Certo, & Gruenwald, 1979; Brown, Branston-McClean, Baumgart,
Vincent, Falvey, & Schroeder, 1979; Falvey, 1986; Neel, Billingsiey, & Lambert, 1983).

Of the 172 studies reviewed, 154 taught skills rated as immediately functional in other settings.
A functional skill which generalized well was taught to 51.8% of the subjects, while only 43% of
subjects were taught a nonfunctional skill which generalized well. However, most studies in-
cluded other strategies as well, so this result cannot be interpreted as the “effect” of teaching
functional skills.

Training behaviors which should be reinforced may not be sufficient, however. One must also
provide assurances that the behavior actually does occur in nontraining situations (so it can be
reinforced), that the consequences for that behavior are in fact reinforcing to the student, and that
the consequences actually follow the behavior with sufficient frequency to bring the behavior
under their control. It might be necessary, therefore, to deliberately program certain of those
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“natural conditions™ before one can confidently assert that the student has been adequately
“introduced™ to them.

Provide opportunities. It may not be sufficient tu simnly teach a functional skill if occasions
for the use of the skill are limited. For example, Thompson, Braam, and Fuqua (1982) taught three
students with moderate handicaps to use a washer and dryer to do their laundry. At a follow-up
check for maintenance 10 months later, two of the men did very poorly. Questioning revealed that
the staff in the group home had failed to provide many opportunities for the men to use the laundry
facilities. A follow-up study of skills trained to 17 young men and women reported similar
problems when students did not have the chance to apply functional skills (Homer, Williams, &
Knobbe, 1985).

The situation might also be arranged so that the response is required, and thus the natural
consequence can occur and eventually maintain the behavior. Mithaug and Wolfe (1976) arranged
a task where one maderately handicapped and three mildly handicapped 10 to 12 year-old boys
were given candy for putting a puzzle together and where either one other or three other boys had
the pieces required by one boy. The target behavior, requesting a piece, was followed by the
natural consequence. receiving the piece. In an ABAB design, the task required 2-person (A) then
4-person (B) exchanges. The students were always seated in groups of four and were required to
verbally request puzzle pieces from each other. Rate and direction of requests generally increased
during the 4-person interdependence conditions. Experimenters measured other verha'izations to
determine if the increased number of verbal requests would generalize to other ve- s, and
whether verbalizations would be directed at each member of the group. Three stuG.. aid
increase verbalizations, while one student decreased verbalizations during the four conu..ions, and
ceased verbalizing to one person by the fourth phase. In this study, the students were “forced™ to
interact by the requirements of the task, and they were therefore introduced to the natural contin-
gencies, which in tum not only reinforced requests, but produced generalized increases in other
communication as well.

Develop Proficiency. Natural contingencies may exist, but the student may lack the profi-
ciency in the use of the skill required to actually evoke those contingencies. One way to improve
generalization is to ensure that the behavior can be performed at a level which will be reinforced.
Burney, Russel, and Shores (1977) measured the generalization of vocalizing, smiling, and sharing
of two boys described as profoundly mentally retarded in a toy play situation with a young woman,
also described as profoundly mentally retarded. The two boys’ vocalizations occurred at 1 in 3
minutes and 1 in 6 minutes initially during baseline, while the woman’s fell from almost 3 per
minute to zero. The woman’s social interactions did not reappear until the boys” skills training
began to generalize to their interactions with her, and their rate of verbalizations rose. The authors
hypothesize that the boys" initial failure to respond extinguished her behaviors in that situation. In
addition, her reinforcement of their verbalizations was available to them only after their skills
increase< in proficiency.

Ensure reinforcement. In other cases, the situation in which the behavior is to occur may
reed 1o be altered in order to establish the conditions under which the behavior, if it occurs, will be
reinforced. For example, VanBiervliet, Spangler, and Marshall (1981) arranged a relatively simple
change in the way food was served to make the natural community of reinforcers for language
avzilable to five young men classified as either moderately or severely mentally retarded living in
aresidential center. In a multiple baseline design. family style serving (i.e., bowls, platters, and
pitchers of food placed on tables) replaced institutional serving (i.e., individuals picked up food on
trays at a serving counter and carried them to tables) at dinner, breakfast, and unch. This encour-
aged verbal requests for food, and set the stage for other interactions, such as passing the food. It
also introduced the student to the natural contingencies (¢.g., conversation, receiving food) which
were available 10 reinforce interactive behavior. Three of the students showed increased and
maintained frequencies of interaction in all three situations. A fourth student showed an increase
from 0 or 1 verbalization in 9 minutes to 1 or 2; however, he had a very minimal social and verbal
skill repertoire at the time of the study. The fifth man’s rate varied across situations over time, and
he appeared to have high language frequency with traditional institutional-style serving.

Problems might be encountered when the response occurs, but is not reinforced in the target
generalization situations. For example, a student may be taught to sign, but if signing is ignored
by parents and/or teachers, the response is likely to extinguish. In order 1o avoid this situation,

28



Review of Strategies
25

experimenters have often arranged events to provide better assurances that appropriate responses
will be reinforced in the generalization situation.

For cxample, three teens with multiple handicaps/severe mental retardation were taught to
point to Bliss symbols for 10 objects they encountered at least twice per day in school (Huribut,
Iwata, & Green, 1982). They were also taught to point to drawings for 10 other objects. Two
steps were taken to ensure that spontaneous usage of symbols/pictures was reinforced outside of
training: the students’ communication boards remained with them all day and an experimenter
remained in the classroom all day to ensure that language was reinforted. Four types of generali-
zation were pmbed. First, students were asked to respond to an item trained in the moming during
afternoon sessions to test maintenance. Each student maintained the leamed pictures much more
often (range 75%-100%) than the trained Bliss symbols (range 29%-92%). Second, the student
was shown an object differing in irrelevant stimulus characteristics from the specific object used to
train the symbol/picture (e.g.. a sock of a different color) and asked to identify it by symbol/
picture. Two students were much more likely to use pictures to name untrained objects than
symbols. For one student, variability obscured any meaningful difference. Third. the student was
provided a picture and a symbol for 10 untrained objects. Each student used pictures much more
often than symbols, and each used untrained pictures to name untrained objects. Fourth, spontane-
ous usage of symbols/pictures in the classroom outside of the training sessions was assessed. All
students generalized both symbols and pictures, although pictures generalized first and occurred at
greater frequencies.

Teach to recruit reinforcement. People may also be taught to actively recruit reinforcement.
Stokes, Fowler. and Baer (1978) taught eight preschool children, including four classified as
“deviant,” to self-evaluate their own work and then to cue their teachers to deliver praise for good
work by asking questions such as “How is this work?” and “Have I been working carefully?”
Probes were conducted with other trainers, but generalization required that the “*new" trainer ask
the students to work carefully, evaluate their work, and ask about their work before full generaliza-
tion was achieved.

Summary. Five articles (6 studies) involving at least 1 subject with severe handicaps (“Se-
vere Studies”) implemented natural contingencies and 4 articles (5 studies) reported the use of
natural contingencies with 27 other persons. Natural contingencies were used in combination with
other strategies in 47 articles (53 studies).

Natural Contingencies

Studies Subjects Subjects Generalizing Well
Severe Studies 6 IR 52.9% (917)
Other Studies 5 14 85.7% (12/14)
Taotal 11 2 67.7% (21/31)

4. Use Indiscriminable Contingencles

It has also been hypothesized that generalized responding might not occur or maintain because
the consequences available in natural settings either are not reinforcing to the individual or do not
occur with sufficient frequency. Under such conditions the behavior might extinguish.

The use of indiscriminable contingencies involves the gradual replacement of training conse-
quences and schedules with the contingencies which will be found in natural settings. In this
manner, naturally available consequences acquire reinforcing powers through pairing with
programmed consequences, before training consequences are discontinued. Similarly, the sched-
ule of one consequence far each response commonly used during training is gradually replaced
with a schedule of intermittent consequences, so that the student is unable to discriminate when a
response is likely to be reinforced. This method is desigr.2d to ensure that generalized responding
will occur and endure when only infrequent natural ¢ 1sequences are available outside of training
settings. Reinforcement might also be programmed to occur afier progressively longer delays,
and/or artificial consequences might be continued, but only under conditions which make it
impossible for the student to discriminate when they might occur.

For example, Fowler and Baer (1981) compared feedback and reinforcement schedules for
interactive and study behavior of two behavior disordered and five normal preschool children
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during morning training settings and aftemoon generalization settings. Delaying reinforcement for
appropriate behavior in the moming until the end of the school day produced much better generali-
zation than delivering it at the end of the moming session. Coders identified that six of the seven
subjects (85.7%) gener:lized well.

With the exception of Fowler and Baer (1981), indiscriminable contingencies were always
applied in conjunction with other strategies. For example, Russo and Koegel (1977) identified a 5-
year-old autistic boy who was at risk for being expelled from kindergarten because of inappropri-
ate social behaviors, verbal responses, and stereotypic behavior. Following baseline, a therapist
provided prompting and tokens for appropriate social and verbal behavior, and used restraint, a
verbal reprimand, and token loss for stereotyped behavior. As the student’s behavior improved,
the schedule of tokens was reduced from 1:1 to variable interval schedules. Social reinforcement
and tokens were provided for periods of “appropriate behavior.” Also, the student and therapist
moved from a separate section of the classroom to the “froat” of the room with the other students.
Then the therapist gradually moved his/her chair further and further away behind the student. In
addition, the therapist taught the teacher to deliver tokens, to praise, and to remove tokens for
stereotyped behavior. The teacher gradually assumed these responsibilities. In the final phase, the
teacher delivered tokens only twice a day and social reinforcement was intermittent. The therapist
was not present. The child’s behavior had improved to acceptable levels and he completed
kindergarten without reassignment.

After the summer vacation, the student returned to previous problem levels of behavior.
Identical procedures were implemented and similar changes produced. The behavior then main-
tained at acceptable levels for the rest of first grade. There were no problems in either second or
third grades. Fading control by the therapist, establishing control by the teacher, leaming the
reinforcement schedule, developing an intermittent and variable interval schedule for the delivery
of tokens, and implementing procedures in a second setting all served to produce indiscriminable
contingencies.

This study also incorporated several other strategies, including sequential modification (i.e.,
intervention in kindergarten and first grade were sufficient to produce generalization to second and
third grade), introduction to natural maintaining contingencies (i.e., training functional behaviors,
training teachers to ensure that reinforcement occurred), training loosely (i.e., contingencies for
reinforcement were shifted from specific social and verbal behaviors to “appropriate behavior™),
and multiple exemplars (i.e., at least three different trainers were involved).

In another study, five sheltered workshop employees were praised and prompied to increase
their productivity (Ackerman & Shapiro, 1984). When effects did not generalize to other work
periods for the same task, clients were taught to actuate a counter for each package completed and
to circle a numeral representing the total completed at the end of the work period. Training
independent self-monitoring was achieved in 35 minutes. Once the clients were trained, the praise
and prompting for good production was dropped. Self-monitoring alone was sufficient to maintain
the increases, indicating that the counter activation and charting reinforced production rate. The
counter and production chart were noi available at other times, and the increased productivity did
not generalize. When identical materials became available (i.e., self-monitoring counters were
present at all times), the differences in available contingencies between trained and untrained
situations became indiscriminable and productivity immediately increased.

5. Train to Generalize

With this technique the leamer is not reinforced for performing a previously reinforced
response, but only for a new form of the response, or for appropriately responding in the presence
of untrained stimuli. The technique seems to be at odds with most established instructional
methods directed at acquisition, since consequation occurs only for generalized responding.
However, Stokes and Baer (1977) also describe the possibility of “instructed generalizat:on,” in
which the student is informed of the “‘possibility of generalization and then ask[ed] for it”

(p- 363). For example, Warren, Baxter, Anderson, Marshall, and Baer (1981) studied four
severely retarded youths who had failed to maintain generalized asking “What is that?” questions
2 172 years after training ended, and whose skill did not return even after observing a peer model
the behavior. Training was introduced which included new items (generalization stimuli) and
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trained items. Asking a “what” question when first shown a novel object resulted in a token
reinforcement, later exchanged for toy or edible, but no tokens were provided for naming famuliar
items. After 3 sessions with 10 novel objects included in each, all 4 youths demonstrated generali-
zation in probe sessions.

Endo and Sloane (1982) taught four elementary grade children to make poetic statements
which personified inanimate objects (e.g., “The shirt hated to get starched.” “The roses smiled
when the sun came up™). During training, a model made a personified statement and received a
token; the child was reinforced with a token only for stating a different personification for the
same picture. The children did well in training, but when new items were shown to the children,
they were unable to state personifications (“poor generalization™). In a follow-up study reported
in the same article (Endo & Sloane, 1982), three elementary grade boys were similarly taught—
except that the model demonstrated five consecutive statements for five different elements in a
single set, instead of the one exemplar for one set used in Experiment I. Then the child had a
chance to make five statements regarding items drawn from a second set. In this study, the
children responded to about 80% of untrained items in the first generalization probe. The lack of
any reinforcement or feedback during the probes may have affected the level and amount of
generalization recorded, and may explain why the performances of two of the children dropped
during the second probe. In both studies, the model demonstrated and the student was reinforced
for nonpersonified statements in a subsequent phase (e.g., “The shirt is yellow and green:” “The
roses bloom during the springtime”). Experimental control over generalized responding was
demonstrated in the second study when the children failed to make personified statements during
the generalization probe after the nonpersonified statement reinforcement phase.

A total of four studies in three articles included “train to generalize™ as one of the components
of instruction, but no studies were identified which used this strategy in isolation. Two articles
involving subjects with severe disabilities and two other articles were coded as applying this
strategy in addition to other strategies, and only 2 of the 20 study participants in those studies
(10%) were identified as generalizing well.

Strategies Affecting Antecedents

Two strategies for the manipulation of stimuii were described by Stokes ard Baer (1977):
“programming common stimuli”* and “training sufficient exemplars.” Since then, other methods
have been identified which also manipulate stimuli.

These methods focus on the discrimination of events which occur before or concurrent with the
response. In discrimination training, the centerpiece of most research in inst-iction and learning,
specific simuli come to evoke specific responses through differential reinforcement. If the
response fails to generalize, it is hypothesized that discrimination training was so successful that
differences between stimuli in “training™ and “generalization" situations inhibited generaliza-
tion. The methods that fcllow suggest technigues for selecting stimuli that minimize the differ-
ences between training s.imuli and stimuli in the generalization situation.

6. Program Common Stimuli

As the label implies, this technigue involves providing instruction which includes stimuli
which occur most frequently in the target generalization settings (Stokes and Baer, 1977).

For example, Jones, Van Hasselt, and Sisson (1984) attributed the low levels of generalization
of fire drill skills to two primary factors:

[a] lack of specific programming for transter of training, and [b] specific instructions
frequenily provided to subjects by night staff to assist their roommates during drills.
Behaviors emitted in assisting roommates (e.g., holding their hands, walking quickly out
of room) were frequently incompatible with trained responses. (p. 269)

Therefore, in a second study, the authors’ aim was fo “expand the breadth of stimuli that exert

control over these responses™ (p. 269). They trained three blind teens at night, in their bedrooms,
to assist in the evacuation of their roommates during fire drills and they trained the roommates to
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follow the target teen from the bedroom. The roommates. the sound of the alarm, the location, and
the time of day were the stimuli common to both training and generalization situations. Following
training, two of the target teens and their three roommates participated correctly in the school
nighttime fire drill. One young man, however, jumped out of bed and ran to the door, in violation
to the trained safety procedures. His roommate stopped him and made him start again, whereupon
he completed the sequence correctly (Jones, Sisson, & Van Hasselt. 1984).

In cases where it is not possible or practical to employ stimuli which will actually occur in
natural settings, it might be possible to effectively simulate those stimuli. For example, Page.
Iwata, and Neef (1976) constructed a cardboard model of four city blocks, including streets,
houses, cars, trees, people, and pedestrian and traffic control lights. Five moderately retarded
young men then were trained to manipulate a doll and verbalize the doll's actions in getting to a
designated location in the simulated environment. The men were tested on street crossing under
actual city traffic conditions and successful generalization occurred. In this study, the experiment-
ers simulated the stimuli commmon to both situations, since duplication within the classroom would
have been impossible.

Overall, only 5 studies (5 articles) were identified as employing “common stimuli™ as the
single method to facilitate generalization. However, this technique was used in combination with
other strategies in 64 studies (58 articles).

Commen Stimuli

Studies Subjects Subjects Generalizing Well
Severe Studies 4 21 66.7% (14/21)
ther Studies { 3 100.0% (3/3)
Total 5 24 70.8% (17/24)

7. Train Sufficient Exemplars

Stokes and Baer (1977) differentiated sequential modification from “‘train sufficient exem-
plars” primarily on the basis of the number of situations to which generalization is desired. If the
response is desired in only a few situations, then “sequential modification” may sutfice. How-
ever, if the response is applicable in many situations, “sufficient exemplars™ would involve
“teaching another exemplar of the same generalization lesson, and then another, and then another,
and so on until the induction is formed (i.e.. until generalization occurs sufficiently to satisfy the
rroblem posed)” (p. 355). As noted earlier, for purposes of this study we further defined “suffi-
cient exemplars™ as the sequential introduction of new target stimuli within settings, and used the
term “sequential modification” to reference the introduction of training across settings.

The strategy, as we define it, requires the introduction of many different instances of the class
of target antecedents into the training situation. By training sufficient exemplars, the student is
thought to learn a general category of stimuli to which to respond. If training on one does not
produce generalization, training is directed to another exemplar, and so on, until generalization 1o
other exemplars is noted. For example, instead of teaching “putting on a sweater” with just long-
sleeved crew-necked sweaters, V-necked sweaters, short-sieeved sweaters, and $0 on are trained.
With more varied instructional aniecedents, generalization to untrained sweaters {e.g., turtienecks)
may occur,

As an example, an adolescent with severe handicaps was taught to match objects to au exem-
plar to demonstrate “match to sample™ skills for six classes of objects (i.e., car, bowl, hat, doll,
shoe, and book) (Anderson & Spradlin, 1980). 11 generalization probes, untrained objects of
different colors, shapes, sizes, and materials were presented. The subject gencralized matching for
each class at or above 87% of the untrained exemplars presented after 3 training sessions. The
matching skill was the first step. In the second step, the youth was asked to name the class to
which the exemplar belonged. Following baseline assessment of 36 objects (6 per class). one bowl
and one car exemplar were selected for training. When the student correctly labeled the training
exemplar in 80% of the trials, untrained objects were probed. 1f generalization occurred to less
than 80% of the exemplars for the trained class, a second exemplar was trained to criterion. This
process was repeated until sufficient exemplars had been trained to produce 80% generalization to
untrained members of the class. Then, the entire procedire was repeated with another class of
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objects. The first exemplar for the car and bowl classes required 2060 trials, but subscquent
cxemplars required a maximum of 850 trials, and the first exemplar in shoe and book required
only 250 trials. Car and bowl required only 1 exemplar to produce within class generalization,
book required 3 exemplars, hat required 4 exemplars, and doll required § exemplars.

In another study, stimulus classes included peers and objects to be used in social interaction.
Gaylord-Ross, Haring, Breen, and Pitts-Conway (1984) trained an adolescent to respond to
interactions initiated by an autistic youth. The trainer prompted and reinforced interactions with a
nonhandicapped teen in both the classroom and the school courtyard. During training. the subject
was first taught to use a video game, then a portable radio, and then chewing gum, as content for
the interactions. Generalization to peers who had not participated in training was probed in a
trained setting (the courtyard), during a school break.

The number of initiations by the autistic teen and the duration of the exchanges increased as
each object was trained, and initiations when the student did not b ve the object increased as well.
Training in one object did not generalize to offering to share untrained objects during breaks.
Thus, generalization occurred across one stimulus dimension (peers) but did not occur across
another (untrained objects). This is certainly understandable, since the student did not know how
to use any of the objects prior to training. In addition, the authors were most interested in generali-
zation across nonhandicapped peers. Therefore, the sequential introduction of the objects seems
like an instructional convenience rather than an attempt to obtain generalization across objects.
However, in this case, one must conclude that one peer was a “sufficient exemplar™ while three
objects were insufficient exemplars.

Anderson and Spradlin (1980) identified 2 number of pertinent questions regarding the
application of “sufficient exemplars.”

1. “What is the most efficient method of training sufficient examples? . . . a more efficient
technique may be training several examples concurrently, instead of serially™ (p. 155).

2, Since the “number of examples sufficient to produce generalization may vary, . . . it is
reasonable to suppose that the diversity of properties reflected by the examples chosen for
training may affect the ext=nt of generalization,” {and] *. .. further analysis is needed
to determine the proper balance™ in the selection of examples (pp. 155-156).

Until these questions have been adequately answered, “train sufficient exemplars” may be
difficult to define precisely and to implement exactly.

A total of five articles (with five studies) were identified that employed sufficient exemplars as
the sole strategy for facilitating generalization.

Sufficient Exemplars
Studies Subjects Subjects Generalizing Well
Severe Studies 3 9 35.6% (5/9)
Other Studies 2 9 66.7% (6/9)
Total b I8 6LI% (1 1/18)

8. Muitiple Exemplars

Within this strategy, representatives of the stimuli which are included in the targeted class are
concurrently trained. However, a systematic method is apparently not applied 1o select the stimuli.
We were unable to identify an article with multiple exemplars as the sole strategy, but it was
reported in combination with other strategies in six articles. For example, Lagomarcino, Reid,
Ivancic, and Faw (1984) sequentially trained three types of dance movements (sufficient exem-
plars) concurrently in three settings and partnercd their five dancers labeled as severely or pro-
foundly retarded with three to six other persons (multiple partner exemplars). However, the
authors did not describe the criteria for sele. ring the number of type of exemplars trained. Two
students showed improvements in dancing at community dances, although one later decelerated in
appropriate dancing. For two others, however, it was necessary to introduce training in the
community setting (sequential modification) to produce generalization.

Stainback, Stainback, Wehman, and Spangiers (1983) provided individual training in three
physical fitness exercises to three adults with profound mental retardation. All three adults
generalized performing the trained exercises to a group exercise setting, and also showed increas-
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ing skills in performing two untrained exercises. Since common stimuli and indiscriminable
contingencies were also programmed, however, it is difficult to determine the effects of the
multiple exercise exemplars. In another study, Sprague and Homer (1984) used multiple exem-
plars of vending machines, but they were carefully selected to be non-representative, since their
use preceded training in machines selected with a general case method (see below). The caieful
selection of similar exemplars seems to preclude using this as an example of multiple exemplars.

Anderson and Spradlin’s (1980) second concern has also been addressed in the literature.
Becker, Engelmann, and Thomas (1975), and Engelmann and Camnine (1982) have described a
procedure for selecting examples that represent the range of stimuli and associated response
variation. This approach has been labeled the “general case™ method (Horner, Sprague, &
Wilcox, 1982).

9. General Case Exemplars

Exemplars chosen for training are systematically selected to represent the range of stimuli
included in the category to which responding is desired. For example, to select vending machines
to use in training, Sprague and Horner (1984) analyzed a number of machines and chose three
which represented the range of stimuli and associated response variations likely to be encountered
by the subjects in terms of the location and action of the coin insertion and retum slots and
mechanism for item selection and delivery. Six young men with moderate or severe handicaps
showed little generalization to untrained machines following training on a single machine or
following training on three similar machines. However, following instruction involving the three
“general case” machines, good generalization to untrained machines was obtained.

In a second experiment to teach social skills to two young men with autism, Gaylord-Ross,
Haring, Breen, and Pitts-Conway (1984) sequentially trained the use of objects. In addition,
however, they selected peers without handicaps to sample the range of peer types in senior high
school. The attributes sampled included grade, sex, and whether the peer was known or unknown
to the trainec. During generalization probes, the youths initiated responses with 28 and 33 peers
respectively, an enormous increase from the 0 recorded prior to training.

Eight studies (8 articles) applied general case strategies, but six of those studies included other
strategies for comparative purposes. Coding was not difficult, since all clearly identified and
referenced the strategy. When used as a sole strategy, a!' subjects generalized well.

General Case
Studies Subjects Subjects Generalizing Well
Severe Studies i 3 100.0% (3/3)
Other Studies i S HOO0% (5/3)
Total 2 8 106G.0% (8/8)
Other Strategies

Two other strategies defined by Stokes and Baer, “Train Loosely™ and “Mediate Generaliza-
tion,” are not easily classified within the categories we have used above, so we will discuss them
seperatcly below.

10. Train Loosely

Tight stimulus control which may inhibit generalization may also be avoided by relaxing the
stimulus events which precede responding and by reinforcing response variants which produce
similar critical effects. Stokes and Baer (1977) called this “loose training.”

For example, Campbell and Stremel-Campbell (1982) instructed two boys with moderate
handicaps to ask what/where/why questions using “is/are” (e.g.. “What are you doing?™). Next,
they were taught to ask questions requiring a yes or no answer {e.g., “Is this mine?"). One boy
was also taught to make statements (c.g., “This is mine.") in response to questions. Although
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teachers prompted the responses at first, events and objects which occurred naturally constituted
the stimulus events. Since specific training stimuli were not defined and the responses which were
reinforced also varied (i.e., over 400 different syntactic structures were emitted by each boy). the
authors classified their procedure as “training lousely.” Spontaneous use of the language forms
was assessed during peer and adult interactions which occurred during a free play period (generali-
zation probes). For both boys, what/where/why questions increased from | or fewer in 150
minutes to about 1 every 5 minutes. “Yes/no™ questions increased from 1 or fewer in 150
minutes to about 1 every 6 minutes. For both boys, incorrect usage also increased somewhat.

As a second exampile, Filler and Kasari (1981) taught mothers to work with their severely
involved infants to turn their heads to follow visual stimuli and track sounds with one infant; and
1o reach for objects, and to bear weight in two different positions with a second infant. The
mothers varied the stimuli, and reinforced variations of the responses—training “loosely.” All
skills were quickly acquired and generalized very well to their twice weekly center-based program.

“Train loosely” was coded as an isolated strategy for three articles (three studies) involving at
least one person with severe handicaps and one other study, with the generalization results shown
in the following table.

Train Loosely
Studies Subjects Subjects Generalizing Well
Severe Studies 3 8 37.5% 3
Other Studics ] 6 100.0% (6/6)
Total 4 14 64.3% (9/14)

11. Mediate Generalization

The final strategy considered in this discussion is designed to “bridge the gap™ between
training and generalization settings. The “gap” can be bridged by teaching the individual behaver
1o control the stimuli and reinforcers which affect his own generalization. For example, if the
target behavior is insufficiently reinforced in the generalization situation, the individual can be
taught self-reinforcement. The behavior of self-reinforcement must be trained. Then, the self-
reinforcement act provides the additional reinforcers necessary to mediate the differences between
the training situation and the target situation. In a similar way, self-instruction, or seif-control of
stimuli which occur before the response, can be used to mediate differences in the controlling
stimuli,

For example, Wacker and Greenbaum (1984) found that training seven moderately or severely
mentally retarded adolescents to verbally label a shape prior to sorting it (self-instruction) im-
proved generalization to novel shapes and dimensions much more than training which did not
involve training verbal labeling. Wacker and Berg (1983) 1aught five moderately and severely
mentally retarded adolescents to self-instruct steps in complex assembly tasks using a picture
sequence. They were then able to use a new set of pictures to complete novel tasks.

Teaching students to self-monitor can result in self-reinforcement in the generalization
situation. Apparently the act of counting a behavior serves to positively reinforce it (Liberty,
1984; 1985). Self-monitoring was also used 1o mediate differences in four studies (Ackerman &
Shapiro, 1984; Heins, Lioyd, & Hallahan, 1986; Matson & Andrasik, 1982).

In some studies, students were taught both self-instruction and self-monitoring. For example,
Sowers, Verdi, Bourbeau, and Sheehan (1985) used a self-control package which included pictures
for self-instruction and self-monitoring to teach four severely to moderately retarded teens, who
maintained performance on 13 complex tasks after training ceased. In addition, two students were
given novel tasks and were able to acquire them very rapidly.

An altemnative approach to self-control procedures which can be used to mediate differences
involves teachiny “general™ skills or “strategies™—skills that are usefui in a variety of situations.
For educational situations, skills which are useful in a variety of settings include: attending,
completing work on time, and “good behavior.” Many studies have attempted to modify discrete
student behaviors. However, in this new approach, students are taught the general rules or
expectations as a strategy for achieving success in other situtions. For example, the strategy of
“staying on task"™ is taught to a high school student in a resource room and then generalization to
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the regular classrooms (e.g., History, English. etc.) is evaluated. Only three studies were identified
in which students were taught general skills which were useful in a variety of siwations. For
example, Reese and Filipczak (1980) taught students in a resource room classroom behavior,
attendance, and other skills which generalized to other scitings, although similar strategies were
not effective with other individuals in a study conducted by Kirscnenbaum, Diliman, and Karoly

(1982).
Mediate Generalization
Studies Subjects  Subjects Generalizing Well
Scvere Studies | 4 18.0% (3/4)
Orher Studies 1 2 0.0 (0/2)
Total 2 6 S00% (3/6)

Mediating generalization was identified as the sole strategy in two articles involving six
leamers, and only three of them generalized well. In a separate analysis of published and unpub-
lished data, Liberty (1987) found that of 20 subjects trained in self-control techniques, 16 (80%)
either generalized or showed improved generalization as a result of the self-control training. Of
the 20 subjects. 14 were severely handicapped. and 91% showed improved generalization.

Results and Discussion

A total of 151 articles involving 172 studies provided information for the evaluation of
gencralization with 616 subjects. Of those studies, 106 included persons with severe handicaps
and involved 373 subjects. The remaining 66 studies involving 243 subjects did not include
persons with severe handicaps. No statistically reliable differences between the two sets of studies
were found, so they were combined in the analyses of strategy effectiveness presented below.

Reliability

Coding reliabilities were estimated with 10 independent raters forming 25 comparisons in the
coding of 19 studies (approximately 11% of all studies coded). Overall agreement across items
averaged 91%. The specific item reliabilities are reported in Table 2-3. Reliabilities involving
binomial coding (e.g.. “yes/no™ indications that a particular strategy was employed) were
evaluated via the formula: (number of agreements)/(number of agreements + number of disagree-
ments). Reliabilities involving values other than O or 1 (e.g., the number of subjects generalizing
“well™) were evaluated using the formula: (Jowest number coded)/(highest number coded).

Table 2-3

Coding Reliabilities

Charactenistic Coded Mean Reliability
Number of Subjects 100%.
Most Severe Handicapping Condition of a Single Subject  92%

Age Range of Subjects 99%.
Functionality of Bechavior 94%
Generalization Strategy/Strategics 86%
Number of Subjects Generaiizing Well 7%

Train and Hope Expectancies

A surprisingly high proportion (76%) of the subjects in published studies of simple train and
hope approaches generalized well to nontraining situations. However, one must bear in mind that
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such studies would not ordinarily have been published unless they were successful. If one also
considers all the studies of special stratcgics that used train and hope as a comparative baseline.
estimates of effectiveness in that condition drop to 14.4% . Of course. those studies might severely
underestimate the overall effectiveness of such training, since it is unlikely they would have been
published if subjects had generalized well under baseline conditions. In the face of such divergent
estimates, data were collected to reflect more accurately the success which teachers might be
expected to enjoy in public schools. -

Observational data collected for our baseline studies in classrooms serving pupils with severe
handicaps revealed that only 8 out of 32 skills (25%) generalized well when instruction did not
include any special strategies to fucilitate generalization (Billingsley. Berman, & Opalski, 1983;
Billingsley, F. F., Doyle, M., Radovich, S., & Thompson, M., 1985: Billingsley, F. F., Thompson,
M.. Matlock, B., & Work, J., 1984). Another UWRO study of public school instruction (see
Chapter 4) showed that of 24 skills found to generalize, only one (4.29%) had been taught with a
simple train and hope approach. The 25% figure seemed a conservative compromise among the
various alternatives, and so was used in all the comparative analyscs presented below.

Single Strategies vs. Train and Hope

The effectiveness of individual strategies used in isolation could be ascertained in 43 studies
involving a total of 162 subjects. Three strategies—{raining to generalize, sequential modification,
and programming multiple exemplars—were not studied in isolation in any of the articles reviewed.
The effectiveness of the remaining strategies when used in isolation is presented in Table 2-4 and
Figure 2-1.

Al eight of the special strategies studied in isolation produced higher proportions of subjects
generalizing well than a simple train and hope approach. However, those differences proved to be
statistically reliable in only six cases, using chi-square analysis (see Table 2-5). Mediating
generalization 2ppeared to produce substantial increases in the proportion of subjects generalizing
well, but too few subjects were included in the analysis to deem those improvements statistically
reliable. The other strategy failing to reach significance, training in the natural environment, was
evaluated with a good number of subjects (n=54), but produced outcomes that were not reliably
better than those produced by a simple train and hope approach. Providing training in natural
environments does. of course, result in the acquisition of a skill which can be effectively employed
within at least one meaningful context. However, it would appear that training in one natural
environment does not necessarily improve generalizaticn to other natural environments,

Relative Single Strategy Effectiveness

Single strategy effectiveness ranged from a low of 29.6% (i.e.. tmining in the natural setting) to
a high of 100% (i.e.. general case programming), with the bulk of strategies falling within the
range of 50% to 65%. Despite that rather large range, no between-strategy differences proved to
be statistically reliable except for differences between training in the natural environment and the
use of other special strategies. The failure to show differences among other strategies is most
likely due to small sample sizes.

As shown in Table 2-6, other strategies proved to be reliably superior to training in the natural
environment in all but one case. The rematming strategy—mediating generzlization—was not
studied with enough subjects for meaningful comparison. Those outcomes support the notion that
simply training in the natural environment, without the use of other special strategies, might not be
very effective in facilitating generalization across a range of target situations.

Strategy Class Effectiveness

More powerful analyses can be conducted 1o determine if any general approach to facilitating
generalization appears superior by forming classes of strategies. Most special strategies can be
placed in one of three classes describing the major focus concern:  setting or situational strategies;
antecedent or stimulus event strategies; and consequence or reinforcement strategies.

General setting strategies. Two of the strategies studied—training in *he natural environment
and sequential modification—concern themselves with the location and general context of training.
The types of stimuli and consequences available for responding might be changed but not neces-
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sarily in any particular manner, so this is considered a separate class from the other two. A total of
14 studies. involving 57 subjects, were found where training in the natural environment and/or
sequential modification were the only special ~*rategies employed.

As a class, general setting sirategies produced a slightly higher proportion of subjects general-
izing well than train and hope, but the increase did not prove to be statistically reiiable (x'=().170,
p(x?) = 0.6803). The class was significantly less effective than the other two classes.

General antecedent strategies. Four of the strategies studied involve the systematic manipula-
tion of stimulus events antecedent to the response~—the use of common stimuli, sufficient cxem-
plars, multiple exemplars, and gencral case programming. None of those strategies necessarily
involve the manipulation of specific settings or locations, nor any particular strategy for the
consequation of correct or incomrect responding. A total of 45 stidies involving 158 subjects were
found where one or more of the antecedent strategies were the only special strategies employed.

As a group, the class of antecedent strategies proved significantly more effective than either a
simple train and hope approach (x* = 11.384, p(x*) = 0.0007) or the class of general setting
strategies (x* = 11.985, p(x?) = 0.0005). The class of antecedent strategies also performed some-
what better than the class of consequence-related strategies, but that advantage was not statistically
meaningful (x* = 0.146, p(x*) = 0.7025)

General consequent strategies. Three strategies involve the manipulation of conseguences or
the contingencies for delivering consequences—introduction to natural contingencies, the use of
indisciminable contingencies, and training to generalize. Eighteen studies with 56 subjects were
identified in which natural contingencies and/or indiscriminable contingencies were employed as
the only special strategies. No studies were found which used training to generalize as a strategy
in isolation, or in combination only with other consequence-related strategies.

As a group, consequence-related strategies were significantly more effective than a simple train
and hope approach (x° = 6.424, p(x) = 0.0113) or the use of general sefting strategies (x*-5.5471,
p(x*) =0.0183).

Effectiveness of Cross-Class Combinations

Only 43 of the 172 coded studies focused on the evaluation of a single strategy. The remain-
ing 129 (75%) of the studies, involving 454 (73.7%) of the subjects, evaluated various combina-
tions of strategies, usually in ways which made the effects of individual strategies impossiblc to
determine. Morcover, the variation in strategy combination was very large, making the meaning-
ful evaluation of each type of combination impossible with the number of subjects available for
analysis.

The proportions of subjects generalizing well for each strategy used in combination are
reported in Table 2-4 and Figure 2-1, but caution should be used in interpreting those results,
While all cases reported under a given strategy involved the use of that strategy, each study also
used some combination of one to four other strategies. To attribute outcomes primarily to the
labeled strategy would be ill advised. Also, while the analyses of strategies used in isolation could
carcfully partition articles and subjects into separate, nonoverlapping cells, that is not the case in
the study of strategy combinations. If a study used three different strategies. that study and its
subjects would be tallied under each of those strategies in the summary table. Such subject
overiap obviates the direct comparison of effects among strategy categories. However, since
studies classified as an “isolated study™ are separate from those classified as a “combined
study.” it is possible to statistically evaluate any change in outcome produced by combining a
given strategy with one or more other strategies.

Of the eight strategies studied in isolation, six produced poorer results when used in combina-
tion with other strategies, although only two—natural contingencies and indiscriminable contingen-
cies proved to have a statistically reliable decrement in outcome (see Table 2-7). Training in the
natural environment showed a statistically reliable increase in effectiveness when used in combi-
nation with other strategies, and general case programming was 100% effective in both conditions.

That training in the natural setting improvec in effeci'veness when combined with other
strategies only serves to underscore the observations mide »arlier—training in one natural setting
does not necessarily ensure stimulus or consequence v.riation representative of all the settings to
which generalization might be desired. Adding the strategies of, for cxample, multiple exemplars
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Table 2-4

Percent of Subjects Generalizing Well with the Use of
Strategies Alone and in Combination

Strategy Used
Strategy Used Alone with Other Stratepies
# # B % Gen # # % Gen
Studies Subjects  Well Studies  Subjects  Well
Setting Strategies i
Train in Natural Setting 13 54 29.6% 59 201 53.2%
Sequential Modification 0 0 - 20 69 46.4%:
Any Combination of
Setting Strategies 16 57 31.6% 63 221 50.2%
Consequent Strategies N | )
Natural Contingenices 11 3t 67.7% 53 207 454%
Indiscriminable Contingencies 1 7 85.7% 8 22 227
Train to Generalize 0 0 - 4 20 10.%
Any Combination of
Consequation Strategies I8 56 §5.4% 56 221 4219
Antecedent S;ﬁtegks
Common Stimuli 5 24 T0.8% 64 220 51.4%
Sufficient Exemplars h 18 61.1% 66 239 37.7%
Muitiple Exemplars 0 0 - 6 22 90).9%.
General Case Programming 2 8 100.0% 6 18 100.0%
Any Combination of
Antecedent Strategies 45 158 59 5% 63 221 439%
Other Strategies
Train Loosely 4 14 64.3% 7 33 57.6%

Mediate Generalization 2 6 50.0% I8 63 34.9%
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Figure 2-1

Effect of Strategies Used in Isolation and Combination
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Table 2-5
Comparisons of Strategy Effectiveness
Relative to Train & Hope
Significantly Better

Strategy Chi square® Than Train & Hope? P(x2)
Setting Strategies

Train in a Natural Setting 0.046 No

Sequential Modification Comparison not made

Any Combination of Setting Strategies 0.170 No
Consequent Strategies

Natural Contingencies 9,923 Yes 0.0016

Indiscriminable Contingencies 6.752 Yes 0.0094

Train to (Generalize Comparison not made’

Any Combination of Consequent Strategies 6424 Yes 00113
Antecedent Strategies

Common Stimuli 9.R77 Yes 0.0017

Sufficient Exemplars 4936 Yes 00263

Muitiple Exemplars Comparison not made’

General Case Programming 12.038 Yes 0.0005

Any Combination of Antecedent Strategies 11.384 Yes 0.0007
Other Strategies

Train Loosely 4875 Yey 0.0272

Mediate Generalization 0.560 No

® Al ¢hi square values have been corrected for discontinuity to account for small cell sizes,
" Comparson was not made because no studies in which this strategy was used in nolation were identified
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Table 2-6
Comparisons of Strategy Effectiveness Relativ2 to Train
in the Natural Setting
Significantly Better Than

Strategy Chisquare®  Train in Natural Setting? P(x2)
Consequent Strategies

Natural Contingencies 10.139 Yes 0.0015

Indiscriminable Contingencies 6.196 Yes 0.0128

Train to Generalize Comparison not made®

Any Combination of Consequent Strategies'® 5.571 Yes 0.0183
Antecedent Strategies

Commun Stimuli 9.931 Yes 0.0016

Sufficient Exemplars 4444 Yes 0.0350

Multiple Exemplars Comparison not madc®

General Case Programming 11.728 Yes 0.0006

Any Combination of Antecedent Strategies'® 11.985 Yes 0.0005
Other Strategies

Train Loosely 4.350 Yes 0.0370

Mediate Generalization 0.308 No

or sequential modification across a series of natural settings could improve the prospects of
generalization considerably.

The constant effectiveness of general case programing, used either alone or in combination
with other strategies, is impressive. Since general case programming represents the most extensive
and systematic approach for facilitating generalization of all those studied, the results aze not
entirely unexpected. However, some caution should be taken in positing the invincibility of
general case programing. Only two studies with a total of eight subjects using that approach in
isolation, and only an additional 7 studies with 21 subjects evaluating that approach in combina-
tion with other strategies, were included in the review. Until additional studics arc compicted,
general case programming must he considered a very promising, but not extensively tested,
approach for facilitating generalization.

*  AH chi square values have been corrected for discontinuity to account for smail cell sizes.

Comparison was not made because no studies in which this strategy was used in isolation were identified.

" Includes Train in the Natwral Setting slone uand in combination with Sequential Mudification (Combined Seiting
Strategies).

42



Review of Strategies

K}
Table 2-7
Comparisons of Strategy Effectiveness Used Alone
Relative to Combined with Other Strategies
Significantly Better
Strategy Chi square" Used... Pix2)
Setting Strategies o
Train in a Natural Setting 8.576 With other strategies 0.0034
Sequential Modification Comparison not made'*
Consequent Strategies
Natural Contingencies 4.527 Alone 0.0334
Indiscriminable Contingencies 6.473 Alone 0.0110
Train to Generalize Comparison not made'”
Antecedent Strategies
Common Stimuli 2.560 No reliable difference
Sufficient Exemplars 2.940 No reliable difference
Multiple Exemplars Comparison not made'?
General Case Programming Nodifference'*
Other Strategies
Train Loosely 0.011 No reliable difference
Mediate Generalization 0.084 No reliable difference
Strategy Selection

It would appear, on the basis of admittedly limited evidence, that general case programming is
the strategy of choice for facilitating generalization from instructional to applied situations.
Unfortunately, while general case programming is not necessarily a difficult process to employ. it
can be very time- consuming and laborious. The “universe™ of positive, negative, and irmelevant
stimuli must be defined, identified, and carefully sampled to provide a good representation of the
situations to which generalization is desired. That sampling must then be tested carefully and
adjusted in accord with observed traince error pattemns before confidence in the program can be

All chi square values have been comected for discontinuity 1o account for small cell sizes.
Comparison wis not made because no studies in which this strategy was used in isolation were identified.
" All subjects generalized. whether used alone or in combination with vther sirgegies,
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achieved. Quite simply. it is not likely that classroom teachers and other applied practitioners will
be able to mount such an effort very often. Good “prepackaged™ general case programs have
been and are being developed to meet a variety of needs for persons with severe handicaps (c.f..
Spraguc & Horner, 1984), but those programs cannot meet all the needs of individuals with severe
handicaps. There will be times when the teacher must tum to one or more of the other strategies
for facilitating generalization.

At first it might seem logical to simply select the altenative strategy with the next highest
probability of facilitating generalization. If that fails to work. the next strategy on the list could be
tried, and so on until generalization is achieved. As noted earlier, however, there were no statisti-
cally reliable differences among most strategies. Almost any strategy might do as well as any
other, but could still fail to facilitate good generalization with between 15% and 50% of the
leammers. Itis not at ali clear, therefore, where one should start; and simply trying all strategies n
succession could be inefficient and time consuming.

To provide multiple assurances of success. one might be tempted to use several strategies, each
designed to address different aspects of the conditions which should promote generalization. Onc
might, for example, combine the use of multiple exemplars with an introduction to natural
contingencies and sequential modification across natural settings. Counter-intuitively, however,
the evidence presented earlier would suggest that the indiscriminate combination of multiple
strategies might actually reduce the effectiveness of instruction. Some combinations might be
quite effective, but the sample sizes available for analyses in the current study simply do not allow
all the various combinations to be meaningfully evaluated.

If it is inadvisable to combine strategies indiscriminately. then one is left with the original
problem—which strategy or strategies should be employed? All strategies, including a simple train
and hope approach, did produce good generalization with at least some subjects. The problem,
then, would seem to be one of identifying the circumstances under which each strategy is most
likely to succeed. A decision rule approach to guide selection offers an altemnative to guesswork.
The development and validation of decision rules are very needed steps in the realization of
Stokes' and Baer's vision of a technology of generalization.
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The strategies identified by Stokes and Baer, and newer sirategics, like general case programming,
iltustrate that special strategies can raise skill generalization from about 25% to abow S or
60%—even higher in some cases. This is great new's for teachers.

The next question ii how this information can be put to practical use. What educators need is
a way o determine which strategy will work hest with each student and with euch skill. The
decision rude upproach offers a way of organizing information to help determine solutions to
problems. Inthis chapter, the characteristics and foundations of decision rules are discussed.
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Chapter 3

CHARACTERISTICS AND FOUNDATIONS OF
DecisioN RULES

Kathleen A. Liberty

Individualized instruction is the hallmark of special education: no other type of education atte.apts
to tailor the curniculum and instructional techniques to the needs of each leamer. In order to meet
the goals of individualized instruction, educators and parents must decide what skills should be
taught, the sequence of skill steps, and what instructional methods to use, then, to modify decisions
based on the evaluation of success of these choices. A systematic approach to this process has
been described by Corrigan (1969):

1. It begins with specifying in exact, measurable “knowing and doing™ performance terms
what the student i» to be able to do and to know at the completion of instruction, defines
acceptable proficiency levels, and states how this will be tested.

2. Itrequires a careful presclection of only relevant material and skills that represent the
final leaming objectives.

3. It provides for the design of instructional steps best suited to the progressive and success-
ful understanding by each learner, based on his existing knowledge and background.

4. It provides for continuous, active response by each student at each leaming step in the

instructional sequence.

5. It provides for the pacing of instruction based solely on the measured student
understanding.

6. It provides for predictable student leaming achievements which are controllable and
measurable.

7. It provides for empirical evaluation of whether objecii ves have been achieved as the basis
for revision of parts of the whole, for the purpose of upgrading performance. (Corrigan,
1969, p. 26)
A key to success in meeting the objectives of individualized instruction is the effective use of
information in the feedback loop from initial selection of content of education (curriculum) to the
effect of the process of education (instructional methods) in conveying the content. Information
produced during the process of instruction is used to revise the initial decisions. Changes can be
made in the instructional techniques used to teach the curricular objective or in the nature of the
curriculum itself. The collection of data and its systematic and frequent analysis are required in
order to maintain an effective individualized program. “Decision rules™ are procedures which
guide the evaluation of information to determine if changes in methods and/or content are needed.
The purpose of this paper is to examine the characteristics and foundations of decision rules, as
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illustrated by a review of 23 decision rule systems identified in the literature, and to present a case
for the empirical validation of such systems.

Systems which weru identified by their authors as decision rules or decision systems or which
were identified by others as decision rules (cf. Reichle & Karlan, 1985) were included. Decision
rules were often difficult to locate, since systems were often presented in the context of research or
as part of a training package, and were not usually individually referenced. The decision rule
systems discussed in this paper are not necessarily representative of existing systems. but do
provide a basis for discussion.

Characteristics

Rule systems may be characterized by the nature of the decision to be made and the empirical
and theoretical bases for the decision rules. Usually these characteristics are organized into a set
of questions which are to be answered either “yes™ or “no™ based on information produced by
the systematic implementation of individualized education programs. The questions are arranged
in a sequence, and the sequence may branch from specific responses to a separate set of questioas.
When one arrives at the termination of the sequence, the strategy or objective to be selected as the
decision is evident. Examples are shown in the figures.

Nature of Decision

The majority (15 of 23) of the identified rule systems are intended to guide decisions about
instruction (Table 3-1). For example, Bailey and Wolery's (1984) question sequence guides
choices between seven alternative programming methods (Figure 3-1). In this system, information
on student performance, interfering behaviors, and current instructional methods determines new
strategies ranging from “implement procedures for decreasing the rate of interfering behaviors™ to
“implement detailed but minimal instructions™ to “implement errorless leaming procedures™
(Bailey & Wolery, p. 76).

Three rule systems (13%}) guide intervention decisions for behavior which is identified as a
problem by the decision maker (Table 3-1). For example, Evans and Meyer's (1985) sequence
guides choices between behavioral change treatments such as “differential reinforcement of other
behaviors™ and direct instruction in a skill/behavior which replaces the function of the problem
behavior in the leamer's behavioral repertoire (Figure 3-2). Evans and Meyer's system depends
on observation and analysis of the leamer's behavior in the context of interactions with others to
provide the information needed to progress through the sequence.

Most systems for selecting instructional procedures and systems for intervening with problem
behavior include curricular changes or choices as one of the potential decisions. Examples of
these types of decisions include: (a) reducing the difficuity of the skill being taught (e.g., Freder-
icks et al., 1979), (b) increasing the difficulty of the skill being taught (e.g., Haring, Liberty, &
White, 1981), and (c) teaching a different skill (e.g., Evans & Meyers, 1985). However, systems
may not identify the actual skill to be taught. Five of the identified rule systems were developed
specifically to guide curricular choices (Table 3-1) in areas ranging from the mode of expressive
communication to teach (e.g., Sailor et al., 1980, sec Figure 3-3) to which functional skills to teach
(e.g., Falvey, 1986).

Baslis for Rules

Whether the speciiic outcome of the rule system is an instructional procedure, intervention. or
curricular objective, the decision is reached by answering questions in a specific order using
certain types of information. Questions, scquence, information used—these three fundamentals
distinguish decision systems. Systems with identical questions arranged in identical sequences
could lead to different outcomes, depending on the information used to answer questions. For
example, one system could use information derived from analyzing a leamers’ attitude to leaming,
or graphed data collected on student performance, or sub-test scores from achievement tests.

Even when two systems pose similar questions, use similar information and in which similar
decisions could be selected, the sequence in which questions are posed will affect which decision
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Nature and Foundations of Decision Rule Systems

System Reference

Nature of Decision

Foundation

Bailey & Wolery, (1984), p. 76

Browder, Liberty, Heller, &
D’Huyvetters, (1986)

Deno & Mirkin, (1977), p.
25-26,152-55

Evans & Meyer, (1985), p.
54-56

Falvey, (1986), p. 16-18

Fredericks et al., (1979), p. 105

Gaylord-Ross, (1980), pp. 138.

139, 141, 146, 147, 151

Haring, Liberty, & White,
(1978). p. 72; (1980), p. 163

Haring, Liberty, & White
(1981). p. 8-10

Hasselbring & Hamlctt (1983)

Lent & McLean (1976), p. 226

Liberty (1972)

modify instructional
procedures

modify instructional
procedures

when to modify instructional
procedures

treatment of behavior
problems
determining what skill to

teach

modify instructional

procedures
treatment of aberrant
behavior

modify instructional
procedures

modify instructional
procedures

modify instructional
procedures

instructional procedures

when to change instruction/
tehavior progras:

59

hierarchy of “intensiveness &
complexity” of instruction; Etzel &
LeBlanc, 1979

adapted from Haring. Liberty, & White,
1980

adapted from Liberty, 1972; Bohannon,
1975

hierarchy of acceptable interventions
based on function of behavior & impact
on environment

charactenistics of functional curricula

analysis of children’s leaming patterns

treatment hierarchy, ethical
considerations, level of intrusiveness of
intervention

analysis of student performance in 341§
instructional decisions

empirical analysis of student
performance in 1241 change decisions;
Haring, Liberty, & White, 1978, 1979a;
Liberty, 1972

Hanng. Liberty, & White, 1981
hierarchy from least 10 most assistance
required to get response

analyses of student performance in 361
programs
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Table 3-1 (continued)

System Reference

Nature of Decision

Foundation

Liberty (1985), p. 64

McGreevy (1983), pp. VI
14

Neel. Billingsley, &
Lambert (1983)

Nietupski &
Hamre-Nietupski(1979),
p. 113

Renzaglia & Aveno
(1986a): Domestic skills,
pp. 20-21;

Leisure skills, pp. 1011
Community skills, pp.
10-11.

Sailor, Guess, Goetz,
Schuler, Utley, & Baldwin
(1980), pp. 94, 98

Seay, Suppa, Schoen, &
Roberts (1984), p. 41

Sternberg, Ritchey,
Pegnatore, Wills, & Hill
(1986), pp. 59-61

Tawney, Knapp, O'Reilly,
& Pratt (1979), pp.
491-527

White & Haring (1976), p.
239; (1980), p. 243

York, Nietupski,
Hamre-Nietupski ( 1985),
p. 215

modify instructional procedures
for maintenance, generalization
and adaptation

modify instructional procedures

modify instructional procedures

selecting communication systems

what to teach

input/output response modes for
language

treatment of behavior problems

move ahead in curriculum,
modify instructional procedures

when and how to modify
instructional procedures

when and how to modify
instructional procedures

when to teach use of micro-switch

(adaptation of response) and how
to modify instruction to do so

analysis of student performance errors

adapted from White & Haring, 1980

adaptation of earlier versicn of rules,
supported by data on 15 students and 78
programs

characteristics of communication
system and child

characteristics of student/current and
future environments/ functional
curriculum

characteristics of communication mode
and charactenstics of child; research on
instruction

hierarchy of positive to punishing
interventions (least to most intrusive)

prompt hierarchy

analysis of characteristics of children’s
leaming pattems

analysis of student performance in 468
instructional programs; Liberty, 1972

charactenistics of functional curriculum,
as applied to micro-switches
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Figure 3-1. Example of decision rules for instructional strategies. From Teaching infants and
preschoolers with handicaps (p. 76) by D. B. Bailey, Jr. & M. Wolery, 1984, Columbus, OH:

Charles E. Merrill Pub. Co. Used by permission of the original copyright-holder, Plenum
Publishing Carp.
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Yes Contmue
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Flow chart describing procedures for enhancing

instructional control when using direct instruction Source  Erzel and LeBlanc (1979
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Figure 3-2. Example of decision rules to determine behavior interventions. From An «.fucative approach to behavior problems (pp- 54-56) by Ian M, Evans &
Luanna H. Meyer, 1985, Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Pub. Co. Copyright 1985 by Paul H. Brookes Pub. Co. Used by permission of Paul H. Brookes Pub. Co.
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Figure 3-2 (continued)
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Figure 3-2 (continued)
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Figure 3-3. Example of decision rules to determine what skill to teach. From “Language and severely handicapped perons: Deciding what to teach to
whom™ by W, Sailor et al. in Methads of instriection for severely handicapped studenty (p.94) edited by W. Sailor, B. Wilcox, & 1. Brown, 1980, Baltimore:

Paul H. Brookes Pub. Co. Copyright 1980 by Paul H. Brookes Pub. Co. Used by permission of Paul H. Brookes Pub. Co.
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Figure 3-4. Example of decision rules for instructional strategies, Haring, Liberty. & White  981). Reprinted by permission,
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is reached. For example, while the rule systems shown in Figures 3-1 and 3-4 both include
decision-choices relating to reinforcement’ and to reducing skill difficulty’, and each uses student
progress to determine which method is selected, the decision to select one of these methods instead
of the other is reached by two very different sequences. Bailey and! Wolery's (1985) system
identifies reinforcer change as the second ranked decision, following a decision to continue
instruction without changes. Reducing skill difficulty is the fourth-ranked change procedure (see
Figure 3-1). In contrast, Haring, Liberty, and White (1981) suggest changes in reinforcement and
skill difficulty in reverse order, as decisions in the third and fourth positions, following decisions
to increase skill difficulty and to continue instruction without changes (see Figure 3-4). Similar
contrasts may be identified in any two systems which guide similar decisions. Such differences
arise from the systems' foundations, either theoretical or empirical.

Theoretical bases. Systems with theoretical foundations are based on the authors’ conviction
of the fidelity of a particular logic system. Most often, such systems reflect a specific treatment
hierarchy. Authors of such systems may cite research supporting the inclusion of specific strate-
gies, but the nature, sequence, and information involved in the questions are selected and arranged
s0 that the decisions reached reflect the treatment hierarchy supported by the author. Six of the
systems surveyed are based on a hierarchy of treatment (Table 3-1).

For example, Evans and Meyer's (1985, see Figure 3-2) sequence guides the eventual decision
according to the degree to whic* . arget behavior is a problem for the student (e.g.. self-abusive
behavior) and/or a problem for family, friends, peers, eventual employers, etc. (e.g., stercotypic
behavior). Within each level of severity, the treatment hierarchy begins with teaching positive
behavior to replace the function of the problem behavior, then proceeds to reinforcement proce-
dures and finally to procedures involving negative consequences. The authors provide a substan-
tial logical argument for their formation of the treatment hierarchy for problem behavior (Evans &
Meyer, 1985).

The Gaylord-Ross (1980) rules for problem behavior also are based on a hiera chy of treatment
consisting of reinforcement, ecological, curricular, and finally punishment procedures. This
system “is justified on empirical and ethical grounds™ (p. 137). Movement through the sequence
is based on conditions of the environment, child characteristics, and type of problem behavior.

Seay, Suppa, Schoen, and Roberts (1984) present a “least intrusive to most intrusive™ treat-
ment hierarchy for noncompliant behavior, including differential positive reinforcement, social
reprimands, response cost, time-out, physical guidance overcomrection, and physical restraint.

A similar hierarchy is the basis of Bailey and Wolery's (1984) system, which the authors based
on Etzel and LeBlanc's (1979) discussion of instruction. Etzel and LeBlanc propose that instruc-
tional interventions proceed from the simplest teaching procedure (i.e., present task and conse-
quence) to a more complex level of control (i.e., consistent instructional format and systematic
analysis) and finally to the most complicated level, involving erorless leaming, stimulus shaping,
prompting. and so forth. Etzel and LeBlanc's article also points out factors which will be involved
in the determination of the intrusiveness of educational control (i.c., incompatible responses,
motivation, prerequisite skills, and effectiveness of instructions, feedback, and stimuli). Bailey
and Wolery (1984) have translated and adapted Etzel and LeBlanc's text into a rule system in the
format shown in Figure 3-1.

In Lent and McLean’s (1976) system, interventions are based on a hierarchy of teaching
prompts from least to most intrusive (i.c.. independent without prompis: verbal cues; verbal cucs
with demonstration; verbal cues, demon ;tration, and physical cues). Snell and Smith (1978)
reprint Lent and McLean's system as “increasing Icvels of assistance.™ Steinberg, Ritchey.
Pegnatore, Wills, and Hill (1986) also incorporate “least to most™ intrusive prompting in their
decision rules for instructional change.

Sailor et al. (1980) developed a decision sequence to defermine the modes of “input™ (ie..
teacher’s expressive language) and “output™ (i.c., student’s expressive language) for language

" “hlentify possible reinforcing stimutus” (Bailey & Wolery. 19845 and “change consequences” (Haring, Liberty, &
White. 1981).
“implement procedures to teach prevequisite skills” (Badey & Wolery, 19841 and “go buck o easier skill step”
{Haring, Liberty, & White, 1951).
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instruction. The authors argue that rescarch and other literature on language instruction, acquisi-
tion, and assessment support the application of a hierarchy,

with speech at the top as the preferred mode of expression . . . Following a decision not
to instruct in speech, a decision to teach manual signs is made unless this system, too, is
ruled out . . . If speech and manual communication (including “total communication”
and gestural expression) have been ruled out, then the decision to instruct in a communi-
cation board or physical, adaptive-aid system is necessitated. (p. 95)

The hierarchy of skills ranges from communication modes most commonly used by
nonhandicapped students to those most unlike others®. The “input™ hierarchy is similarly
structured. Nietupski and Hamre-Nietupski's (1979) system also depends on a hierarci y from
most-like-normal to least-like-normal to determine an “auxiliary™ communication system to
provide functional communication if students do not “verbalize or produce intelligible utterances
by 5 to 8 years of age, and have not made adequate progress in verbal communication training
programs™ (ibid.. p. 110).

Two other systems apply the authors” interpretation of theories of curriculum development
rather than incorporating treatment hierarchies. York, Nietupski, and Hamre-Nietupski (1985)
applied concepts of a functional curriculum to decisions about integrating the use of microswitches
into the curriculum for learners with severe handicaps. Renzaglia and Aveno's (1986) system was
developed to provide a tool for educators to accomplish a “functional, ecological assessment of
cach student’s needs™ (ibid., p. 3) in the domestic. Icisure, and community domains. Their
decision system involves a method of weighting such factors as degree of future skill
independence, health and safety, current performance, and applicability and opportunity in
multiple environments.

Empirical bases. Rule systems proceed from research in learning and are based on analysis of
student performance. Rather than establish research to test a construct, such as levels of assis-
tance, in which the theory precedes the rescarch, these systerns are derived from analysis of the
performance records of students. The systems which are based on student performance data
include: Liberty. 1972 (adapted by Deno & Mirkin, 1977); Fredericks et al. (1979); Tawne .
Knapp. O'Reilly, & Prati (1979); White & Haring (1976. 1980); and the rules developed by
Haring, Liberty, & White (1975. 1976, 1977, 1978, 1979a, 1979b, 1980, 1981; and adapted by
McGreevy. 1983, and by Browder, Liberty, Heller, & D’Huyvetters, 1986). Liberty's (1972) rules
specify when a behavior or instructional program should be modified. All of the other systems
provide rules for determining both when a change should be made und how instructional proce-
dures should be mudified.

Analytic procedures were similar across rule systems, and the following steps were generally
used:

1. Student performance on each learning trial was recorded with a description of the
instructional procedures in effect at the time of the response. If and when instructional
procedures were changed, the effect on student performance was analyzed (e.g.. did
performance improve or worsen as 1 result of the change in instructional strategies?).
Identical or similar pre-change performances were matched on important variables (c.g..,
accuracy, sequence of correct an ! error responses, rate) and frequently occurring
combinations of variables were lubeled as pattemns of performance. For example.
Fredericks et al. (1979) identified a pattern labeled “intermittent success,” characterized
by a mixture of correct and incorrect responses, without 3 consecutive correct responses
in 10 trials (an cxample of this pattern is shown in Figure 3 5). One of the patterns
identified by Haring, Liberty, and White (1978, 1980) was labeled a *“fluency-building
problem.” This pattern is characterized by a comrect performance of iess than 10
responses and which is either not improving or worsening in conjunction with error
responses of greater than 2, which are worsening, decreasing, or maintaining
(Figure 3-5).

3. The effects of post-change instructional procedures on identical pre-change performance
patterns were analyzed (e.g., changes which improved performance tor that performance
pattern were comparcd with changes which did not).

o
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4. The authors developed a performance pattem-instructional strategy match. Rules were
formulated according to the procedure: when the student’s performance matches this
pattern, this type of change in instructional procedures is most likely to improve
performance.

Individual rules are then sequenced, so that the decision maker compares an individual
student’s performance with the rules” specification by answering a series of questions. The
sequence leads to the match of the student’s performance with a particular performance pattern.
The question sequence may be based on the frequency with which certain patterns appeared (c.g.,
questions used to identify high-frequency performance patterns occur first in the question se-
guence) or on the quickest method to discriminate performance patterns. Once the decision maker
has answered the questions in sequence, the recommended instructional technique is identified.

Empirical analysis has produced decision rules with similar pattern-strategy rules. For
example, for the patters shown in Figure 3-5, Fredericks e al.’s rules (1979) specify a change in
reinforcement, and Haring, Liberty, and White's rules (1978, 1980) direct that consequences be
changed.

Effectiveness of Decision Rules

There are several different methods for evaluating system effectiveness. Two fundamental
methods are to (a) measure impact variables before the system is introduced and while the system
is in use, and/or (b) introduce the system to one group and compare results to a second group
working without the system. Of course there arc a number of other methods of evaluation which
could be used (cf. Voeltz & Evans, 1983: White, 1984; 1985). The evaluation design should allow
for system implementation over a suitable period of time, since users’ familiarity with the system
is likely to affect system use, adoption, and implementation of strategies., and since impact on
students may not be immediately apparent. Second, the evaluation should assess the impact of the
system on the progress of individual students, since systems are designed to aid decision-making
for individuals,

Effective systems should result in decisions which are more beneficial than decisions which are
not guided by such systems. Systems which guide decisions about instructional procedures should
produce better learning than if no such rules are used. Curriculum svstems should result in the
identification of more appropriate and individual.zed education plar.s and perhaps increased
numbers of mastered objectives than when rules are not applied.

An example can be seen in the procedures used to develop, evaluate, and revise the Decision
Rules for Instruction (Haring, Liberty, & White, 1976, 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1981; Figurc 3-4).
First, data were collected on student progress and the nature of teacher decisions. Then, teachers
were trained to use the rules. Next, the researchers evaluated the nature of teacher decisions and
student progress by (a) comparing progress to pre-training progress, and (b) comparing progress in
programs in which rule-governed strategies were implemented and those in which teachers
selected other strategies. The effectiveness was measured first by the frequency of students
meeting their objectives and moving to the next skill step and second by the impact of the
teacher’s decisions on learning problems (Table 3-2). More than 55 educators and 365 students
participated in the studies, conducted over five years. The rutes resulted in an increase of 35% in
decisions to advance in the curriculum and a 45% increase in successful remediations. QOverall. a
teacher who applied the final version of the decision rules would find that about 60% of his
decisions would be to move tc the next curricuiar step, and, of the remaining 40% of the decisions,
85% would be effective in correcting leaming problems, a significant improvement over the
decisions made by teachers who were without rules or whio chose not to follow them.

In addition to empirically determining the impact of a system, the collection of effectiveness
data could identify any “holes™ or problems in the system, and thus guide revisions to improve
effectiveness. An effectiveness field-test would also permit evaluation of whether practitioners
can accurately and efficiently use the system, their attitude toward it, and its impact on planning
time. For example, Haring, White, and Liberty (1981) found that about 72% of teachers trained in
the riles decided to apply them, but the decision to adopt the system was not related 1o evaluations
of the practitioners’ guide or the training. For those who did adopt the system, planning time for
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Figure 3-5. Two examples of performance patterns: (a) pattern indicating a change in reinforcer
for correet responses is needed: (b) pattern indicating a change in consequences for either/both
correct and error responses is needed. Part (4) from A data-hased classroom for the moderately
and severely handicapped, 3rd ed. (p. 113) by H. Fredericks et al.. 1979, Monmouth, OR: Instruc-
tional Development Corporation. Copyright 1979 by Instructional Development Corporation.
Adapted and used by permission. Part (b) from “Rules for data-based strategy decisions in
instructional programs: Current research and instructional implications™ by N, Haring, K. Liberty,
& O. White in Methods of instruction for severely handicapped students (p. 163) cdited by W.
Sailor, B. Wilcox. & L. Brown, 1980, Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Pub. Co. Copyright 1980 by
Paul H. Brookes Pub. Co. Used by permission of Paul H. Brookes Pub. Co.
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Table 3-2

Effectiveness of Decision Rules for Instructional Decisions'

Curricular Successful
Advances® Remediations

<

Decisions made without rules (baseline) 27.0% 40.4%
Decisions made with rules (version 1) 24.7% 64.6%
Decisions made with rules (version 2) 43.7% 79.6%
Decisions made with rules (version 3) 62.0% 85.9%

nstruction was reduced from an average of a little over 4 hours per week 1o about 2.2 hours per
week.

Conclusion

Decision rule systems offer the possibility of improving individualized education for persons
with handicaps by shaping how educators use information to determine curriculum. instruction.
and behavior interventions. Most systems reviewed are based on application of current trends and
ideas regarding education and student leaming. Although research in support of the system's
foundation, strategies, or techniques often exists, data supporting the use of the system itself are
often lacking. As demands on teachers increase, and as the heterogeniety of students within a
classroom increases, the appeal and value of decision rules will increase. The next step is to
determine if they can actually live up to their promise of improving our decisions.
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As we learned in Chapter 2, researchers have identified strategies which are effective in
promoting genervalization, but research might not ulways transtate into clussroom application.
Our research with devision rudes convinced us that a svstem for selectivg among strategies could
he developed and would help classroom teachers. So, we developed the Decisien Rules for
Generalization and conducted a study involving nine teachers to determine whether their
application of generalization strategies would be effective in increasing generalization and
whether decision rules wonld increase the effectivenesy of the teachers. This chapter describes
that study.
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Chapter 4

IMPACT OF (GENERALIZATION STRATEGIES
AND DEecisioN RuLEs IN PusLic ScHooL
SETTINGS

Kathleen Liberty, Owen White, Felix Billingsley,
Norris Haring, Valerie Lynch, and
Mary Anne Paeth

Research has indicated that students with severe handicaps may not generalize skills unless special
instructional strategies are used. Strategies which are effective in facilitating gencralization hy
students with severe handicaps include: altering the location of training to the setting where
responding is desired (Neef, Iwata, & Page. 1978: Necl, Billingsley, & Lambert, 1983): altering
the contingencies available in the waining settit.g to duplicate those in the desired generalization
setting; altering the contingencies available in nontraining situations (Billingsley & Neel, 1986;
Thompson. Braam, & Fuqua, 1982); using general case methodology 1o select training exemplars
which represent the class of stimuli to which responding is desired (Homer & McDonald, 1982);
increasing response proficiency to ensure that natural reinforcers are accessed (Burned, Russel, &
Shores, 1977). training in self-control techniques (Ackerman & Shapiro, 1984; Liberty, 1987); and
training to generalize by reinforcing only generalized responses (Warren. Baxter. Anderson,
Marshall, & Baer, 1981),

However, most research has relied on experimenters 10 implement the strategies which were
the subject of the research. Little information is available on the effectiveness of strategies when
applied by public school teachers. That is, once strategies are selected and implemented by
teachers, does skill generalization by students with severe handicaps increase?

Another question concerns how teachers are to determine which strategy 10 implement during
the process of individualization of instruction. Liberty (1985) and Homer, Bellamy, & Colvin
(1984) have suggested methods of selecting strategies, but no empirical tests of any decision-
making strategies have been reported. That is, do devision-making strategics or rules result in
increased levels of generalization when compared with that achieved when strategies are selecied
without use of decision-making rules?

It was the purpose of this study to investigate the impact of the application of generalization-
faciliating strategies. with and without the use of decision-rules 1o select a panticular strategy, by
public school teachers of students with severe handicaps.
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Method

Three school districts with cooperative arrangements with the University participated in the
study. The procedures and goals of the study were explained at staff meetings, and cight teachers
and onc occupational therapist voluntecred to participate. These service providers are referred to
collectively as “teachers:” fictional names have been used for teachers and students in this report.

Teachers. Three teachers (Alma. Brenda, and Cathy) taught seven students each in classrooms
located in a regular elementary school. Each had a Bachelor’s Degree and an average of three
yeans of experience. Donna had a Master’s Degree, and her classroom of seven students was
located in a regular junior high school. Alma, Brenda, Cathy, and Donna taught in one school
district.

Holly, Gretchen, and Frances taught in the second school district. Holly, an occupational
therapist, along with Gretchen and Frances, taught in a school serving primarily students with
handicaps ranging in age from 3 to 21, although some regular preschool classes were located in the
building. Each had a Master’s Degree. Gretchen’s and Frances' classrooms included 7 and 10
pupils, respectively. Holly's case load was 35 pupils.

Ingnid and Jane taught at a school located on a university campus. The campus school primar-
ily served pupils with handicaps, with the exception of a preschool program. Ingrid and Jane each
had a Master’s Degree, and § and 6 students, respectively, were enrolled in their classrooms.

Pupils. Each teacher selected between 2 and 6 students for the project and district personnel
sought consent for participation in the study. The age, handicapping conditions, test scores, and
medication of each of the 31 participating pupils are shown in Table 4-1. Chronological ages at
the start of the study ranged from 6 years 10 months to 20 years 7 months. Thirty of the 31 pupils
were classified with severe or profound mental retardation, and each had additional handicapping
conditions. Eighteen lived with parents or guardians in homes or foster homes, while some lived
in group homes or nursing homes (see Table 4-2).

Target skills. Each teacher selected functional skills from their students® IEPs to serve as the
focus of the experimental procedures (Table 4-3). Functional skills were defined according to
Billingsley (1984; in press) as those which increase the autonomy of an individual in the perform-
ance of a skill which can be used in extrainstructional situations to achieve some naturally desired.
required, or demanded outcome by: (a) gaining access for the individual to a wider range of
environments and/or natural maintaining contingencies within an environment: and/or (b) increas-
ing the reinforcing value to others for interacting with the individual; and/or (¢) reducing the need
for others to engage in activities on behalf of the individual which might be considered burden-
some or effortful; and/or (d) permitting the individual to engage in culturally normative, age
appropriate leisure or recreational activitics. Where a skill was included as part of a sequential
instructional program or behavior chain. it was required that it be 4 necessary pan of the chain in
order to be considered functional. By “necessary.” it is meant that if the behavior was removed,
the functional impact of the behavior was lost. Also. assurances had to be provided that cnough
parts of the chain would be acquired withi~ 4 reasonable period to achie® = a functional outcome
during the study. or that accomplishment of that single part would represent a meaningful outcome
n and of itself. including the accomplishment of partial participation.

The number of IEP objectives per student ranged from 8 to 28, with a mean of 15.75 (Tablc 4-
4). The number of target programs selected by each teacher ranged from Gretchen's 6 to Donna’s
22 (Table 4-4). The number of programs per pupil ranged from 1 1o 11, with a median of 3 (Table
4-4) and a total of 104.

Experimentai Design

There were two experimental phases to the study. During Baseline, teachers were taught 1o
write objectives which specified functional skills expected 1o generalize to specific situations. The
teachers then implemented instructional programs and collected data on pupil performance. The
experimenters periodically assessed skill performance in the nontraining situations which were the
gencralization targets. An experimenter met with each teacher 1o review student progress twice i
month for cach program, spending an average of 10 minutes per program.

The Intervention Phase involved different training content. In order to prevent the possibility
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Table 4-1

Participating Students

Most Recent Psych. Test

Chronological Primary Sccondary Chronological Age
Pupil Age' Sex Handicapping Condition Handicapping Condition (at time of test) Score Medication
Strategics Group
Lee 9 yis. 1 mo. M Severe/jsofound retardation  spastic ¢ driplegia. 7 yrs. 4 mo. 2.6 mo? Valium
anoxic encephatopathy
Pat 12 yrs. 1 mo. F Severe/profound retardation  cerebral palsy, autism, 9 yms, 7 mo, 412 mo.? Depakene. Tegretol
Rett syndrome
Sarah 17 yrs. 2 mo. F Severe retardation cerebral palsy 16 yrv. 3 mo. 412 mo.? Phenobarbital
Robert 14 yrs. O mo. M Profcund retardation cerehral palsy. blindness, not available  notavailable  not available
seizure disorder
Janel 15 yn. 2 mo. F Severe retardation autism, Rett syndrome 6 yn. 6 mo. 6 months’ Depakene, Meberal, Valproic acid
Amy 19 yrs. S mo. F Severe retardation not available IBynllmo. 611 mo} none
Kate 19 yrs. 4 mo, F Profound retardation Trisc..omy 18 not available  not available  not availabic
Peter 17 yrs. 4 mo. M Profound retardation cerebral paisy. epilepsy, not availuble  not availuble  not available
degencrative neurological discase
Scon I3 yrs. 11 mo. M Profound retardation spastic quadriplegia, cerebral not available  notavailable  Mylicon. Tegretol
palsy, scoliosis, blindness,
static encephalopathy, kyphosis
Julie 10 yrs. 1 mo. F Severe retardation blindness 9y, Inodme?  Tegretol
R-26 mo.” Mebharal
Laura I8 yrs. 11 mo. F Severc/profound retasdation  static encephatopathy., Rett 16 yrs. 6 mo. 4-12 w0’ Tegretol, Dilantin
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Table 4-1 (continued)

Most Recent Psych, Test

Chronological Primary Secondary Chronological Age
Pupil Agc! Sex Handicapping Condition Handicapping Condition (at time of test) Score Medication
Jef¥ 15 yrs. 10 mo. M Profound retardation athetoid cerebral palsy not available  not available  none
Depnis 15 yrs. 11 mo. M Severe retardation static encephalopathy. seizures H) yrs. 1) mo. 35S moS none
Ellen 13 yrs. 9 mo. F Maoderate retardation spastic quadriplegia 1 yrs. 3 mo. 36-44 mo* Mecbaral, Tridione. Depakene,
Zarontin
Jim 14 yrs. 11 mo. M Severe retardation Down syndrome 12 yo. H mo. 1Q =240 none

Strategies + Rules Group

Karen 1l yrs. O mo. F Severe/profound retardation  multiply handicapped not available  not available  not available
health impaired

Betsy R yrs. 6 mo. F Severe/profound retardation  cercbral palsy, seizuses, not available  not available  Depakene, Zarontin, Mysoline,
tuberous sclerosis Tegratol

Cheryl B yrs. Umo. F Severe/profound retardation  cerchral palsy. Cri~du-chat not available  not available  Cephulac
syndrome

Candy 10 yrs. 3mo. F Severe retardation cerebral palsy, scizures 7 yrs. S mo. 12-20 mo.? Phenobarbital, Tegretol, Imodium

Gurdon 6 yrs. [0 mo. M Severe retardation neuroectodermal tumor, spasticity,  § yrs. 4 mo. 7 months’ Tegretol, Dilantin, Phenobarbital
seizures S ym. 5§ mo. 6-12 mo.!

John 8 yrs. B mo. M Severe/profound retardation  cerchral palsy 6 yrs. | mo. 10-12 mo.’ Phenobarbiial
hypotonic quadnplegia

Hal 13 yrs. 1 mo. M Severe retardation autism Ry 10mo.  10-42 mo? nonc

Barbara 9 vrs. 10 mo. F Severe retardation static encephalopathy, hypotonia 7 yrs. 9 mo. 6-48 mo." none

Mark 7 yrs. 1 mo, M Scvere retandation autism 4yrs. 7 mo. 16-24 mo.’ none

83 Jenny 20 yrs. 7 mo. F Profound retardation cercbral palsy. post Reyes 15 yms. 9 mo. 0-6 mo.* Phenoharbital, Valium, 8 3

syndrome w/static encephalopathy Dilantin

spastic quadriplegia. microcephaly



Table 4-1 (continued)

Mast Recent Payeh. Test

Chronological Primary Secondary Chronological Age

Pupil Age! Sex Handicapping Condition Handicapping Condition (at time of test) Score Medication

Tracy IR yms. 7 mo. F Profound retardation cleft palate 15 yrs. 3 ma 0-24 mo® none

Lily 17 yms. 7 mo. F Severesprofound retardation  scoliosis 11 yrs. 3 mo. 0-17 mo X Phenobarbital, Valium

David 8 yrs. 0 mo. M Severe/profound retardation tuherous sclerosis 7 ys. S mo, 14-30 mo.’ Tegretol
seizures 7 yrs. 6 mo., 0-22 mo.’ Phenurone

Sharon 1S yms. 3 mo. F Profound retardation cerchral palsy. scoltosis, 12 yrs. 2 mo. 4 monthy? Depakene. Meoceral,
Rett syndrome Valproic acid

Jerry 16 yrs. 8 mo. M Severe retardation athetoid cercbral palsy 11 yrs. ) mo. 0-14 mo.? none

V' Asof 11-1-88

Developmental Profile T (Alpem-Boll)
' Vineland Social Maturity Scaie

*  Bayley Scak of infant Development

Y Mermill-Palmer Scale of Mental Tests 8 G
*  Stanford-Binct Intelligence Scale

T Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

*  Uniform Performance Assessment System (UPAS)
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Table 4-2

Student Placements

Teacher Pupil Placement Residence
Strategies
Alma Lee Mixed Cross-level Group Home
Pat Mixed Cross-level Home
Sarah Mixed Cross-level Group Home
Robert Mixed Cross-level NA
Janet Mixed Cross-level Home
Brenda Amy Mixed Cross-level Group Home
Kate Mixed Cross-level Group Home
Peter Mixed Cross-level Nursing Home
Cathy Scott Mixed Cross-level Group Home
Julie Mixed Cros--level Home
Laura Mixed Cross-level Group Home
Jeff Mixed Cross-level Group Home
Donna Dennis Mixed Cross-level Home
Ellen Mixed Cross-level Home
Jim Mixed Cross-level Home
Strategies + Rules
Frances Karen Primary NA
Betsy Primary Home
Gretchen Cheryl Pnmary Home
Candy Primary NA
Gordon Preschool Home
Holly Gordon Preschool Home
John Primary Home
Ingrid Hal Intermediate Home
Barbara Intermediate Home
Mark Intermediate Home
Jane Jenny Mixed Cross-level Nursing Home
Tracy Mixed Cross-level Home
Lily Mixed Cross-ievel Home
David Mixed Cross-level Home
Sharon Mixed Cross-level Home
Jerry Mixed Cross-level Home
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Table 4-3
Target Skills

Phases During Which
Instruction Occurred

Baseline Treatment Student Skill Description

Strategies Group

Yes No Lee a  Holds head up (with computer sctup)
Yes Yes b Swallows without spitling
No Yes ¢ Holds head up while scated in wheelchair
Yes Yes Pat 4 Walks on knees
Yes Yoes b-1 Chooses food by looking at pictures then signs
No Yes b-2 Chooses food by touching picture
Yes No Sarah a-1 Complies with “come here”
No Yes a-2 Complies with “stand up.” “sit down™
No Yes a-3 Complies with “step around”
Yes Yes b Signs 'eat” and ‘drink’ to answer guestion
Yes Yes Robent a  Positions hand before scooping food
Yes Yes Janet a  Walks w/walker
Yes Yes Amy a  Pushes wiwalker over bumps & obstacles

w/o asst. or falling
Yes Yes b Actuates buzzer for attention
Yes Yes c-1 Stands to walker from chair
No Yes ¢-2  Pulls walker to chair
Yes No Kate 3-1 Drinks w/straw
No Yes a-2 Grasps cup and drinks wistraw
Yes Yes b Indicates ' want..walk,” *..dance,” ' brush’
Yoo Yes ¢-1 Climbs stairs
Yes Yes ¢-2 Descends stairs
Yes No d-1 Actuates buzzer for attention at meals
No Yes d-2  Actuates buzzer tor help off wilet
Yes Yes e-1 Says ‘mek’ for milk
No Yes e-2 Says “0oo’ for juice
Yes Yes Peter 4 Actuates buzzer; raises arm w/o cue for

help out of chair
Yes Yes b Touches picture/object to request item or activily
Yes Yes Scott a  Reaches w/in 3 sec., grasps. and holds object for | minute
Yes Yes b Takes glass and holds to drink
Yes Yes Julie #  Follows directions and answers guestions {meals)
Yes Yes b Holds head up
Yes Yes ¢ Asks for object with word approx. when falls from grasp
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Tuble 4-3 (continued)

Phases During Which
Instruction Occurred

Bascline Treatment  Studenmt Skill Description

Strategies Grouwp

Yes Yes Laura a  Eats finger food

Yes Yes b Eye contact after verbalization by other

Yos Yes JefY a-1 Puts object in container to clear tray tabie (with help)

No Yes a-2 Puts object in container to clear tray table (without help)

Yes Yes b Reaches for picture on comm. board and gazes for 3 sec.

Yes No Dennis a  Moves clothes from waher to dryer

Yex No b Puts on t-shirt w/o help

Yes No ¢ Puts toys away

Yes No d-1 Points to word hamburger, coke, or fries

No Yes d-2 Says ‘burger. coke, fries’ when shown word

Yes Yes ¢  Touches/hands manager requested coins

Yes Ycs f-1  Gets in wheelchair safely

Yes No -2 Gets out of wheelchair safely

Yes No g Tomplics

No Yes h  Puts dirty clothes in washer

No Yes § Says answer to “Whatdoyouwant ____7or T

No Yes k  Gets items out of refrigerator

Yes Yes Ellen a4 Points to words/pict. on coom. board 1o answer where,

what. or how questions

Yes Yes b Applies underamm deodorant

No Yes ¢ Washes upper body with towel

Yes Yes d  Gives requested coins

No Yes ¢ Washes tables in cafeteria

No Yes f  Puints to picture of burger/fricvshake/coke

No Yes £ Given request/picture, retrieves kitchen items from

fridge/shelf

No Yes h  Makes peanut butter and jelly sandwich

No Yes Jim a  Fold clothes (from dryer) and put on shelf

Ne Yes b Read and say restaurant words

No Yes ¢ Puint to word and say “Go,” “Fire,” “Gentlemen”™
Strategies + Rules Group

Yes Yes Karen 4 Walks w/walker

Yes Yes b Eats w/spoon (opens imouth. bites)

Yes Yes ¢ Points to picture on comm. boand to reguest activity

Yes Yes Betsy a  Dresses

Yes Yes b Initiates initial sounds of words

Yes Yes ¢ Undresses
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Table 4-3 (continued)

Phases During Which
Instruction Occurred

Bascline Treatment Student Skill Description

Strategies + Rules Group

Yes No Cheryl a  Touches picture on communication board to choose
food/drink

Yes Yes b Touches picture on communication board to choose
item/activity

Yes No Candy a2 Touches picture to choose food/drink

Yes Yes b Touches picture to choose activity

Yes No ¢ Follows directions

Yes No Gordon a-1 Eats w/spoon: grasp, bring to mouth, retum
to plate (assisted)

No Yes a-2 Eats w/spoon (independent)

Yes Yes b-1 Drinks from cup; grasps/brings to mouth tassisted)

No Yes b-2 Drinks from cup (independently)

Yes Yes ¢ Touches object/pictures to indicate choice on comm.
beard (instructed by Gretchen)

No Yes d  Scoot. crawl, roll io destination (before lunch or
spontaneously) (instructed by Gretchen)

No Yes John a  Eus w/spoon

No Yes b Dnnks from cup

Yes Yes Hal a  Sustains tooth brushing

Yes Yes b Initiates requests w/ comm. board

Yes Yes ¢ Lifts tongue on shoe 1o put on

Yes No Barbara a-1 Retrieves comm. board & regue: 1 items/activities
with prompt

No Yes a-2 Retricves comm, board & requests items/activities
spontaneously

Yos Yes b-1 Scoops with spoon

Yes Yes b-2 Pokes with fork

Yos Yes ¢ Puts on pants (shorts)

Yes Yes Mark a  Delivers items (runs errand)

Yes Yes b Says noun + verb phrase to request objects

Yes Yes ¢ Says ‘no’ 1o protest

Yes Yes Jenny a  Initiates scooping, phy. asst. scoop. supporn clbow,
brings to mouth

No Yes b Swallows without spilling (while head supported)

Yes Yes Tracy a  Puts spoon in bowl. scoops, brings 1o mouth

Yes Yes b Takes off coat (assisted)

Yo
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Table 4-3 (continucd)

Phases During Which
Instruction Occurred

Baseline Treatment Student  Skill Description

- e e e - — PO

Strategies + Rules Group
Yes Yes Lily a  Transfers from eating to drinking
Yes Yeos b Grasps & pulls poncho over head (phy. assist)
Yes Yes ¢ Grasps cup & to mouth
Yes Yes d  Grasps, scoops, to mouth w/spoon
Yes Yes David a  Walks down stairs w/alternating feet
Yes Yes b Sets table (w/prompts for plucement of items)
Yes Yex Sharon a4 Sits down in chair (assist to tum & bend)
Yes Yes b Walks up stairs (assist to grasp rail}
Yes Yes Jerry a  Pulls t-shint down from under arms
Yes Yes b Sits down in chair
Table 4-4

Characteristics of Teacher Participation

# Pupils Pupils Total IEP Experimental
Teacher Scrved Participating Objectives Ohjectives
Strategies

Alma Lee 9 3
Pat 14 3

Sarah 6 4

Robert NA I

Janet 12 §

Total 7 5 4] 12
Brenda Amy 20 4
Kute 14 9

Peter 16 2
Total 7 3 50 15
Cathy Scout 16 2
Julie 16 3

.aura 11 2

Jeff 4 N 3
Total 7 4 57 10
Donna Dennis 24 12
Ellen 13 8

hm 9 3

Total 7 3 36 23
GROUP TOTAL 28 s 194 60
Average Per Pupil 14 4
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Table 4-3 (continucd)

# Pupils Pupils Towl IEP Experimental
Teacher Served Participating Objectives Ohjectives
Strategies + Rules
Frunces Karen NA 3
Betsy 28 3
Tatal 10 2 2R 6
Gretchen Cheryl 26 2
Candy 21 3
Gordun 2 2
Total 7 3 19 7
Holly (OT) Gordon 6 4
John 26 2
Total 35 2 2 6
Ingrid Hal 17 3
Barbaru 12 S
Mark IS 3
‘Fotal 5 R 45 B
Jane Jenny 16 2
Truacy 14 2
Lily 12 4
David 25 2
Sharon 14 2
Jerry 12 2
Total 6 6 93 14
GROUP TOTAL 63 1§ 247 44
Average Per Pupil I8 3

‘One sudent (Gordony in class with bath Gretchen and Holly.

of teachers exchanging information from training, and thus possibly confounding the intervention,
it was decided that all teachers in one district would receive identical training. Alma, Brenda.
Cathy, and Donna were assigned to the “Strategies Lmy ™ Group by a toss of the coin. Frances,
Gretchen, Holly, Ingrid, and June formed the Strategies + Rules” Group. Characteristics of the
groups are show  in Table 4-5. Both groups received training in instructional strategies designed
to improve the skill generalization of their students, and in the assessment of the student’s gener-
alization performance. The “Strategies + Rules™ Group was also trained to use a set of rules to
guide the selection of strategies based on pupil performance (see Chapter 9). The total training
time for each group was the same—approximately 6 hours over 2 separate training days. Both
groups received an implementation manual, with descriptions of the strategies and examples of
their application (see Chapter 8), and the rule group received a written description of the perform-
ance-based rules and examples of their use (see Chapter 9).

During this phase, teachers continued implementing programs and collecting performance data,
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Table 4-5

Characteristics of Treatment Groups

Characteristic *Strategies” Group “Strategies + Rules™ Group
N = teachers 4 5
N = target pupils 15 15

Age range Ryrs. 11 mo. to 9 yrs. 10 mo. to

19 yrs. 3 mo. 20 yrs. S mo.

Median age 15 yrs. 4 mo. 10 yrs. O mo.
Handicapping Condition

N = with moderate retardation 1 0

N = with severe retardation’ 9 10

N = with profound retardation 4 3

N = diagnostic classification not available 1 2
Residence

N = living at home 6 g

N = living at nursing home 1

N = living at group home 7 0
Skills

Average IEP objectives/pupil 14 18

N = target skills 60 44

Average target skills/pupil 4 3

“Included students identificd as falling in the “severe/profound” range by thew districts (see Table 3-1)

and teachers in both groups joined the experimenters in probing pupil performance in gencraliza-
tion situations. As duning Baseline, an experimenter met with each teacher twice per month for
each program, spending an average 10 minutes per program. Student progress was discussed and
probe data were reviewed. Strategies for facilitating generalization were discussed and teachers
selected which, if any, generalization strategy to implement. In addition, the “Strategy + Rules™
group was guided through the rules prior to strategy selection.

Following the process of obtaining consent for teacher and pupil participation, the remaining 8
months of the school year were divided in half, so that approximately 4 months cach would be
available for Bascline and Intervention Phases. Each training phase was completed acraoss all sites
within a period of approximately 1 week. As a result of difficulties encountered in the scheduling
of pre-Baseline training, however, the Baseline phase was somewhit shorter than the Intervention
phase. The most extreme difference occurred at one “Strategics + Kules™ site where the Baseline
phase lasted slightly less than 3 months.

Procedures

Training to write objectives for generalization. All participating teachers were provided
with 2 hours of group training in “vriting objectives which specified generalization of a functional
skill as a desired outcome.

Objectives which specify a gencralized outcome were defined as those which (a) specify
performance of the skill in multiple situations (e.g.. across settings, managers, or materials), or (b)
indicate the need for the behavior on a “spontaneous.™ “as needed,” or “as appropriate basis™ (cf.
Billingsley, 1984).
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Training, provided by three members of the project stat¥, included a lecture on the specifica-
tion of generalization within objectives as well as participant activities in which objectives
provided by the project staff, and by the participants themselves. were rewritten to specify
generalized outcomes (see Chapter 6).

Teachers who were later assigned to the “Sirategies + Rules” Group were trained at the
teachers’ home school. For teachers who were later assigned to the “Strategies™ Group. training
was conducted at a single school which was conveniently located for all participants. Training
time was 3 hours for each group.

Baseline. One of the experimenters met with teachers individually on a biweekly basis. The
meetings were conducted in order to discuss teachers’ concems about each program. No advice
was offered concerning strategies specifically designed to fucilitate skill generalization. Teachers
were responsible for the implementation of al: programs using whatever resources were normally
available to them. During Baseline. teacher - used the instructional and generalization data which
they collected; however, teachers were not shown any performance data on generalization col-
lected by project staff.

(seneralization strategy training. All of the teachers received 6 hours of training (3 hours on
cach of 2 days) provided by three of the experimenters. During training, strategies for facilitating
generalization were explained to the teachers, and examples were provided and discussed (see
Chapter 8). Participants were told that the strategies were likely 1o be most useful in situations
where the student had acquired the skill and then failed to generalize the skill. Strategies pre-
sented included: (a) those which involved changing conditions in target gencralization situations
and (b) those which involved changing practices in the instructional setting (Table 4-6).

Next, participants were wrained to develop generalization probes (see Chapter 7). Participants
received a booklet that contained detailed descriptions of each strategy and examples of the types
of situations in which those strategics might be useful (an earlier version of Chapter 8).

The training for the five teachers in the “Strategies + Rules” Group also included rules for
stlecting among the strategies based on characieristics of the generalization situation and student
performance in generalization probes. General training methods were the same as those applicd to
the “Strategies™ Group; however, as training time remained constant, the “Strategies + Rules™
Group received less instruction on strategics. In addition, these teachers received a copy of a
manual containing the decision rules and exumples of their application (an earlier version of
Chapter 9).

Intervention. Following training. the biweekly meetings with the experimenter continued. As
during Baseline, a maximum of 10 minutes was allotted for discussion of cach program. How-
ever, during this phase, generalization probe data collected by project staff was shared with the
teacher. As during Baseline. teachers could choose whether or not to change a program. including
use of any of the truined strategies. Once a strategy was selected by a teacher, guidance regarding
its application was offered. The relationship of strategies to probe data was never mentioned in
mectings with Strategies teachers. “Strategies + Rules™ teachers were guided through the rules in
order to determine which type of strategy should be most cffective in facilitating generalization.
The teachers then decided whether or not to use the strategy suggested by the rules, a different
strategy of their own choosing, or no strategy at all.

Generalization Performance Data

Situations targeted for generalization were identified by the teachers. The most common
targets were for the skill to be performed at school in the presence of a manager other than the
Program instructor, in a nontraining situation, and/or at home. In uddition. generalization to
community situations was selected for some skills,

Generalization probes were conducted by trained observers or by other persons in the target
situation who were not instructional managers in the program. Probe managers were generally
told what the skill was, and any prompts that were permitted by the objective. Consequation was
determined by the probe manager. In addition, unplanned opportunities for gencralization (e.g..
when visitors came to the room or the class went on a field trip) were recorded if observers were

present.
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Table 4-6

Strategies for Promoting Generalization

1. Strategies Involving Conditions in the Generalization Situation

1. Train-on-site. Conduct instruction in generalization situation (if possible).

2. Alter contingencies. Train persons in the gereralization situation, or arrange the
generalization situation so that (a) an opportunity to perform the skill is available often.
and/or (b) natural reinforcers are available orly for performance of the skill.

i1, Strategies Invo'ving Altering Instructional Practices in the Instructional Situation

3. Increase skill proficiency. Provide instruction to improve the fluency of the skill.

4. Amplify instructed behavior. Provide instruction in a skill related to the target skill.

5. Program natural reinforcers. Use the reiforcens during instruction that are naturally
available in the gencralization situation.

6. Eliminate training reinforcers. Fade any reinforcers during instruction that do not

occur in the generalization situation.

7. Use natural schedules. Identify the schedule for reinforcement in the generalization
situation, and use that schedule during instruction.

8. Use natural consequences. Identify the reinforcers and consequences for errors which
would normally occur for performing/not performing the target skill, and program those
into instruction.

9. Teach self-reinforcement. Train the student to monitor and/or reinforce own behavior
in generalization situation.

10. Teach to solicit reinforcement. Truin the student to seek reinforcement for performing
the skill in gencralization situations.

11. Reinforce generalized behavior. During instruction, provide reinforcement only for
gereralized skills.

12. Vary stimuli. Vary the antecedent stimuli which affect responding, including stimuli
which should prompt (S+), those which should signal that responding would be inappro-
priate (S8-). and those which occur at the same time as the response, but which are
irrelevant to responding (Si). Variation can be introduced by including all of the stimuli
in the generalization situation in instruction, or by including stimuli common to all
situations in which generalization is desired, or by including multiple exemplars of
stimuli. or by conducting an analysis of the universe of stimuli. and selecting representa-
tives of the general case of the stimulus classes.

13. Eliminate training stimuli. Remove from instruction any stimuli which are not found or
available in the generalization situation,

Observers recorded student performance and then compared performance with the criteria
specified in the 1EP objective written by the teacher during initial training. If performance met or
exceeded criteria, generalization in that probe situation was coded as “Good.” If the student did
not respond or performed some other behavior or responded at extremely low levels, probe
performance was characterized as “Poor.” Performances which fell between these classifications
were categorized as *Some.”

For home probes, parents were telephoned and asked to assess their child’s performance. A
follow-up call was then made to determine the child's performance. In these probes the parents
assessed the child's performance as “Good,” *Fair,” or “Poor.” For students who did not live at
home, observers visited the living situation, and asked persons involved in the home-care situation
1o serve as probe managers.
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Probe: were scheduled to occur at the beginning and cading of each of the two experimental
phases. In addition. probes were scheduled when the teachers’ indicated that the student had met
his/her instructional aim at a particular skill level or when a particular generalization strategy was
in effect.

Results
Reliability

Reliabilities were assessed throughout the study. Two observers were assigned to observe
students during school and community probes. and the ratings given by observers were compared.
Reliability data were collected on 51 probes, with an average agreement of 87.6%. For home
probes, a phone call probe report was followed by a visit for 20 programs in which observers
recorded student performance at home. Agreement between parents and observers on the rating of
student performance was 92%.

Training Time

Training time for each group was 2 hours for initial training in writing objectives and 3 hours
in using strategies or strategics with rules. The individual meetings were conducted biweekly with
each teacher, and were limited to 10 minutes per program. The length of the individual meetings
was determined by the number of programs covered at that meeting. During Baseline, three
meetings per program were held with each teacher, and during Intervention, four meetings per
program.

Impact on Generalization

A total of 60 skills for 15 students in the “Strategics™ Group, and 44 skills for 15 students in
the “Strategies + Rules™ Group were targeted for instruction during the study. A discriminate
analysis of generalization probe data showed skills fell into one of four groups: gencralization
prior to first probe; generalization during baseline or experimental phases; no generalization or
acquisition; and no generalization although acquired. Each group is discussed below.

Prior generalization. Generalization probes were conducted at the beginning of the study. A
generalization rating of “Good™ was recorded on the first probe for 27 programs (26% ) (Table
4-7). These probes indicated that generalization had possibly occurred prior to the study.

For example, Brenda had decided to teach Kate to activate a buzzer for attention at meals (skill
d-1). Initial probes showed that Kate used the buzzer whenever it was available, if Brenda was not
present but other managers were (Figure 4-1). The student also used the buzzer at home when it
was made available. Brenda did not probe the skill during Baseline. Following the strategy
training, however, she did conduct a probe which showed good generalization. In accord with the
training, she decided to expand the skill by teaching Kate t use it to signal the need for help to get
off of the toilet (skill d-2). Initial pr..bes for this expanded skill showed good generalization for
this as well.

Sirteen programs were from the “Strategies™ Group and seven students were involved; Dennis
and Kate each contributed five programs. Eleven programs from the “Strategies + Rules” Group
fell into this category. Six students were involved and Gordon and Mark each contributed three
programs.

Achieved generalization. Programs in which the first generalization probe in a given situ-
ation showed “poor” or “some™ generalization, followed by a later probe in which performance
was “good™ in the same type of probe situation, were categorized as “achieved generalization.”
For example, Brenda instructed Amy to push her walker over bumps. Amy met the aim for skill
acquisition during Baselinc, but did not generalize during the Baseline phase (Figure 4-2). During
the Intervention Phase, Brenda implemented strategies to promote generalization and Amy's skill
generalized. However, the summer school staff carried Amy: with no opportunity to use her
walker, Amy'’s skill was not maintained (Figure 4-2). Fortunateiy. this type of problem did not
occur ofter.. In many cases generalization was achieved and maintained (e.g.. Figure 4-3).
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Student Skill

Table 4-7

Skills at Aim fer Generalization at Time of First

Generalization Probe

Generalizatio. Situation

Strategies Group

Am, ¢-2 pulls walker to chair
Kate b indicates "I want walk/dance/brush™
d-1 uses buzzer for attention at meals
d-2 uses buzzer for attention on toilet
c-1 says “mek” for milk at meals & snack
¢-2 says “000" for juice
Peter a  actuates buzzer for help out of chair
b touches picturc/fobject to request item or activity
Scott b rtakes glass and holds to dnnk
Jeff a-1 puts item in container (assisted)
Dennis a  moves clothes from washer to dryer
¢ puts toys away
-2 gets out of wheelchair safely
g com ‘es with commands
j  says swer to “what do you want?”
Jim a folds clothes and puts on shelf
Strategies + Rules Group

Gordon a-1

¢

d
John b
Barbara a-1

a-2
Mark a

b

¢
Lily d
David a

eats with a spoon (assisted)
touches pictures to choose
crawls/scoots/rolls

drinks from cup

retrieves and uses communication board w/prompt
retrieves and uses communication board spontancously

delivers items on errands

says noun & verb to request

says ‘no’ to protest

grasps spoon, scoops, brings to mouth
walks downstairs alternating feet

School (no chance at home)
Home

School & Home

School & Home

School (no chance at home)
School & Home

School & Home

School (no chance at home)
Home

School {no chance at home)
School (too slow" at home)
Home & School

Home

Home

Home & School

Home

School {no chance at home)
School (not used at home)
School & Home

Home

School

Schoot & Home

School & Home

Home

School & Home

Schoo! (no chance at home)
Community

Forty programs fit into this category (Table 4-8). Eighteen of the programs were from the

“Strategies” Group and 22 from the “Strategies + Rules” Greup.

Skilis not generalizing: Instructional aim not met. The first two steps in the discriminate
analysis included all programs where good generalization was achieved. The remaining skills
were analyzed to identify programs in which good generalization did not occur during the study.
Thirty-seven programs fell into this category. Twenty-seven (73%) of these skills were not
acquired: the instructional aims were not met. These skills were not expected to generalize. For
example, Lee was instructed to hold his head up: he did not meet his instructional aim and did not
generalize well. However, some generalization was shown (Figure 4-4).

Twenty of the 27 programs were from the “Strategies™ Group and represented 33% of the
target programs. Seven (16%) of the “Strategies + Rules” Group's programs fell into this cate-

gory

Skills not generalizing: Instructional aim met. However, students did acquire skills in 10

programs which did not generalize (Table 4-10). In the example shown in Figure 4-5, Holly's
student John met the instructional aim, but generally did not eat with a spoon in nontraining
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Shase Genenwlication

Student Skitl Generalization Situation Aim Met

Strategies Group

Pat b-1  chooses food by looking and signing School (no opportunity at home)  Intervention

Sarah b signs eat & drink Home & School Intervention

Amy a  pushes walker over bumps Hame & Schoal Intervention
¢-1  stands to walker from chair School & Home Intervention

Kate w1 drinks with a straw School (no opportunity at home)  Intervention
a-2 grasprcupancei s with a siaw Schoo! (no opportunity at home)  Intervention®
¢-1  chimbs stairs School & Community Intervention

(no opportunity at home)
¢-2  descends stairs Schoof (no opportunity at home)  Intervention*

Scott a  reaches, grasps, & holds ohject School & Home Intervention

Julic a2 follows directions, answers questions at meals Home & School Intervention
b holds head up School Bascline

Home Intervention
¢ asks for object falien from gousp School {not useful at howne) Intervention
faaura a cats finger foud Home & School Intervention

Dennis  k  gets items out of refrigerator Home Intervention*

Ellen a  puints o words/pictures on comm. hoard Home & Cammunity Intervention
b appliey underarm deodorant School & Home Intervention
¢ washes upper body Home Intervention®
f  points to picture of burger/friesshake/coke Community & School Intervention®

{no opportunity at home)

Strategies + Rules Group

Karen ¢ points 1¢ prure to request activity Home Intervention

Cheryl  a 1wouches pictures to choose food/drink School (hot used at home) Bascline

{communication board)

Candy 4 touches picture to choose foodAtnnk Comnmunity & Hooe Interention
b touches picture to choose activity Home Intervention
¢ follows directions Community (rot probed at home)  Baschine

Gordon 42 eats with spoon independently School & Home Intervention
h-1 dnnks from cup (with assistance) Home Intervention
b-2  drinks from cup (independentty) Home Intervention®

Hal b initiales requests with communication buard  School (no opportunity at home)  Intervention

Barbisa b1 scoops food with spoon Schon! & Home Intervention
b-2  pokes food with a fork Home Bascline

School Iniervention
< pants on School (no chance at home: Intervention

Jenny 4 initistes scooping School (no chance at home) Intervention

Travy a4 puts spoon in bowl, scoops, hrings to mouth  School (no chance at home) Intervention
b takes off coat tassisted) Home Intervention

Lily b grasps & pulls poncho off (assisted? School & Community Intervention
¢ grasps cup & brings to mouth School, Home. & Communny Intervention

David b sets table {with prompts) Home Intervention

Sharon @ sits down with assistance School (o opportunity ot hotie) It vention
b walks up stairy grasping rail Home & School Intervention

lerry 4 pulls shirt down from under amis Schoaot Intervention
b sits down Home intervention

"Not instructed daring Baseline

98



Figure 4-1. Kate's use of a buzzer to get atrention at meals (skill d-1) during Bascline generalized well at school {probes shown ax squares) and at home (probes
shown as circles) on the first probes, as did her use of the buzzer to request help in the bathroom (skill d-2) during the Intervention Fhase.
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Figure 4-2. Amy'’s skill at pushing her walker over bumps (skill a} in generalization situations in the school (circles) and at home (squares) is shown. The
instructional aim for acquisition was during the cighth experimental week (star). Amy’s generalization did rot maintain during summer school, when her new
teacher carried her and she had no opportunity to walk.
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Figure 4-3. Lily's skill at independently grasping a cup and bringing it to her mouth kil ©) in untrained sitwations at school (circles), home {squares), and in the
community (triangles) is shown. A probe during the 3 week June vacation indicated generalization had occurred: however. the instructional aim was not “met”
until instruction was reinstituted during summer school (star).
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Figure 4-4. Lec’s skill at holding his head up when a computer provides feedback for head-down (skill a) during Bascline, and when he is in his wheelchair and
instructed to hold his head up in natural situations (skill ¢) during Intervention, with varied classroom activities to watch and different managers providing

feedback. Generalization to untrained school (circles), home (sguare ), and community (triangic) situations is shown, Lee did not meet the instructional aim for
this skill.
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Figurz 4-5. John met the instructional aim for eating (skill a). Probes in school (circles) and at home (squares) show generally poor skill generalization.
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Table 4-9

Skills Which Did Not Generalize and Did Not
Meet the Instructional Aim

Student Skill
Strategies Group
Lee holds head up (with computer setup)

swallows without spilling
holds head up while seated in wherlchair

a

b

C

a

b-2 chooses foad by touching picture
a-2

Puat walks on knees
Sarah complies with “stand up” & "sit down™
a-3 complies with “'step around™
Roben a positions hand before scouping food
Janet a walks w/walker
Jeft a-2 puts object in comtainer (independently)
Dennis d-2 says “hamburger, coke, fries” (shown word)
¢ touches/hands manager requested coins
f-1 gets in wheelchair safely
h puts dirty clothes in washer
Ellen d gives requested coins
c washes tables in cafeteria
2 retrieves items from fridge/shelf
h makes peanut butter & jelly sandwich
him b read and say restaurant words
¢ read and say “go.” “fire,” “gentleman™
Strategies + Rules Group
Karen ] witlks w/walker
b vals w/spoon (opens mouth. bites)
Betsy a dresses
b imitates initial sounds of words
< undresses
Jenny b swallows without spilling (while head supported)
Lily a transfers from eating to drinking

situations. On one probe, he repeatedly dropped his spoon: on another he ate seven bites perfectly
but dropped his spoon on the rest. Except during probe situations, John was fed at home. so he
actually had only limited opportunitics to use the skill. This was aiso true for 9 of the 10 skills
(i.c.. all excepr Laura’s eye contact).

Six of the ten programs were from the “Strategies™ Group and four were from the “Strategies +
Rules"” Group.

Skill generalization by students. Twelve students generalized all skills, either on the first
probe or on later pmbes. Kate, Peter, Scott. and Julie were from the “Strategies™ Group and
Barbara, Mark, Tracy, David, Sharon, Jerry, Candy, and Gordon were from the *Strategies +
Rules” Group. Four students never generalized a skill and never met the acquisition aim for a
skill: Lee, Robert, and Janet from the “Strategies™ Group and Betsy from the “Strategies + Rules™
Group. The other 14 students generalized some of the skill targeted for the study.
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Table 4-10

Skills Which Did Not Generalize and Which Met
the Instructional Aim

Studens Skill
Strategies Group
Sarah a-] complies with “vome here”
Amy b actuates buzzer for attention
faura h eye contact after greeting by other
ot b reaches for picture on communication board
Dennis b puts on t-shin
d-1 points to “hamburger, coke, fries”™ (comm. board)

Strategies + Rules Group

Cheryl b touch picture to choose item/activity
John F] eats with a spoon
Hal 4 sustains woth brushing
¢ lifts tongue on shoe to put on (when stuck)
Table 4-11

Summary of Results

Strategies  Strutegies +

Group Rules Group
Total Skills &%) 44
Generalized at finst probe (from Table 4-7) 16 11
Instructional aim not met (from Table 4-9) T 7
Net Skills! 24 26
Generalized {(from Table 4-8) 1] 22
Not generalized (from Table 410 6 4
» is Generalized 75¢% NN
Total Students 15 i6
No Generalized Skills” 3 ]
Some Generalized Skills X 7
All Generalized Skills 4 ¥
Percent Students Who Generalized All Target Skills 7% Ster

Skitls which generalized at first probe are escluded trom the tinal analyses of unpict because the shall may have
generalized prior 1o the study.  Skills which did not meet instructionid aun for acquisition are eacluded because
generalization is not expetted until after ihe skill has heen acqoited.

Al sudents in this category fuiled to meer instructional aims for acquisition on any of their target programs during the
study.
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Strategies Alone v. Strategies + Rules

Twice as many stuc~ats in the “Strategies + Rules” Group geaeralized all of their skills, as
compared to the “Strategies” Group (Table 4-11). A larger proportion of skills in the “Strategies +
Rules” Group generalized (75% v. 88%), however, this result must be cautiously interpreted
because of the small number of skills in each group.

Discussion

Twenty-seven programs (26% of the skills) had already generalized before the first probe was
conducted. This indicates that teachers may be identifying skills for instruction that the student
can aiready perform. The percentage was similar in both groups, so any difierence between the
students in each group is probably not the cause of this problem. It is possible that the problem is
student noncompliance in the school setting. Studies have indicated a high proportion of students
wih severe handicaps may be noncompliant, and fail to follow instructional cues or commands for
previously mastered skills (Haring, Beebe, & White, 1983; Haring, Liberty, & White, 1980). A
noncompliant student who failed to perform during the teacher’s in-class assessment is likely to be
indistinguishable from students who can’t perform. If a skill can be performed in another setting
before the teacher begins instruction, it indicates that skill acquisition is not the problem-—compli-
ance is the problem. In a sense, the problem is generalization to the classroom or training situation
from the situation in which the student already performs the skill. Probing skill use in nonclass-
room situations prior to instruction will identify these skills before a heavy investment of instruc-
tional time and resources is made. If 2 out of 10 skills are mistargeted for instruction, early
probing can save significant costs—up to 20% of the instructional resources.

About 26% (27) of the skills did not reach instructional aim during the study, and none of these
skills generalized. There were twice as many programs in this category from the “Sirategies™
Group as from the *Strategies + Rules” Group. Three students from the “Strategies™ Group failed
tu meet aim i any program. This indicates that the texchers® basic instructional methods were not
effeci. v, possibly because instructional aims were not appropriate, or possibly because of the
students’ special leaming problems. This result may indicate an important difference between the
groups.

Overall, 50 of the skills were ones in which generalization could be expected, and about 80%
did generalize. Ninety percent of the students generalized at least one skill, and 40% generalized
all of ther target skills.

The, results of this study support the use of generalization strategies for students with severe
handscaps, since only 8% of the skills generalized during Baseline, and 92% of the skills general-
ized once teachers were (raine d to use strategies. Of course, these results are confounded by the
AB nature of the design. Perhaps skiils would have generalized without strategies if the
“Baseline” condition hx.d been extended. It is possible that the train and hope approach can be
effective (see discussion in Chapter 2). It is also possible that writing objectives which specify
generalization criteria, coupled with train and hope, can produce generalization without the need
for special strategies. This hypothesis was one which we tested in our next study, described in
Chapter 5.

The results also demonstrate that application of special strategies by rublic school teachers can
facilitate generalization after only 5 hours of total training in a group. wnd an average of 10
minutes every 10 days of follow-up. One minute per day per program seems a very cost-effective
method to ensure generalization.
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Aswe lcarned during the study reported in the previous chapter. teachers can apply
generalization strategies and improve their pupils’ rate of skill generalization. As a group, the
teachers in our study were maore effective than the gaggle of researchers we reviewed in
Chapter 2—the teachers’ success rate was 88%, as opposed to the overall 52 5% success rate we
found in the published literature. However, we were still unsure ubout whether decision rules
were an advantage in selecting strategies. In this chapter, we describe a study we conducted to
determine if strategies matched to student performance via decision rules would result in more
generalized skills than strategies selected counter to decision : ules.
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Chapter 5

EFFECTIVENESS OF I })=CISION RULES FOR
(ZENERALIZATION

Kathleen A. Liberty, Owen R. White,
Felix F. Billingsley, and Norris G. Haring

In the last decade, it has become widely recognized that skill generalization should be considered a
critical outcome of educational programs. The rasponsibility of educators to ensure that students
are capable of reliably performing functional skills under the varying conditions that characterize
nontraining environments, and the necessity of active planning to facilitate generalization, are
pervasive themes ir current literature (e.g.. Alberto & Troutman, 1986, Homer, McDonnell, &
Bellamy, 1986; Lita:rty, 1985). Striefel and Cadez (1983) have noted that, “The need for gener-
alization of acquired skills and behaviors is unquestionably one of the major emphases of educa-
tion . . , particularly for severely handicapped children who may not generalize leamed behavior as
easily as normal children™ (p. 104).

The recognition that successful skill generalization substantially affects the quality of life has
been accompanied by intensive research efforts that have identified a wide variety of instructional
strategies that may promote generalized outcomes. Such strategies include, for example, training
behaviors that will come under the control of natural maintaining contingencies or employing in-
discriminable contingencies during instruction (Stokes & Baer, 1977), applying general case pro-
gramming methods in order to select appropriate stimulus exemplars (Homer, Sprague. & Wilcox.,
1982), and changing the relative efficiency or reliability with which trained and compet’ag
behaviors permit access to reinforcing events (Billingsley & Neel, 1985). Detailed discussions of
available strategies have been provided by Stokes and Baer (1977) and others (Cooper, Heron, &
Heward, 1987; Horner & Billingsley, in press; Marholin & Touchette, 1979).

Although generalization has received considerable attention, and methods for its promotion
have been described and widely disseminated, little guidance is currently available to assist
educators in choosing methods that are most likely to overcome failures to achieve gencralization
in specific instances. Some initial suggestions for decision-making have been proposed by
workers such as Horner, Bellamy, and Colvin (1984), Horner and Billingsley (in press), and
Liberty (1985). Those suggestions, however, have addressed a limited range of problems and
remediation strategies, and are based on logical, rather than empirical, analyses. As Liberty has
indicated, "Empirically derived decision rules for remediating plans to produce maintained,
generalized, and adaptive responding have not yet been developed™ (Liberty, 1985. p. 64).

The puspose of this study was to investigate the use of a comprehensive set of decision rules
designed to heip educators of students with severe handicaps select appropriate and cffective
techniques 1o facilitate skill generalization.
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Empirically derived decision rules to select strategies for promoting initial skill acquisition and
fluency-building do exist and have been found quite effective. Haring, Liberty, and White (1980;
1981) found that, in the absence of guidelines, interventions selected by teachers to improve skill
acquisition and fluency-building by learners with severe handicaps were successful only about
33% of the time. However, it was also found that the use of the rules, which were applied using
data from the programs of individual students, increased the probability of choosing an effective
intervention on the first try to 86% (see Liberty, 1985; White, 1985: and White and Haring, 1982,
for thorough discussions of those rules).

The present investigation represents an attempt to extend the utility of those instructional
decision rules beyond the initial step of skill development within training contexts to the cntical
step of reliable skill application within new, untrained situations. The new rules, which address
five major problem areas and associated remedial strategies, were initially developed from a
logical analysis of generalization and maintenance performance errors that have appeared in the
research literature, in our own work, and in student performance data that teachers have shared
with us.

Method

Subjects and Setting

Six studens with multiple handicaps ranging in age from 9 to i9 years 7 months served as
subjects in the study. The subject-.’ characteristics are shown in Table 5-1. The students attended
a Univenrsity affiliated campus school, and were assigned to the same classroom. The classroom
served as the primary tral.ing setting during the study. Other settings within the school building
(e.g.. gym, cafeteria, office, principal's office, and kitchen) served as secondary training sites for
some programs, and as untrained probe situations for others. Two nearby cafeterias, the campus
grounds, and the students’ homes also served as probe sites.

Experimental Design

Within the context of a multiple baseline design, repeated measures of performance in un-
trained situations were conducted before and after instruction and before and after implementation
of generalization strategies (Table 5-2). Skills which met instiuctional aims were randomly
assigned to “rules,” “contrary to rules,” or 1o “both™ conditions. For the first condition. rules
derived from analysis of generalization data were used to identify the prob m that might have
impeded generalization. A strategy specifically designed to address that problem was then
implemented. In the “contrary to rules™ or “vs. rules™ condition, generalization strategies were
selected which did not match the problem identified by the rules. For the third condition, strate-
gies were first chosen in opposition to the rules, and then follewed by strategies selected in accord
with the rules. All experimental phases were conducted during 6 calendar weeks.

Procedures

Skill selection. Experimenters and the classroom teacher met individually with each student
and her/his parent(s) to discuss the study. to solicit parental input on desirable skills and the level
of performance needed for each skill to be functional, to conduct informa! assessments, and to
determine which skills would be taught as part of the study. Skills selected met these require-
ments: agreement that the skill was functional, that it was useful in a variety of situations, that op-
portunities to perform the skill currently existed or would be provided by the parents, that the skill
was not currently in the student’s repertoire, and that there was good reason to believe that the skill
could be acquired during the course of the study. The target skills are listed in Table 5-3.

Generalization probes I. Procedures for probing generalization were developed for each
target skill. Three classifications of stimuli were evaluated to determine patterns of responding 10
trained and untrained stimuli present during each response opportunity (i.e., stimuli associated
with the person(s) present during skill use, stimuli associated with the setting in which the skill is
performed, and stimuli preceding or concurring with the response, such as verbal directions or
objects presented). Four different configurations of these stimuli were developed as representative
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Table §5-1

Participating Students
Most Recent Pyych. Test
Chronological Primary Secondary Chronological Age -
Pupil Age' Sex Handicapping Coendition Handicapping Condition (at time of test) Score Medication
Donna 16.17 yeans F Severe retardation autism, Rett syndrome 6.5 yean 6 months® Depakene, Meberal,
Valproic acid
Ruth 19.58 years F Profound retardation cleft palate 15.25 years (+24 mo.} none
Mary 18.58 years F Severe/profound retardation scoliosis [4.25 years 0-17 mo.' Phenobarbital, Valium
Larmry 9.04 years M Severe/profound retardation tuberous sclerosis 7.42 years 14-30mo’” Tegretol
setzures 7.5 years 0-22 mo.} Phenurone
Amy 16.25 years F Profound retardation cerchral palsy, scoliosis, 12.17 years 4 months* Depakene, Meberal,
Rett syndrome Vaipric acid
George 17.67 years M Severe mental retardation athetoid cerebral palsy 11.83 years 014 mo.! none
1LOO years 14-53mo.’
I Asof 11-1-86
* Vineland Social Maturity Scale
1

Uniform Performance assessment System (UPAS)
*  Developmental Profile It (Alpem-Bolly
' Bayley Scales of Infant Developmens
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Table 5-2

Program of Experimental Conditions for Fach Student

Sessions Covered By Experimental Phases

118

Acqquisition Generalization Generalization
Studen: Skill Probe | Training Prabe 11 Training 1 Probe 111 Training 11 Probe IV
‘Larry dry hands 1-3 4-16 17-19 20-42 rule 3234 43-45
use radio 1-3 4-16 17-19 20-31 vs rule 32-34 315-42 rule 43-45
pincer grasp 1-3 4-16 17-19 20-42 vs rule 3234 43-45
wipe mouth -3 3-16 17-19 20-42 v rule 32-34 4345
Mary take object 1-3 4-16 17-19 20-37 rule 32-34 43 45
extend arm 1-3 4-16 17-19 20-31 vs ule 32-34 34-42 rule 43-45
wipe mouth 1-3 4-34 34-35 36-42 vs rule 43-48
ust straw 1-3 4-16 17-19
- Amy take food 1-3 4-23 25-27 28-42 ruie 3334 43-45
to knees 1-3 4-23 25-27 28-32 vs rule 3334 34-42 rule 43-45
George take object 1-3 4-24 258-27 28-42 nule 3334 43-45
touch picture 1-3 4-24 258.27 2842 vs rule 3334 43-45
Ruth yes/no 1-3 4-24 258-27 28-42 rule 36-37 43.45
Donns walk I-3 4-24 28.27 28-35 vs nule 36-37 I8-42 rule 43-45
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Table 5-3

Skills Selected for Participating Students
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Student o Days of Instruction

& Skills Description and Instructional Aim to Meet Aim

Donna

Walks Tuakes steps v . imeone holding her hand and walking next o her: ]
809 of taaly + -t addirional support at 80 steps/min.

Takey object Reachs for and grasps abject on request without physical noi met
assiMance; 8U%: of requests.

Wipes mouth Independently wipes mouth clean with a napkin or tissue; K05 of dropped at parent
requcsts within § seconds. reguest

Ruth

Answern yesino Towch symbol for yes or touch aymbal for ne following a question. withoan 20
physical dssistance; 85% of questrons answered without assistance.

Sits down Sits down from walker following request when chair positioned not met
behind knees without physical assistance: 80% of requests,

Wipes nose Independently wipes nose with a tissue when requested; 80% of requests e met

Larry

Dries hands Dries hands without prompling on reques § of & trials without 1
assistanice; completed within 1§ seconds.

Tumys on radio ‘Tums on radio on request, 4 of 5 trials without assistance. 3

Pincer grasp Uses pincer grasp instead of palmar grasp or other hehaviors to pick up fla, 4
thin objects without assistance: 8 af 10 objects correct within 3 seconds,

Wipes mouth Independently wipes mouth clean with a napkin following a 10
request to do vo; RO% of requests followed within S veconds,

George

Answen yes/no Touches symbol for yes oy touches symhol andfor shakes head for no not met
following a question; 809 of questions answered without assistance.,

Tukes oyeut Independently reaches for and grasps object on reguest: 2 of 3 I
obgects within 6 seconds,

Selevts activaty Touches photo to select activity: § of 6 tnals within 15 secands. 12

Amy

Anvwen yes/no Touches symbol {or yes or ouches symbol for no followng a not met
yuestion. without physical assistance: 80% of questions answered,

Takes finger-tood  Reaches for nnd grasps finger food on request without physical 14
assistance. B0% of requests.

Ruwes to knees Rises to two-paint position on knees from sitig position on floor with verhal 1

Touches switch
Mary

Fakes obyext
Extend icft arm

Wipes mouth

LUlves o straw

request and phywical prompt in armpits: MFES of requests followed within § seconde.

Touches switch to activate tape recorder: 8079 of trials,
Independently reaches tor and grasps object on request: 805 of
ohjects taken within 6 seconds of reyucest.

Exterwdy feft arm on reguest (active range of motion) 6 of §
seanons, arm exicnded within 15 seconds without physscal prompt.

Independently wipes mouth clean with a napkin following a request
1o dor so: BT of requests followed within & secomds.

Independently drinks liguid from 2 straw without prompting: 807
of trials without assistance.
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Table 5-4
Generalization Probe Stimuli

Stimuli Clusters Associated with Responding

Person managing The setting The stimuli
the student (cues, prompts, materials)
Situation # | person instructing the classroom setting both instructed and uninstructed
the target skifl where instruction
occurred
Situation # 2 classroom staff instructional sctting both instructed and uninstructed
excluding instructor and uninstructed

settings in the school

Situation # 3 persons relatively community settings natural stimuht (maty include
unfamiliar to the {uninstructed) instructed and uninstructed)
student

Situation # 4 parent or other the home natural stimuli (may include
family member instructed and uninstructed)

of “situations™ where generalized responding would be desirable (see Table 5-4).

Consequences for correct and incorrect responding, if any, were selected and arranged by the
probe manager, who was encouraged to provide the “natural” consequences he or she would
normally provide. However, in probe situations 1 and 2, the probe manager was cautioned against
providing specific consequences programmed during instruction that were not available in natural
situations. During instruction, for example, a failure to respond after 5 seconds might have been
followed by physically molding the response. In the probe situation, a failure to respond after a
time determined by the probe manager might be followed by a repetition of the verbal direction,
by redirection to another task, by verbal feedback, by the manager leaving, or by some other
combination of relatively “natural” circumstances. Probe trials were generally scheduled over a 2
10 3 day period, and occurred during normal school hours (probes 1-3) or at the parent’s conven-
ience (probe 4). Each target behavior was probed in all four situations prior to the initiation of
instruction. As outlined in Table -4, probe 1 was conducted by the instructional manager, probe 2
by a member of the classroom or research staff who was not the insiructional manager, probe 7
was conducted by a person unfamiliar with the student and her/kis programs (e.g., University
professor, project secretary, cashier in restaurant), and probe 4 was conducted by the parents or
another family member. Except for probe 1, persons conducting probes were usually invoived
only once in a probe for a particular skill.

Instruction for skill acquisition. Instructional procedures were developed for each target
sKill using the practices generally prescribed for facilitating skill acquisition {e.g., Gaylord-Ross &
Holvoet, 1985; Snell, 1983), but avoiding any specific strategies known to facilitate generalization.
Two or three instructional sessions for each target skill were conducted each morning by a
research assistant. Previously validated rules for determining when to change instructional
procedures and the type of strategy most likely to facilitate leaming were applied to the perform-
ance data collected during acquisition programming (Haring, Liberty, & White, 1980, 1981
Liberty, 1972; White, 1986; White & Haring, 1980, 1982)%,

Instruction continued on a frequent basis until the student reached the aim set in the pre-
experimental parent-teacher meeting for instructional performance on two or more target skills

* 1o some cases. procedures were adupted so that performunce was evaluated on g session-by-session hasis instend of a
day-by-day basis.
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A

igure 5-1. The sequence of decision points and procedures for determining the nature of the generaliza-
tion strategy to be implemented’. Examples of strategies tor each category are shown in Table 5-5.

Decision Rule Quetion Sequence

QUESTION PROCEDURES ANSWER NEXT §T¥P
fe. I generaliztion desired  Analyze function of behavior yes CONTINUE with question 1h,
to enly one situation? objective. and cunrent and
future environments ne CONTINUE with question 2.
available 1o student,
Ih.  Is it possible o train Determine if accessibility ves Tram on site untit aim iy met.
directly in that situation”? and frequency of training is [EXIT sequence]
likely to be adequate,
o CONTINUE with gquestion 2.
2. Has skill generalized Probe for generalization in yes Identify next target skill, set aim, probe for
at the desired level all desired situations, then generalization and use this sequence to
in all rarget situations?  compare performance with aim. determine next step for that skill,
[EXIT sequence)
no CONTINUE with guestion 3.
3. Has skill bren acguired”  Compare performance in yes CONTINUE with question 4.
nstruction with perfornance
aim for acquisition. no Continue instruction until acquisition aim is
met, ieprobe fos generalization, and repeat
question sequerke at step 1.
{EXIT sequence]
4a.  Does the student access.  Observe events duning probes yes CONTINUE with question $h.
events likely to be and note events which follow
reinforcers even when  appropriate, inappropriate. no CONTINUE with qquestion S.
he does not perform target. and nuntarget skalls.
the tarpet skill? Determine if the reinforcurs
are those which should follow
the rarget skill. or have been
shown to reiforee other skitls.
4b.  Arc the natural Observe events, and note how yes Sclect strategy from category:
reinforeers ones that reinforcing events e COMPETING REINFORCER PROBLEM
are delivered by othen?  delivered. implement strategy until aim in generalization
mstruction is miet, reprobe for generalization.
and repeat question sequence at step 1.
[EXIT sequence]
no Select straiegy from category:

COMPETING BEHAVIOR PROBLEM
Implement strategy until aim in gencralization
mstruction is met, reprobe for generatization.
antd repeat guestion sequonce af step 1.

IEXIT seguence}

{continued on next page)

7

Thewe rules were used during the study, However, the rules were consequently revised. as shown in Chapier 9.
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Figure §-1 (continued)

5. Did the skill geoeralie Analyze how the student yes Sclect strategy from category:
once at aim? responded to cach trial REINFORCING FUNCTION PROBLEM
tbut not as well in opportunity in viach Implement strategy until aim in gencrahzation
athey situations/ probe situation, insruction is met. reprobe for generalization,
. tials) and repeat question sequence b step 1.

[EXIT sequence]

o CONTINUE with question 6

6. Did the student respond  Analyze ancedotal data ¥e Sclect strategy from category:
partially comectly and observational motes DISCRIMINATION FUNCTION PROBLEM
dutipg at least one from probes Implement strategy until aim in gencralization
responise opportunity’? insruction is met. reprobe for gencralization,
and repeat qUEsHon soquence at sMep 1.
{EXIT sequence]

o Develop new instructional plan. using:
GENERALIZATION TRAINING FORMAT
Implerment strute v antil aim in generalization

instruction © ~ohe for geacralization,
and repeal y .. sequence at step |
[EXIT sequence]

(Table 5-3). Acquisition instruction was then terminated, in accord with the rules for acquisition
instruction. If the aim was reached on one skill hefore another, instruction ceased for that skill. In
those situations, instruction was reinstated once the remaining target skill(s) reached aim at the end
of the phase, to ensure that aim levels had been maintained during the no-instruction period.

Generalization probes II. Once the student met the aim for instructional performance on two
or more skills, generalization was again evaluated. Probes were constructed as previously de-
scribed. and stimulus conditions where the student had previously demonstrated good generaliza-
tion were eliminated as probe situations.

Instruction for skill generalization 1. Following the second probe set, skills which had not
generalized were assigned to either a “Rule™ or “Versus Rule™ condition. A coin flip procedure
was use § to assign one skill for each student to the “Rule” condition; the other skills for cach
student were then automatically assigned to the “Versus Rule™ condition.* Rules for identifying
any problems with generalization were applied to the probe data for each target skill. An abbrevi-
ated version of these rules is shown in Figure 5-1. For skills in the “Rule” condition, experiment-
e selected a strategy type according to the problem category defined by the question sequence
(Figure 5-1), and modified instructionaiprocedures for that skill in accord with the strategy
recommendations. Strategies for each category type are shown in Table 5-5. For skills in the
“Versus Rule™ condition, experimenters identified a strategy in one of the other problem areas
that seemed likely to improve performance (e.g., if the rule procedure identified a reinforcing
function problem, in the “Versus Rule™ condition, the experimenter might identify the strategy of
programming multiple managers and varying the situations in *vhich the target behavior was
consequated).

Generalization probes II1. When the “Rule™ or “No Rule” skill reached the aim in the new
instructional program, cach of the target skills identified for that student was probed in the four
generalization situations.

Instruction for skill generalization II. Following the third probe set, “Rule™ procedures
were instituted for the skills previously assigned to *No Rule” condition. 1If skills assigned to the

* Donna and Ruth reached aim in acquisition instruction on one shill each. Donna’s parents requested that her wipe
mouth program be discontinued. The two skills at acquisition aim. Donna’s walk and Ruth « answer yes/no. were
linked, and the coin flip win used 1o detennine which condition would apply.
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“Rule™ condition had not generalized, rule procedures were repeated, using the third probe set
data, and another strategy was selected in accord with the rules.

Generalization probes IV. Each of the target skills was probed at the end of study in each of
the four probe situations.

Data Collection

The pnmary measure of generalization was a rating of the skill's usefulness as judged by the
person managing the student during a probe situation.” Generalization probes for situations 1-2
were conducted in the school, and the probe managers were asked by an experimenter at the
corxlusion of the preset probe procedures to rate the student’s performance of the skill as: “poor
or no response,” “somewhat functional or useful.” or as “good/functional/useful.” No addi-
tional information or definition of the terms was provided, except for the phrase, “Whatever you
think.” Probe managers for community probes were asked to rate the student’s performance in an
identical manner as soon as possible after the student’s return to the classroom. Home probes were
conducted in two parts, Parents were first telephoned and asked if they were providing routine
opportunitics to perform the target skill. If they were, the experimenter proceeded to the second
part of the probe. If there were no regular opportunities, the parents were asked to provide several
response opportunities for the target skills, and the parents were telephoned again on the following
day. After opportunities for the skill had been provided, parents were asked to describe how their
child had responded to the opportunities, and then asked in an identical manner as other probers to
rate the target skill. Parents who were difficult to contact by phone were mailed letters. Once
their written reports were returned, they were called and asked to rate the target skill.

Reliability

The reliability of performance ratings was determined by assigning a research assistant or one
of the experimenters to observe the performance of the student during a probe conducted by
another manager. This second observer was then asked to independently rate the student’s
performance. Reliability checks were conducted for 12 of the 89 probes. There were no disagree-
ments; inter-rater reliability was 100% across all probes.

Resuits

Skill Acquisition

Fourteen of the 21 skills met aim for skill acquisition (Table 5-3). Ameanof i1 (range 1-27)
instructional days were required to meet aim for the 14 skills. Generalization probes proceeded
with the 14 skills mecting instructional aiin.

Skill Generalization

Probes were not conducted in the community for three skills, since the probe situations could
not be contrived to occur as they might occur in some other setting (i.e., Larry’s “turn on the
radio;” George’s “touch picture:” Amy’s “rise to knees™). George's parents never replied 1o
probes, and student absences prevented some probes. A total of 89 probes were conducted during
the study. The results for individual students are shown in Figure §-2.

During instruction, the research assistant instructional munager collected duta on the acvuracy of responding to each
training opponunity ti.c.. whether the response was conect, incorect, or if no respunse had occurred) and & measuse
of fluency. Types of fluency data coflected included: rae (walking. drinking, activating switch), latency (take object/
finger food; answer yes or oo wipe nose/mouth: pick up ohject: sit down: touch picture: rise to knees ), and duration
{dry hunds: sit down: extend arm). The . uctional manager collected data identical to those collected during in-
stiuction when s/he administered the generalization probes in Sitaation 1 (see Table 5-45. Rescasch assistants (o'her
than the one acting as instructor) and/or classroom Maft conducted the probes in Situation 2. Dunng those probes,
data similkar to instructional duta were also collected. Howewver, the collection of such data during community
situations (Sitwation 33 was not always posaible since a visible data cotiecior might have produced reactive effects. and
since it was a0t always posasible for the data collector 1 be hidden from the student and stifl be able 1o observe the
behavior.
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DESCRIPTION

EXAMPLE
QF
PROBLEM

STRATEGIES

Table §-§

Generalization Categories and Strategies

Competing Reinforcer Competing Behavior Reinforcing Function Discrimination Function Teaching Format
Persons are reinforcing The student performs The type or schedule Relevant and/or irrelevant None of the other problems can be
other behaviors, < ~no another behavior and of consequences stimuli in ;he generalization identified, either rules followed
respunses, with events accesses the same available in natural situations are discriminated incorrectly or other problem in
which either should be reinforvens avaitable situations for per- from those in the training teaching situation,
available only for the for performing the forming the target situation. Stimulus control
target behavior, or with target behavior, behavior does mt of tramed stimuli is too
events which compete function to reinforce “tight™ for generalization 1o
with the natural rein- the target behvior, untrained stimuli to occur.
forcers for performing
the target bebavior,
Ruth stands by her Larry is asked to wipe Al the Center Restau- Amy quickly takes trained
chair after being asked his mouth, amd is rant. Mary is told and untrained types of food
o “sit down.” After a handed a napkin. He “Hey. you've g from her teacher when they
few minutes, the manager shreds tix napkin and a milk moustache!” are held out to her and she
physically guides Ruth wipes his mouth on Mary picks up a is asked 1o “Take™ the food.
to sit, and says ~Thank the hem of his shint, napkin and wipes her However, when the schoo!
you.”" Ruth is then mouth. Meanwhile, her principal holds out a sucker.
given 4 new activity. new friend has start- and says, “Here, try this.”
ed chatting with an- she doesa’t respond. When

-alter contingencies
in generalization
situation

-srmplify the target
behavim

-increane proficiency
of target behavior
(80 it is a faster

way to get the rein-
forcer)

amplify the target
behavior

-alfer contingencics
in generahzation
situation

other neighbor. A few
minutes later, she
says, “Hey, Mary,
wipe your mouth,”
Mary doesn’t respoiud.

-program natusal

reinforcems in the

training situation

-fade waining rein-

forcers

-program natural

schedules

-program nataral

-tesch self-reinforcement
-reach to solicit reinforcement
-reinforce generalized behavior
~alter contingencies

in generalization situation

the principal holds out a
hairbrush and says “Take,”
however, she reaches for the
brush but does not actuatly
£rasp it.

-stimuli that should control/
not control the target
behavior are systematically
varied in training. deter-
mine the stimul; by using:
-general case stimuli
-multiple excmplans
-common stimuli

-check format 1o sec if uther
relevant factors may be impeding
generalization.

-eliminate any vther fraining
st
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Prior to instruction, three skills generalized well to one situation but none generalized across
more than one. Overall, 5.8% of the probes showed *“good™ generalization prior to instruction.
Following instruction, six skills generalized well to one situation, but none generzlized well to two
or more situations. Two skills which had previously shown good generalization to a single setting
no longer showed generalization in that setting. One program was dropped from the study during
this phase: Mary's functional drinking with a straw increased from 0 out of 4 to 3 out of 4
situations with “good” ratings following instruction, and the skill difficulty was increased. Since
the instructional target had changed, this skill was not included in further experimental phases.
Overall, 9 of the 52 (17.3%) probes administered following instruction showed good generaliza-
tion.

For the 13 skills meeting aim, excluding Mary’s straw drinking program, strategies were
selected contrary to the rules for four skills, in accord with the rules for five skills, and four skills
were scheduled for both types of interventions. For each skill, the results of the second probe set
were used in conjunction with the rules to determine which types of generalization problems
existed. Appropriate or inappropriate strategies for the problem(s) were then selected for inclusion
in the instructional program. Similar strategies were selected for both groups when possible, as
shown in Table 5-6. For example, if “vary stimuli” was selected on the basis of the rules for one
program, an attempt was made to use the same strategy in another program for which the rules
would not recommend that approach.

Decisions were made contrary to the rules for eight skills (four times in programs where
contra-rule strategies were used alone, and four times in programs where they were followed by
the use of strategies in accord the rules). In the 35 probes conducted following *‘contrary™
interventions, good generalization was shown in nine (25.7%). When strategies selected in accord
with the rules were implemented after the “contrary” phase, “good” generalization increased
from 14.3% (2 of 14 probes) to 42.9% (6 of 14 probes).

Strategies selected in accord with the rules were implemented for four skills immediately
following instruction. Of the 39 probes conducted during this phase, 18 (46.2%) of the student
performances were rated good. When the results for the “rules” phase from skills which had both
“contrary” and “in accord” phases are included, “good™ generalization was rated in 24 of 53
probes (45.3%). A summary of these and other results is shown in Table 5-7.

Generalization was not uniform across probe situations. Prior to the interventions, students
were most likely to transfer good performance to a situation simiiar to training or to the home
(Table 5-8). This pattern maintained after a “contrary™ strategy. However, good generalization
to the two least familiar situations was more likely following implementation of a strategy selected
in accord with the rules.

Of the five skills programmed with interventions selected to follow the rules, four generalized
well to one or more settings during the treatment phase (80%), although generalization strategies
were in effect for an average of only 14.2 days. Of the four skills programmed with rule-based
strategies after a “contrary™ intervention, three generalized well to one or more settings during the
“follow rules™ treatment phase (75%), even though rule-based strategies were in effect for only 7
days. Overall, seven (78%) of nine skills programmed according to the rules generalized within
two weeks. In contrast, only one of the four skills in the “contrary only” group and none of the
four skills in the “both” group (12.5%) generalized to a new setting during the “contrary”
treatment phase, although implemented for an average of 14.5 and 8.3 days, respectively.

Rule Validity

If strategies are implemented in accord with the rules, and if the rules are effective, generaliza-
tion should improve. Of the 53 probes conducted while rule-followed strategies were in effect, 30
(56.6%) showed an improved rating over the prior probe!® (Table 5-9). In addition, if the rules are
valid, performance should not improve when the rules are not followed. Of the 35 probes con-
ducted while strategies contrary to the rules wer in effect, 25 showed no improvement (71%). If
all probes are summarized, 55 (30 in accord with rules and with improvement, and 25 contrary
with no improvement) of the 89 (62%), match the predictionof the rules. If one looks only at

*  Probe I better than Probe {1 or Probe 1V better than Probe 1L if Probe {1l was “good.” then Probe IV could not
improve, 50 if Probe TV was also “good,” it was included in this analysis.
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Figure §-2. The percent of probe situations where student performance was rated as good generalization. The dotted lines indicate the lowest non-z¢ro score
obtainable (i.e., 4 probe situations, 25% is lowest possible non-zero score; 3 situations, 33% is fowest: 2 situations. S0% is lowest).
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Table 5-6

Strategies Applied in Experimental Phases

Strategies
Rule Number of Programs
Category Applied Contrary to Rule Accord with Rule
Competing 2 Vary stimuli Increase
proficiency
Reinforcer Program natural reinforcers Alter generalization
contingencies
Competing 3 Vary stimuli Alter generalization
contingencies
Behavior Ceas ‘nstruction
Reinforcing 5 Vary stimuli Program natural
reinforcers
Function Reinforce generalized behavior
Discrimination 2 Program natural reinforcers Vary stimuli
Function Increase proficiency
Format 1 Vary stimuli Eliminate training
stimuli
Table 5-7
Effects of Interventiens
Experimental Phase
A B C D
Probe Prior To After Met Strategies Strategies
Performance Instruction Instructional Contrary In Accord
Rarings Aim To Rules With Rules
N=352 N=52 N=35 N=53

Rated “Good” 5.8% 17.3% 25.7% 45.3%

Rated “Sorac™ 28.8% 55.8% 22.9% 25.9%

Rated “Poor™ 65.4% 26.9% S1.4% 27.8%
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Table 5-8

Generalization Across Situations

Experimental Phase
% Probes Rated A B C D
“Good Prior To After Met Strategies Strategies
Performance™  Instruction Instructional Contrary In Accord
Aim To Rules With Rules
“Training” 14.3% 214% 27.3% 35.7%
Situation 1
*School” 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 50.0%
Situation 2
*Community™ 0.0%. 18.2% 25.0% 58.3%
Situation 3
“*Home" 1.7% 30.7% 33.0% 42.9%
Situation 4
Table 5-9

Rule Validity

Generalization Rating Generalization Rating

Improved or Continued Good Did Not Improve
Decisions in Accord
With Rule (N = 53) 56.6%* 44.4%
Decisions Contrary
To Rule (N = 35) 28.9% T1.0%*
Program Changes in Accord
with Rule (N = 14) 643G * 35.7%
Program Changes Contrary
toRule (N=12) 25.0% 75.0%*

— pu— o — ————— s

* Support rule application
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general changes in the number of situations to which generalization vecurs, the pattern of overall
results is very similar, with 69% of the changes supporting the validity of the rules (see Table 5-9).

Discussion

The selection of strategies according to the rules was associated with an increased number of
skills generalizing well to new situations. When similar strategies were applied to programs in
contradiction to the rules and instruction without specific generalization strategies, much lower
levels of generalization were obtained. The rules correctly predicted the effects of intervening in
about 62%-69% of the instances where skill performance was cvaluated in nontraining settings.
These results suggest that the decision rules may be an effective aid in selecting the type of
strategy to apply when generalization does not occur following skill acquisition.

Since the rules were applied in only nine programs, with six different students, these results
must be viewed as only the first step in an empirical analysis of the effectiveness of decision rules.
Not only must the overall impact of the rules be tested repeatedly, but additional questions
regarding the rules must be carefully examined. For example, are there student or ecological
charactenistics which atfect rule validity? All three of Mary's programs failed to support the rules.
and performance was consistently poor in nontraining situations. Each of the skills involved
moving either her left arm (“extend arm™) or her right arm (“take:” “wipe mouth™), and it is
possible that Mary’s handicapping conditions, resulting from an accident, affected her skill
generalization and thus rule applicability, in a unique manner. Alternatively, the strategies may
need to have been implemented for longer periods of time, or Mary's passive physical therapy for
left arm movement occurring concurrently with the interventions may have affected the impact of
the strategies. It is certainly possible that prior/concurrent programs and/or conditions within the
training situation may affect generalization and, therefore, niles goveming the selection of
strategies designed to solve generalization problems. Further research, involving different students
and skills, will help resolve such gquestions.

Decision rules and matrices have become an increasingly common component of instructional
and curricular guides over the past few years {(e.g., Bailey & Wolery, 1984; Deno & Mirkin, 1977,
Evans & Meyer, 1985; Fredericks et al., 1979; Gaylord-Ross, 1980; Lent & McLean. 1976;
Renzaglia & Aveno, 1986 Sailor, Guess, Goetz, Schuler, Utley, & Baldwin, 1980). The tremen-
dous increase in information and strategies related to the education of studeuts 'vith handicaps and
the concurrent philosophical, legal, and ethical trends have added impetus to this proliferation,
because of their utility in aiding complex decision-making. However, if decision rules are to he
truly useful, they must provide more than a short cut—they must improve education of students
with handicaps. In this study, 78% of the skills programmed in accord with the rules generalized
to at least one new Jantrained setting within two weeks of strategy implementation, as compared
with only 12.5% of skills programmed contrary to the nules. The present study is the first step in
providing an cmpirical basis for decision rules to facilitate generalization.
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STRATEGIES AND SOLUTIONS FOR THE
CLASSROOM

Cindy is apprehensive her first day on the job at the Pacific Oyster Bar. She failed so badly at the
Seattle Hotel. She looks carefully at the dishwasher, and loads the bowls and cups. She closes the
door. She searches and finds the buttons on the side of the machine. They are strange, but the
linle stickers just below them are just like the omes at school. She confidently pushes the series,
and smiles when the dishwasher hums into actior. At the end of the day, the kitchen supervisor
says, "Good work today, Ms. Burchart.” He smiles as Cindy gets her coat and leaves. Still
smiling, he looks again at the little stickers the tra:ner from the Seattle Training Center had put on
each of the dishwashers. He thinks, “Well, you learn something new every day.”

Richard leaves the office of the head housekeeper. As he wheels himself toward the chain of
pink cahins of the Sunset Motel, he repeats to himself, “Knock. Then say, “Housekeeping here.”’
Over and over he says these instructions, just as Mr. White taught him to do when he was teaching
him to say his name and cddress. all those years aga. He is pleased that he can practice by
himself. At Cabin 1 he stops, squares his shoulders, and knocks briskiy. “Housekeeping here.”

ie unlocks the door and goes in to earn his first wage.

Jody is screaming so loudly that his face is eggplant purple again. Mrs. Loomis smiles to
herself, and walks out the door 1o join ihe rest of the family waiting in the car, leaving Jody's
skoes un the floor where ke threw ihem. She gets in the car. “Now where's Jody?” asks Mr.
Loomis. “Jusi wait,” she replies. In 30 seconds. Jody comes flving out the door. “Don't forger
to shut the door,” cries his mother. She thinks with satisfaction of Jody' s teacher—she was right,
after all! Jody does know how to put on his own shoes.

Cindy, Richard, and Jody have gencralized the skills they learned in school—their problems
fave heen solved. In the second section of this baok, we describe the procedures involved in
facilitating generalization.

The first step is 1o identify the importance of generalization. If you are teaching a skill which
should be useful 10 the student in a variety of situations, the IEP objective showuld so specify. We
must begin to promete generalization by identifving it as the target of our instruction. In the
Sfollowing chapter. we describe how to write ohjectives for generalization.
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Chapter 6

WRITING OBJECTIVES FOR
(GENERALIZATION

Felix F. Billingsley

Since the enactment of PL. 94-142 in 1975, the development of instructional objectives has become
a familiar part of the professional life of most special educators. Although variations may exist in
practice, the structural components of a “good objective™ seem generally agreed upon. Those
components include identification of (a) the leamer and the behavior to be taught, (b) the condi-
tions under which the behavior will be assessed, (c) performance criteria including a date for
completion, and (d) the person(s) responsible for assessing the behavior. Thorough discussions of
those components can be found in many sources (e.g., Mager, 1975; Snell & Grigg, 1986). How-
ever, the following guidelines are provided for quick reference.

Overview of Basic Components of Objectives
The Leamner and the Behavior

Objectives are written for a specific student. Although a number of students may be working
on the same general goal, objectives should be tailored to meet individual needs. The particular
student for whom the objective was developed, therefore, should be identified. It is especially
important to note that instructional objectives are written for learners, not for teachers, and that the
objective should indicate behaviors that will be acquired as a result of instruction, not experiences
or instructional activities that the teacher provides. The behavior must be observable, must
possess a definite beginning and end, and must be defined in specific terms. In the absence of
observable behaviors, assessments of pupil performance must, at best, be based on inferences and/

or vague impressions.

Example 1. “Jerome will transfer garments from the clothes hamper to the washing
machine . .. specifies the leamer and a specific observable behavior.

Example 2. “Jerome will be given the opportunity to participate in . . . " does not
specify behaviors that will be acquired; rather, it indicates only the activities
that will be provided.

Example 3, *Jerome will transfer objects . . . " is not specific.

Example 4. “Jerome will develop his knowledge of clothes washing procedures .. . " is
not observable.
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The Conditions

The objective should state those conditions under which the target behavior will be demon-
strated and measured. As Snell and Grigg (1986) have noted, *“This will include factors such as
the physical setting, people present, the instructional materials and cues to be provided, and any
other relevant variables that are expected to influence the student's performance™ (p. 82).

Example §. *“When wearing pants pulled up to the knees after toileting in the bathroom
at school, Jerome will independently . . . ™ states the conditions.

Example 6. *“Give: physical assistance at the forearm during lunch periods in the
cafeteria, Jerome will scoop . . . ™ also states the conditions.

Example 7. “Jerome will pull up his pants . . . * does not state the conditions.
Example 8. *Jerome will scoop . .. ” does not state the conditions.
The Criteria and Aim Date

Objectives must contain criteria for success which state exactly what level of performance is
expected of the leamer. Criteria should indicate, for example, how accurately the behavior must
be performed, how rapidly the behavior must be performed, how quickly it must be initiated, and/
or how long it must continue in order for mastery to be presurhed. In addition, an aim date should
be established which specifies when criterion levels of performance should be achieved.

Example 9. “Given a verbal direction by the teacher, Jerome will independently
complete 8 of 10 steps in his hand washing program before lunch by June
10, 19__. Total time to complete the sequence should not exceed 3
minutes.” This objective contains the criteria and aim date.

Example 10. “Jerome will walk independently using his walker at a rate of 150 feet per
minute . . . by March 23, 19___." contains the criteria and aim date.

Example 11. “Jerome will independently wash his hands before lunch by June 10,

19__ . . . " does not adequately specify criteria.
Example 12. *“Jerome will walk using his walker . . . ™ contains neither criteria nor the
aim date.

Person(s) Responsible for Determining Success

Individuals responsible for determining successful completion of the objective should be
specified. Traditionally, the classroom teacher has taken this responsibility. As the educational
team mode of service delivery has gained widespread acceptance, however, and as it has become
increasingly apparent that instructional success must be based largely on performance in nontrain-
ing situations, input from a variety of sources has become appropriate.

Example 13. “Jerome will have eaten his lunch at school consuming all items within 20
minutes on at least S consecutive occasions by December 4, 19__ as
determined by the teacher. By that same date, Jerome will consume meals
at home within a time period satisfactory to his parents as determined by
weekly parental reports . . . " indicates the responsible individual(s).

Example 14, “Jerome will eat meals at school and at home within a satisfactory amount
of time . . . " does not indicate the responsible individual(s).

Functional Behavior and Generalized OQutcome

Although many educators may have become quite proficient in developing objectives which
are “technologically adequate™ fi.e., wh:  contain components specified above), the value of
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those objectives may be diminished if target behaviors do not serve a useful function or fail to be
performed under nontraining conditions. In other words, objectives should usually specify both
functional skills and generalized outcomes.

Functionality

Behaviors are functional if they are demanded by or used in community, domestic, vocational,
or recreational settings which are or will be accessed by the student and will permit at least pa-ial
participation in naturally occurring activities (Billingsley, 1984). Behaviors that are functional
benefit the individual, and allow him or her to contribute meaningfully to the community, by at
least:

* gaining access for the individual to 2 wider range of environments and/or natural reinforcers
within an environment; and/or

* increasing the reinforcing value to others for interac iing with the individual; and/or

* reducing the need for others 1o engage in activities on behalf of the individual which might
be considered burdensome or effortful; and/or

= permitting the individual to engage in culturally normative, age-appropriate recreational
activities

To be considered functional, then, a behavior must serve some current or future extrain-
structional purpose of value to the individual and/or community. However, functionality does not
always imply completely independent performance (see Example 19). For a more thorough
discussion of the principle of partial participation, see Brown ct al. (1979).

Example 15.  “Jerome will floss his teeth . . . " could be functional.
Example 16. “Jerome will turn on the television . . . ™ could be functional.
Example 17. “Jerome will take out the garbage . . . ™ could be functional.

Example 18. “Jerome will shop for 15 specific brand grocery items . . . " could be
functional.

Example 19. “Given support at the elbow, Jerome will wave the school colors at
appropriate times during pep rallies . .. ™ could be functional for a student
who experienced severe motoric impairment.

Example 20. “Jerome will verbally label words on flash cards . . . " is not functional
bcause it specifies a skill that is not required in natural environments. On
the other hand, objectives related to the ability 1o respond appropriately to
exit or restroom signs and to vending machine cues could be very functional
(Brown et al., 1979).

Example 21. “Jerome will touch his wrist, nose, knee, leg, foot, hair, and ear upon
requast ... is not functional because touching one's own body parts upon
request is not required within nontraining environmenrs. The activity is not
useful to either the individual or the community.

Generalized Outcomes

It appears obvious that if a skill is to be truly functional it must be performed in those situ-
ations in which it would normally be demanded, not simply in a classroom simulation sctting in
the presence of a particular teacher. In other words, it is critical that performance of target skills
generalize 10 nontraining environments. Because a major function of objectives is to act as guides
to the selection of appropriate instructional methods and evaluation procedures, generalized
outcomes should be specified in order 10 ensure that performance gencralization receives consid-
eration in both the planning of instructional programs and the assessment of student performance.
Unfortunately, it has been found that a great many objectives written for students in special
education programs specify performance of target behaviors in only a single training situation
(Billingsley, 1984; Kayser. Rallo. Rockwell, Aillaud, & Hu, 1986).

137



Objectives
126

An objective specifies a generalized outcome if it requires the student to perform the behavior
in a situation or situztions other than the one in which the student was trained. The new
situation(s) could involve new locations, new people. different times, different materials, different
examples of a concept, and so on.

Behaviors are generalized when they occur:

I. Across settings and/or time

Example22.  “Jerome will put on his pants after swimming (in gym) and after
toileting . .. is generalization if acquisition training occrred in the
classroom.

Example 23. “Jerome will put on his pants . . . ™ does not specify generalization,
although it could occur.

2. Across people

Erample 24.  “Jerome will say *hi’ to peers when visiting other classrooms or on the
playground . . . " is generalization, if the peers were not involved in
training.

Example 28, *Jerome will say *hi’ to his teacher when entering the classroom . . . " is
not generalization across people if the weacher provided the training.

3. Across relevant objects

Example 26. “Jerome will turn pages on a variety of books and magazines . . . " is
generalization, assuming some of the “variety” includes untrained
materials.

Example 27. “Jerome will tumn pages . . . " does not specify generalization.
4. As needed. as appropriate, spontaneously

Example 28. This is generalization: “Jerome will spontaneously request food using his
communication board . . "

Example 29. This is also generalization: *Jerome will wash his hands as appropriate
(e.g., before eating. when dirty, after toileting) . . . ™ assuming that all such
situations were not directly trained.

Example 30.  “Jerome will use his communication board when asked by the teacher at
language time . .. " is not generalization.

Example 31. “Jerome will wash his hands at the classroom sink when directed to do
s0 . .." is not generalization, assuming that other appropriate situations
exist for the skill.

There are, of course, an infinite number of generalization possibilities. The relevant type of
generalization should be determined by the nature of the skill and the environment(s) available to
the student. Nontraining situations that are indicated in the objective should be representative of
the range of situations in which the student will actually have the opportunity 1o perform the
behavior outside of training. In other words, if shopping skills are being taught under simulation
conditions, generalization situations specified in the objective should require assessment of the
student’s behavior in one or more of the types of stores which are likely to be accessible to the
student in the community.

Here are some objectives that specify a generalized outcome:

Example 32. “By the end of the school year, Jerome will demonstrate the ability to shop
independently at three different supermarkets on two occasions each: Joe's
Market (6754 15th Avenue), Alice’s Grocery (3508 Remington), and Fred's
Quick Market (4449 15th Avenue) for 15 specific brand grocery items.
Picture cards will be used as the grocery list. Performance includes travel to
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the store, selecting items, paying for the purchases. and transporting
purchases back to school. Shopping must be completed without error within
1 hour and 15 minutes, and success will be deternzined by the teacher.”
(This example drawn from Wilcox & Bellamy, 1982.)

Example 33.  “Following lunch, Jerome will independently clean the table of all ¢;umbs
and liquids with a sponge within 2 minutes on three consecutive occasions
by May 9 as assessed by the teacher. By that same date, Jerome will have
cleaned the dining room table at home to the satisfaction of his parents (in
terms of duration and quality) at least once. Determination of success will
be based on biweekly parental reports of acceptable skill performance.”

Example 34.  “Provided verbal praise upon task completion, and using his right hand for
assistance along the railing, Sam will ascend stairs (at home and at school)
containing at least 12 steps at a rate of 40 steps per minute on one occasion
in each setting by December 15. Success will be judged by the teacher.”

Criteria for Generalized Performance

In exaruple 32 above, it may be noted that differences in criteria for saccessful performance
may exis. within training and generalization situations. Such differentiz1 criteria may exist, and be
entirelv appropriate, for various reasons.

First, criteria selected for training may be dictated by constraints which exist only in the
instruciional environment. An objective might specify that, in training, 1 pupil will finish his
snack within 15 minutes. Fifteen minutes may, of course, be a reasonablc period of time for eating
a snack, bu.t—in this case—that particular duration was used for training purposes because the
maximum length of time allotted for the classroom snack period was 15 minutes. Depending on
conditions within the home, the generalization criterion could be less specific and indicate that the
pupil could complete his after-school snack within a duration that was satisfactory to his mother or
father.

Second, it may be beneficial to build “superfluent™ performance within training settings to
increase the ease with which the pupil can perform a new skill and thereby contribute to use of the
skill in new situations (White, 1985). Ir other words, criteria for skill mastery may need to surpass
normal demands in nontraining situations to ensure that the new skill will actually be used,
particularly where competing behaviors exist (see Chapter 8 for discussion of competing behav-
iors). Generalization criteria in these cases might either be less precise than training criteria (c.g.,
stated in terms of satisfaction with performance by parents, co-workers, waitresses, or other
significant individuals) or, where specific, absolute level of performance is desirable, they might
be precise, but less stringent. For example, generalization criteria specifying precise minimum
levels of performance might be included for a street crossing program or where significant
individual (e.g., purent, employer) indicated a required performance level.

Third, it may be that it is extremely difficult or awkward for the teacher to obtain first hand
information concemning the generalized performance of a skill within the natural setting in which
the skill should be performed (e.g., taking off clothes in the bathroom before taking a shower in
the evening). In such cases, generalization data may have to be collected by other individuals such
as the parents {see Chapter 7. “Probing Skill Use,” for a discussion of the assessment of general-
ized performance). Once again, depending on the specific situation and individuals *~volved,
generalization criteria might best be stated in terms of satisfaction of other with the leamer’s
performance.

Must Every Objective include Generalization?

It should be noted that it is not necessarily desirable that all objectives specify a generalized
outcome. It could be, for example, that independent eating skills are being trained using a back-
ward chaining format in which 2 number of steps are taught one at a time and where considerable
physical assistance is first provided and then systematically faded as training progresses. In sucha
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case, the initial objectives in the instructional sequence might permit such a relatively small
amount of independent behavior on the part of the student, and include such large amounts of
manager assistance, that performance of the skills specified in the objectives would be of little
value in natural settings. Generalization, then, might reasonably be excluded from such objectives
until such time as enough of the steps in the chain have been learned to a level of mastery that
makes the skills proficiently useful outside of training situations.
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{n Chapter 4, we saw that about 20% of the skills targeted for instruction had already generalized
hefare instruction hegan. The time and effort spent on skill acquisition would better have been
spent on figuring out why the student performed the skill other places and not at school! We have
Jound that there is simply no substitute for direct assessments‘of generalization—before, during,
and after the instructional program. It's not always obvious how to assess generalization,
however, since a highly structural probe might effectively change that situation into a training
situation. How do we establish "rew” situations to make sure we are testing generalization?
What tvpes of performance are we looking for? The procedures for assessing generalization are
explained in the following chapter.




Chapter 7

PRroBING SkiLL USE
Owen R. White

Good teachers monitor the instructional progress of each student on a frequent basis. Those
evaluations are vital for making timely and appropriate instructional decisions. Presumably,
however, teachers don’t just want good instructional performance, they want their students to use
their skills outside the instructional situation dunng the course of their daily lives. To find out
whether that goal is achieved, special probes will have to be conducted.

General Probe Characteristics

Students should be prepared for the “real world,” and skill-use probes should reflect that
world as closely as possible. That has several implications for the way in which our probes should
bx: conducted.

Probes Should be Conducted in a Representative Sampling of
“Natural” Settings

Probes should be conducted in at least a sampling of the situations in which the skill might and/
or should prove useful. Occasionally a skill will be useful even if it is practiced in only one
situation. If so, then that situation should be given the highest priority for evaluation, but every
effort should still be made to evaluate the skill in as many different situations as possible.

Example 1: Dressing is most important in the home, so a * ame probe should be given
the highest priority. Dressing skills might also be useful outside the home,
however, like befo+ * and after PE or swimming, or when spending the night
with friends. Prob.:s should also be conducted in those situations if at all
possible.

Example 2: Saying names of food items may be most useful in the school cafetena or at
home, but a really complete set of probes would also include restaurants and
supermarkets, to see if the student is able to ask where an item is located.

Try to select situations which collectively represent a broad range of the situations in which the
skill will eventually prove useful.

Example 3: Dressing might be probed in “private™ areas like the student’s own
bedroom and “public™ areas like the locker room at the school or local
swimming pool.
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kxample 4: Shopping should be probed in both large and small stores which use
different methods for labeling prices, different ways of displaying goods.
and different check-out systems.

Of course, when trying to find a variety of different situations, it is still important to keep the
real world in mind. Don’t set up a meaningless situation simply to have something diffcrent.

Example §: Dressing behind a screen in the back of the classroom is nor 1 good example
of the situations in which the skill will be typically used.

Example 6: Identifying important signs (e.g., “men,” “women,” “exit”) would be
appropriate in the school halls or the community, but after instruction is
over, the student would nor typically use those skills in a small
communication-therapy room down the hall from the classroom.

Finally, probes should be conducted in situations which are noticeably different from the
situation in which instruction took place. If instruction takes place in one or more of the situations
in which the skill will be used, semething about the way the probe is conducted should still be
changed (e.g., the people involved, or perhaps the levels of assistance and cues used). Those other
variables will be discussed later in this chapter.

Probes Should be Conducted at Natural Times and Upon Natural
Opportunities

The general “setting events™ or circumstances leading up to the probe should be as similar as
possible to those which should eventually control the behavior.

Example 7: Dressing in the classroom at precisely 11:00 each day just because it is
convenient for the teacher is nof natural. Dressing in the momine at home
or after PE at school is natural.

Example 8: Ordering fast food at lunchtime is natural, but going to a fast food restaurant
and ordering food just after eating lunch at school is nof natural.

The Number and Distribution of Opportunities Should Be Natural

Some behaviors occur only once or a few times each day while other behaviors will occur
many times. Also, some behaviors will occur several times during a short period, while the
occasions to use another skill might be distributed throughout the day. The number and distribu-
tion of opportunities to use a skill during a probe should be as natural as possible.

Example 9: When a person has finished one dressing sequence, that's generally the end
of it for a while. It is ao¢ natural to have a student get dressed, undressed,
and dressed again several times in a row. To get at least two dressing
scquences completed in a relatively short period, special activities might be
schaduled (e.g., a trip to the swimming pool, a clothes shopping trip, or a
dres.: rehearsal for a class play).

Example 10:  When people take bites to eat, they generally take several bites before the
meal is finished. It would be natural, therefore, 1o assess several bites all in
one short period. It would nof be natural to let the student have only one
chance to take a bite independently, and then remove the meal or
immediately begin to feed the student yourself.

Example 11: Using a communication board to answer questions could occur almost
anywhere and at any time. However, it would nof be natural 1o ask a
student 105 questions during a 10-minute period, and then never ask another
yuestion all day.
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People Who Would Naturally Be involved Should Conduct the Probe

}f the behavior invalves interaction with a person, or people are at least likely to be present
when the skill is employed, every attempt should be made to involve those people who would be
most naturally involved.

Example 12:

Txample 13:

Example 14:

Most dressing tasks will be performed in the privacy of one’s own home. If
other people are involved to assist or are “just around,” like a sibling who
shares the same room, they are likely to be members of the family. It would
not be natural for an unknown person or even the student’s teacher to invade
the student’s bedroom to conduct a dressing probe. It might be natural for
strangers to be around while a student gets dressed in a public locker room,
but a stranger should not provide any direct assistance. If assistance is
required in a task like dressing, it should be offered by someone the student
knows. '

Under certain circumstances, virtually anyone might ask a student a
question. In a communication program, therefore. a real mix of familiar and
unfamiliar people would be appropriate. The nature cf the question should
be appropriate.

Almost anyone might be around when a student is eating in a public place,
or even in the home if the family has a visitor. However, it would generally
not be appropriate for an unknown person to provide assistance to the
student during the meal.

Natusal Cues and Assistance Should Be Used

The cues or signals within the environment which tell the pupil when it is appropriate or
inappropriate to behave in a certain way should be as natural as possible. That does not mean that
cues cannot be enhanced a bit, if it is appropriate for the student’s level of expertise. but such
enhancements should be reasonable and the type of thing a person might do naturally to help

someone out.
Example 15:

Example 16:

Example 17:

Ideally. a student would automatically get dressed after getting out of bed in
the moming. or following a shower. The probe should be constructed to
allow the student the opportunity to demonstrate the skill given only those
natural conditions. If the student does not begin to get dressed in a
reasonable period, however, it is also natural for a parent or coach to nag a
bit, “Come on, it's time to get dressed.” When the student has not yel
completely mastered all the steps in a dressing sequence, it might also be
natural for parents or other familiar people to provide a little assistance like
reminders about what to put on next, help in pulling up socks, or assistance
in buttoning. Dramatic or elaborate forms of assistance like graduated
guidance, molding, continuous tapping, or gesturing would n0f be natural in
the typical dressing situation, and should be avoided.

A host of natural cues could control requesting food at a fast food
restaurant, including moving to the front of the line and hearing the person
behind the counter say something like, “May 1 help you?" or “What would
you like?" 1t might also be natural for a waitress to ask something very
specific like, “Would you like a hamburger?” or for a friend or parent to
provide alternatives—"Would you like a hamburger or chicken chunks?" It
would nor be natural for a person to hold up a picture card for the student to
read, or to shout at the student, "HAMBURGER, say HAMBURGER!!!"

Pointing 10 a picture on a communication board in response to a question
should be prompted solely by the question itself. Many people would
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Example I8:

undenstand the purpose of a communication board, however, and might well
add extra prompts like, “Point to a picture,” or “Can you tell me by using
your picture board?” It would be especially appropriate for a parent or
friend to add such cues. It would rot be natural for a relative stranger to
take the pupil’s hands and make the student touch each picture in tumn while
chanting, “Show me the answer, point. . . ."

Walking should be prompted simply by the desire to get somewhere. Given
a choice of walking, crawling, or being carried, if all three modes of
locomotion are possible, the best probe for walking would be to simiply sce
which way the student chooses to travel. To ensure proper motivation,
special incentives might be provided (e.g., “Come to the Kitchen and I'll fix
you a snack™). If the student consistently chooses some other form of
locomotion, like crawling, it could be forbidden, but if the student only
walks when someone is there to prevent crawling, walking could not be
considered as useful a skill as it might be, at least from the standpoint of the
student. Some support might also be given, like holding the student’s hand,
or offering the student your arm. That would reduce the usefulness of
walking, but being able to walk under thsse circumstances would still be
better than not being able to walk at ai. However, it would #or be natural
for the parent to crawl behind the child, tapping the back of each knee in
turn to prompt each step; and it would not be useful for a helper to offer so
much support that the student is virtually being camried.

Natural Consequences and Feedback Should Be Used

If a skill is to be truly useful, it must be maintained by natural consequences and feedback. As
with cues and assistance, however, some exceptions might be made for a person who has aot fully

mastered a skill.

Example 19:

Example 20:

Example 21;

The consequences for dressing are usually warmth and the avoidance of
nasty (or lecherous) stares from other people. Children are sometimes also
threatened with cost contingencies (e.g., “You won't get any breakfast
unless . . ."), and they might also be praised if they get dressed nicely. It is
not natural. however, to consequate each correctly performed step in a
dressing sequence with a bit of Fruit-Loops, or following errors with “a
physical mandate, an undoing of the step. and a request for the student to try
again.” A hurried parent is much more likely to consequate errors by
scowling and doing it him/herself.

The consequence for street crossing is usually getting closer to some
destination. Specixl incentives could be provided for getting somewhere
(e.g., “Let's go to the park and get an ice cream cone™), and it might also
be appropnate to provide a little praise for crossing quickly and safely, or a
sharp reproval for crossing when it was not safe. It would nor be natural,
however, to have a child cross a street just so he can turn around and cross
back.

The natural consequence for scooping food is getting it ready to bring it to
one’s mouth, even if we need some help getting it there. It helps if the food
is something the student likes. Praise for good eating is not 1oo unnatural,
as long as it comes from a familiar person, and rebukes for slopping or slow
scooping might also be in order. Occasionally it would even be natural to
have one’s food taken away for making too much of a mess, but it is
unlikely that a parent or friend would naturally consequate errors with 50
trials of overcorrection or precisely 15.6 seconds of time out.
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if a “Natural Probe” Doesn’t Seem Reasonable . ..

As illustrated above, skill-use probes should attempt to emulate as closely as possible the
conditions which arr most likely to occur in the real world. If a “natural probe™ doesn’t seem
reasonable, perhaps the usefulness of the skill should be questioned. Perhaps other skills in some
hierarchy must be developed before skill-use probes make sense, or maybe the skill will rever be
useful and should just >e dropped from the student’s curriculum. In any event, if a natural prohe
doesn’t make sense, something needs to be done.

When Should a Skill be Probed?

Most people only think to probe for skill use after the student has mastered the skill in an
instructional segting. In fact, however, probing before instruction begins and frequendy during the
instructional sequence can be very useful.

Probe Before Instruction Starts

Students, even students with severe handicaps, are often much more capable than we think.
Even after careful assessments of the student’s skills in the classroom, surprises often abound.

Example 22:

Example 23:

Example 24:

Example 25:

One teacher worked long and hard to get a student with scvere handicaps to
speak in two-word phrases, only to find out later that the child had been
speaking in six- and seven-word phrases in the home for scveral years!
Luckily, the student did not generalize his “school-skill” to the home, and
regress to 10.ng shorter phrases there.

Special therapists in a residential facility “taught™ an adult with severe
handicaps to eat with a spoon, only to discover that he had already been
using that skill in other cnvironments since he was very young. He had
been transferred into a cottage where most of the other residents ate with
their fingers, and he just decided to “'do as the Romans do.” Had they
asked the resident to eat with a spoon before starting to shape it, . . .

One parent decided to teach the alphabet to her young daughter with mild
handicaps. Her special preschool instructors hadn't gotten to that skill in
class, and it seemed a good idea to give her daughter a head start. When the
mother began, however, her daughter rambled off the whole alphabet
without a single error, and could even name the letters when shown 1o her at
random. Why she wouldn't do it at school yet was a mystery.

One teacher worked out a careful sequence of steps that would allow 4
youngster with muitiple handicaps to transfer independently from his walker
10 the toilet. When stepped through the sequence during an initial
assessment, the student started to make many errors (i.e., do something
other than what was on the task analysis) and had to be comrected before
things got out of hand. During the next few weeks he seemed to progress
nicely in the program, but still forgot some of the steps, and had to be
brought back to the right step in the sequence over and over again. Finally
the teacher decided to just sit back and see what happened. The student
made the transfer quickly and easily. without help—he just left out those
steps in the sequence that seemed to be giving him trouble, and substituted a
few other steps which worked just fine. The student probably had a better
plan in mind all along.

‘The lesson should be clear. Just because a student hasn't been “taught™ a skill, and just
because the student doesn’t “*share™ the skill when formally assessed, doesn’t mean that the
student can’t apply the skill, or a useful alternative. in the real world where it really counts! In
addition to traditional pre-instruction assessments therefore, it helps to usk other peapie (e.g..

‘, 146



Prohes
136

parents, friends, former teachers) what the student does, and 1o observe the student in natural
sttuations to see what happens. Otherwise, one might expend a great deal of time and energy to
develop and implement a program that might not be needed at all.

Probe as Often as Possible While the Skill is Being Developed

Assuming that the skill really does need to be taught. there still remains the question of Aow
well the student must learn to perform the skill before it becomes useful. Suggestions for perform-
ance aims can be found in many books and curriculum guides, along with strategies for establish-
ing individualized standards, but one never really knows how good is good enough until the
uscfulness of the skill is probed in a natural situation.

Example 26: The student with multiple handicaps in Example 25 who wrote his own task
analysis™ for transferring from the walker to the toilet might not have
known how to perform that task before instruction began.  Since his teacher
did not try a “*hands off™" skill-use probe before starting the program, we’ll
never know. Because his teacher did probe for skill use before the student
reache * the instructional aim, however, at least the program was terminated
before oo much time was wasted.

Example 27: A therapist working on dressing skills with a young child with handicaps
established a “buttoning™ aim which seemed reasonable given the child’s
physical limitations. Since she did not really know how fast one should
button before tae skill is useful, however, she also asked the child's parents
to pause each moming in the dressing sequence when it was time to button
their daughter’s blouse. They didn’t have to say anything, just wait a
moment or two. When the child was only halfway to her instructional aim
she began 1o button her own buttons at home without any prompts or
assistance. The parents said she was quich enough to make it worth their
while to let her do it, and it was obviously worthwhile to the girl. Needless
to say, the school program was terminated. with a likely savings of several
weeks of instructioral time and effort.

Probe After instruction Ends

Skill-use probes before and during instruction can he very helpful and often result in better
programs and/or a savings in time. Even if “before and during™ probes are not conducted,
however, it is absolutely essential to probe for skill use when a pupil has reached the instructional
aim and the program is terminated. Quite simply, unless the child actually begins to use the skills
we teach by the time we stop instruction, there is a very good chance that the skill never will be
used, and all our efforts will have been wasted.

Example 28: A teacher in a class for elementary school children with mild handicaps
worked a little cach day to help one student overcome a minor speech
impairment. She wanted to bring the student’s fluency in saying the sounds
correctly up to a level that was equivalent to the fluency of her
nonhandicapped peers. After reaching the aim the program was terminated,
but the teacher noticed that the girl slipped back into her old habits
whenever she was engaged in conversation with one of the other children.
The program was reinstated and kept in place until the child was able to say
the sounds at normai fluency with no ervors for nine days in a row. More
probes revealed that the child still slipped back into her okt habits, however,
so the program was begun once again. This time the teacher doubled the
fluency aim (*Now, Patsy, you have a problem, so you must be twice as
good as most children . . .7). After reaching aim, Patsy began to use the
correct speech patterns in all her convensations without being reminded.
The extra week it took to reach the new aim was certainly well warth the
effort.
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Example 29: When students with severe handicaps were evaluated in the fall at a
secondary school, they could no longer perform several of the skills they
had “mastered”™ the preceding spring. Before reteaching the s*ills,
however, the parents were interviewed and it was discovered that in almost
every case, the students remembered the skills they had been given
opportunities to use over the summer, and forgot the skills they did not have
the opportunity to practice. The students who had been given the
opportunity to ride a bus, for example, remembered how to ride buses:; the
students who had no opportunity to ride buses over the summer had
forgotten. After discussing the problem with the parents, some of the
programs were dropped as being essentially meaningless for some students,
and other programs were reinstated with assurances from the parents that
opportunities to practice the skill would be provided. In both cases, time
was saved and the individual curricula became more meaningfui. Of
course, if the issue of opportunities had been raised before the initial
programs were implemented, even more time would have been saved.

It makes sense to probe immediately after the instructional aim has been reached, and again
much later. Unless assurances are provided that the skills we teach are actually being used and
continue to be used, a great deal of instructional time can be wasted.

Probe Whenever It is Practical

Ideally, skill-use probes would be conducted every day, or at least as often as instruction is
provided. In some cases that is not difficult to arrange, like the buttoning program where the
parents were simply asked to pause each day and give their daughter a chance to do it herself. It
would also have been relatively easy for the teacher working with the speech impaired child to
simply note how the child conversed with her peers for a few minutes during each lunch or recess.

In other cases it might be difficult or impossible to conduct skill-use probes very often. Some
skills may be expensive, like shopping or ordering food in restaurants. In addition to the cost in
dollars, however, it is also a good idea to consider the time and good will of people involved in the
probes. Parents might not object to occasional trips to the library to give their child the opportu-
nity to practice his skills, but thev are not likely to feel very good about a request that they do that
every day.

Finally, if the same people conduct essentially the same probe too often, the student might
leam to perform well in that situation, but still not be able to perform the skill with other people ¢
in slightly different situations. It’s a good idea to rotate people and situations as often as possible,
both to reduce the effort required of any given person, and 10 provide more information about a
wider range of skill-use situations.

How Should a Probe be Conducted?

Three basic strategies are available for probing skill use: (1) asking people who know: (2)
asking people to find out; and (3) directly observing the behavior yourself.

Just Asking—Retrospective Reports

The easiest and least expensive way 10 evaluate skill use is simply to ask one or more people
who are in a natural position to know. To leam if a child is toilet trained, for example, one might
only have to ask the parents how many times they had to clean up after accidents over the last few
days. Accidents are hard to miss, so parents could generally be relied upon to know. Of course, if
the parents have the child on a schedule, going to the bathroom at regular intervals and helping the
child undress and climinate, the parents might not know if the child was already trained, and they
would have to be asked to give the child more coportunities to act independently before an
accurale assessment could be made.

Simply asking someone whether a skill is being used is a good strategy when . ..

(1) One or more people can be identified who are in a good position to be aware of skill
usage.
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Parents are an obvious choice, but depending upon the skill, school personnel, friends, or even
strangers might be appropriate. After a student has made a purchase and left a store, for example,
the clerk might be asked whether there had been any difficulty in the transaction and whether the
student had used certain “key behaviors™ he had been taught.

(2) Natural opportunities exist for the behavior in sufficient number to allow the observer to
make an accurate assessment.

Behaviors which are truly self-initiated (i.e., the child can begin the skill without any assis-
tance) are probably the best candidates for evaluations by simple reports. Expressive communica-
tion, assuming that all necessary materials are available, would be good, but responsive communi-
cation like “answering questions” might pose a difficulty if no one ever thinks to ask a question.
Reliable reports could also be obtained for behaviors like toileting and walking, but as noted
above, parents might inadvertently restrict the opportunities for even those behaviors. Before
relying on any report, therefore, be sure to ask whether the opportunity to use the skill really
exists.

(3) The consequences of the bekavior or failing to hehave are dramatic.

If the behavior or the consequences of failing to behave appropriately are dramatic and hard to
overlook, people are much more likely to make accurate reports. If a child had always scooted on
the floor to get around and suddenly stasted to walk, that would be hard to overlook. On the other
hand, if the behavior is rather subtle, people might simply not notice whether it occurs ur not. For
example, most parents really don't know if their young children use a palmar grasp or a pincer
grasp, even if they know the difference between the two grasps. That sort of behavior is simply
too easy to overlook, unless we are specifically asked to assess it.

To get reports from informed people ... It is best 1o solicit reports in person or by tele-
phone. It will then be possible to follow up immediately on unexpected statements and to engage
in a conversation to elicit the specific information desired.

(1) Prepare a list of questions ahead of time.

Prepare a list of key questions before beginning your interview. There is nothing wrong with
ad-libbing somewhat, but you must have a clear idea of the critical issues to be addressed. The
items outlined below should provide some ideas for that list.

{2) Describe the skill of interest and ask if they have seen the student use it.

Generally, it's best to keep things simple. Instead of asking whether a child performs each step
in a self-feeding program correctly, for example, it's best to simply ask the parent if the child eats
without assistance. If the answer is “yes,” then you might want to know a bit more about the
specifics —does he serve himself, does he scoop, does he spill food on the way to his mouth, and so
on, If the answer is “no,” then you might have to focus on more specific substeps in the task.
Still try to keep questions rather general, however. so you have the chance to discover whether the
student uses variations in the skill different from those which you are teaching. If you ask whether
the child scoops his food from the right-to-left side of the plate, for example, you might never
discover that he does perfectly well at home scooping from the front-to-back.

It may also be useful to ask about a broader behavior than you have really been teaching or
plan to teach. Even though you might only be working with scooping in an eating program, for
example, yor might begin by asking about “independent eating™ in general. Broad questions can
sometimes reveal many surprises, and if they don’t, you can always ask more specific questions
about the actual subskill of interest.

Finally, there are times when you will need to be very specific. After asking whether the child
picks up small objects, for example, you might need to describe the difference between a palmar
grasp and a pincer grasp in order to get an accurate report from the parents concerning that
important variation in the skill. Leave those detailed questions for the last, however.

{3) Establish whether there are sufficient opportunities for the behavior to oveur.

If the person reports that the skill is not used. be sure to ask whether there are any opportunities
for the skill to occur. if they report, for example, that the child does not eat without assistance, ask
them if they ever give the child the chance, or whether they simply feed the child without letting
him try. Even if the person reports that the skill is used. be sure to find out how often they have
seen it. (ccasionaily a person will report that a skill is being used, but can only remember secing
it once, several months ago. Reports of skill use more than a few days old should not be trusted
too much.
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(4) Establish the conditions under which the skill is used.

If the skill is used, try to determine the conditions under which it occurs. Does the student use
the skill “spontaneously,” or only “after a little nagging™? Are special cues or prompts neces-
sary? s any special assistance provided? What happens after the skill has been performed-—is the
child consequated in any special fashion, or does he simply get whatever the natural outcome of
the skill would be? Often the answers to such questions can be useful in identifying ways of
making the instructional program more effective. and until the skill is used under conditions which
van really be called at least an approximation of “natural conditions.” the program cannot be
considered a complete success.

(5) Ask for a summary statement of "satisfuction.”

Before closing the conversation, ask for an overall evaluation of the skill—if, of course, it is
being used at all. It sometimes helps to provide a little structure to the question, like asking
whether the behavior is “just fine,” or “o.k., but it could still improve,” or “pretty bad, and not
worth the effort.” A parent might report that the child can eat independently, but that the time
neoessary 1o clean up the mess after letting him try makes it unlikely that many opportunities will
be provided. That would be very important information for determining whether a program can be
considered a success.

Getting Someone to Look—Direct Observations by Someone Else

If a person who could be expected to have seen this skill already, if and when it is used, cannot
be identified, it may be necessary to ask someone to look for it.

Asking someone to look for skill usage is a good strategy when . ..

(1) The behavior is “private” or easily overlooked.

Some behaviors may go relatively unnoticed, like recreational or leisure skills which are
generally performed alone, or whether the child consistently says “thank you™ after being helped
in the community. In such cases, it might be necessary to ask someone to make a specific effort to
observe the skill.

(2) Key features of the behavior are subtle.

It is often unreasonable to expect even concerned persons to make subtle distinctions about
certain key features of a skill. Parents might not notice certain speech pattemns, for example, or
exactly how their child manipulates objects. In addition to asking a person to be more vigilant,
therefore, it might be necessary to provide a little training in how the skill can be identified and
evaluated.

(31 Good appartunities for the skill to be used do not occur often enough for a meaningful
evaluation.

Opportunities might have to be created for the proper evaluation of a skill. If parents are used
to feeding their child. they might be asked to provide at least some opportunity for the child to cat
independently. Or perhaps special equipment. like a communication board or walker, must be sent
ta the new situation before the skill can be assessed. It might also be necessary to provide guid-
ance concerning the way in which those opportunities should be provided. If placing a normally
wheelchair-bound student in a walker doesn’t seem to produce results, the parents might be told 1o
provide a gentle push on the back (i.e.. the cue used in instruction) to get things going.

To solicit direct observations by other people. ..

(1} Prepare a small packet of necessary materials.

Unlike retrospective reports, it is generally a good idea to provide people with a prepared set of
materials when asking them to make a special effort to observe a skill. Those materiuls might
include a brief description of the skill to be observed, examples or illustrations (e.g.. a drawing of
the way in which the child should be sitting), suggestions as to how the observation might be
conducted (e.g.. the time of day: general activity: allowable cues, assistance, or consequences). and
perhaps a special form for recording the results of the observation. Of course, any necessary
equipment (e.g., communication boards or arm splints) should also be provided if it is not alreudy
available in the situation where the observation will take place.

Any suggestions conceming when and how the observation should be conducted should stress
the idea that conditions should be kept as natural as possible. The observer should be directed to
terminate the observation if it appears necessary to provide so much assistance or guidance that the
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skill would no longer serve any reasonable purpose. If possible, the observer should be asked to
try and observe the skill on several occasions before making a final evaluation.

Special materials should be brief and simple—no more than a page or two, if at all possible.
The procedures which you ask the observer to employ should also work from the general to the
specific, just as in the case described above for retrospective reports. That is, observers should
first try to elicit the most general skill in the least intrusive manner possible (e.g.. simply placing a
student near the walker and seeing what happens). If that fails to elicit the skill, the observer can
become more and more specific in setting up or guiding the activity.

(2) Provide special training, if necessary.

When the target skill has one or more “key features” which might be difficult to evaluate, it
might be necessary to provide the observer with a little training. Frequently that can take the form
of having the person come into the school and observe several children who do and do not display
the skill in question. Alternatively, the teacher might visit the observation site and demenstrate to
the observer how to set up and conduct probes. .

As with materials, training should be as brief and simple as possible. Training should involve
some active participation on the part of the new observer, however. Don’t just demonstrate the
skill to the observer, ask the new observer to demonstrate it as well. Don't just show how the
probe should be conducted, ask the new observer to practice it while you are still there to provide
feedback.

(3) Follow up the activity with an interview.

After the observer has had the opportunity to probe the skill, meet with or call the observer to

find out what happened. That intervie - would generally take the same form described earlier for

retrospective reports,

Looking—Conducting Direct Observations Yourself

If other willing people cannot be found, or the skills necessary to observe and evaluate the skill
are too sophisticated for other people to employ, you will have to conduct the observation yourself,
That can be a disadvantage in many cases, not only because of the added effort required on your
part, but also because you might know too much about the conditions under which the behavior
might occur and/or have became too much a part of the conditions which signal the student to use
the skill. To avoid those problems, you should:

(1) Avoid using special conditions or cues associated strongly with instruction.

Being familiar with the instructional program will make it difficult for you te be *natural.”
Qut of habit, there will be a tendency for you to use the special cues, prompts, levels of assistance,
and consequences that are used during instruction. Even if those events are reasonable approxima-
tions of “natural events” (e.g., providing some praise after a correct application of the skill), you
must strive not to use them extensively, and to intermix them with other events which are not used
during instruction, but which are likely to occur outside instruction.

(2) Be as unobtrusive as possible.

In some cases you will not have to work directly with the individual in order to conduct the
observation. To evaluate shopping skills, for example, you need only be “around” when the
shopping expedition takes place. That reduces the threat of using “unnatural events,” but it
doesn't necessarily mean that you won’t influence the r utcomes. Just being there, as you are
during instruction, can serve as a special *“signal” to the student to behave in a particular way.
The student might perform the shopping skills just fine, s long as he knows you are looking, but
fall to pieces the minute you're out of sight. Unless you always plan to take him shopping, that
poses a problem.

To minimize the effects of your presence, you shouid try to be as unobtrusive as possible. If
you can, conduct the observation covertly, so the student has no idea that you are there at all. If a
comy ietely covert observation is impossible, then at least be as “natural™ as you can. Stroll
casual’'y around the store, keeping the student in sight; don’t hover within inches of his back with a
stopwa.ch and clipboard in hand, madly recording his every move.
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A Summary Checklist

-

Probes for skill use can provide very important information for deciding what to teach. how to
teach, and when instruction can be sately terminated. Probes can often be quite easy and simple to
conduct, but they must be carefully planned to provide the most meaningful intormation possible.

Be Natural

It is most important to construct probes that reflect the natural conditions under which the skill
will be used. That includes:
* Natural settings
Natural times and opportunities
Natural number and distribution of opportunities
With people who would naturally be involved
Natural cues and assistance
» Natural consequences
If it seems difficult to think of the natural conditions under which a skill would be used, then
perhaps the skill isn’t really important and shouldn't be taught.

Probe Often

Whenever possible, skill-use probes should be conducied:
» Before an instructional program is developed
* During the instructional process
* After the instructional aim has been reached, but before the program is terminated
= Long after the program is terminated to see if skill-use has maintained
If it’s not possible to check for skill use at least after the student has reached the instructional
aim, then you're taking a great risk that all the instruction will have gone to waste.

Probe Efficiently

* Just ask someone who should know if the skill is being used If that’s not possible,
* Ask someone to make a special effort to sec if the skill is being used, or as a last resort,
» Conduct direct observations of the skill yourself.

In any event, conduct the probe as efficiently and unobtrusively as possible.
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An analysis of the learner’s behavior and interactions with the generalization situation is vital to
maiching gener dization strategies to the specific proklems of a learner. In this chapter, we
describe the critical problems encountered in generalization, and how strategies can work to solve
those problems. We also provide specific examples of how strategies may be individualized for
each skill situation.
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Chapter 8

STRATEGIES TO IMPROVE (GENERALIZATION
Kathleen A. Liberty and Felix F. Billingsley

This chapter provides descriptions and examples of the types of problems which can prevent
generalization, and explanations and descriptions of strategies that can remediate the problem and
facilitate generalization. Additional applications and information about the strategics may be
found in Chapter 2. The decision rules presented in the next chapter will guide the identification
of the type of problem experienced by a leamer in a particular generalization situation and thus the
selection of a category of strategies from which a specific technique may be selected.

The first category is designed for skills which are to be generalized to only a few situations.
Subsequent categories include strategies designed to remediate problems caused by noncontingent
reinforcers, competing behaviors and competing reinforcers; problems with the nature of
reinforcement or other consequences, problems affecting the discrimination of appropriate stimuli
in the generalization situation; and problems with the general format used to program for
generalization.

Limited Generalization Situations

Generalization may occur across many different dimensions (see Chapter 1), although generali-
zation across settings is the term often described in the professional literature (e.g.. Falvey, 1986).
Some skills are very setting-specific. For example, you may target grocery shopping. which
involves skills specifically appropriate for grocery stores.

Generalization is therefore “limited” to grocery stores, but a great many other dimensions of
generalization must be considered—to new items on the shopping list, to itemns in different sections
of the store, to different checkers, to different stores. So, you can see that although the general
setting is specific, there are many situations to which generalization may be desired. It may be
possible to train generalized skills in a few representative settings, but training in one or two
“natural™ settings may not result in generalization across all of the desired situations (see Chapter
2). However, it is possible to identify some skills which are applicable in only a very few situ-
ations, and which have very few dimensions across which generalization is desired. The strategy
of “train in desired situation™ is designed to avoid generalization problems for the latter class of
skills.

If you desire the behavior to be performed in many different untrained situations, as when
expressive communication of “yes” and “no” is desirable in the classroom, the home, and the
community, and with all the people, ¢uestion-types, inflections, etc. the student will ever encoun-
ter, this strategy is not appropriate. It is improbable that you would be able to provide instruction
in all of these situations—so strategies which facilitate generalization across situations (as those
discussed in subsequent sections of this chapter) are likely to be more efficient than trying to teach
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all of the settings and dimensions of generalization where the skill ts desired.

If the behavior is desirable in only a limited number of situations, it may be most efficient to
simply train the behavior in the situation(s) in which it is desired—if it is possible to provide
training in those situations.

Strategy: Train in the Target Situations

This will be efficient if the behavior itself is appropriate only in one situation, or in a very
small number of situations, and if it is possible to conduct training in those situations. This
strategy can be applied to behaviors which are designed for only two or three situations by training
first in one situation, then in a second, then in a third. Stokes and Baer (1977) called this “sequen-
tial modification.” Articles which describe training in the desired sitvation are listed in the
bibliography at the end of this chapter.

If it is not possible to train in a particular situation, or if it is impossible to train in a/f situ-
ations, you can provide instruction in one setting, probe for generalization in other situations, and
use the other strategies described in this chapter to facilitate generalization.

Problem and Solution, Example 1. Doug moved into the Ravenna Avenue Group Home
when he tumed eighteen. The director has requested that Doug learn how to operate the washer
and dryer. Ms. Anderson, Doug’s teacher, looks over Doug's current schedule. Most of his time
is spent in vocational training—Doug has been progressing well as a bakery trainee, and now works
part-time at the Tastee Bakery. It looks like Doug will eventually be living in the group home and
working full-time at Tastee Bakery after he graduates from high school. Ms. Anderson decides
that the most efficient way to teach Doug to use the washer and dryer at the group home is to
provide instruction there. She visits the group home and inspects the washer and dryer, talks with
the director, and several of the residents. A young man from a local church volunteers to teach
Doug and several other residents how to wash and dry their clothes. Ms. Anderson and the
director develop the program and assist the volunteer in leaming how to run it. Doug is trained
directly in the situation in which the skills will be applied, so in this case skill mastery will mean
skill application in the desired setting.

Noncontingent Reinforcer, Competing Behavior, and Competing
Reinforcer Problems

Sometimes reinforcers that are naturally available for performing new, instructed behaviors are
provided whether the pupil performs those behaviors or simply does nothing. When that happens,
we refer to noncontingent reinforcement. A frequent result of noncontingent reinforcement is that
the pupil will fail to perform the instructed behavior in a reliable manner, if at all. In other cases,
competing behaviors may be reinforced in generalization settings. Competing behaviors are those
which exist in a pupil’s repertoire prior to instruction which function 10 access the reinforcers
which are naturally available for performing the new, instructed behavior. The maintenance of
competing behavior may result in pupils performing those behaviors rather than the instructed
behavior outside of the training situation. A similar outcome may occur when attention or other
conscquenccs follow undesirable behavior and thereby compete with the reinforcer available for
the target ichavior. If a reinforcer which follows an undesirable behavior is different from and
stronger than that which follows an instructed behavior. 4 compteting reinforcer problem exitst and
the undesirable behavior may be the one which is performed.

The following examples illustrate either noncontingent reinforcer, competing behavior, or
competing reinforcer problems, as identified at the end of each example. Interventions designed to
facilitate generalization in each case are described later in this section.

‘The tunction of strategies described in this section is to ensure that the instructed behaviors
emitted by pupils result in more effective reinforcement than (1) the absence of such behaviors or
(2) other, undesirable behaviors,

Problem, Example 2. Robert is leaming to hold his head up. During instruction, his teacher
sits next to him and praises him and talks to him as long as his head is up. When his head is down,
she moves away. Although Robert will now keep his nead up whenever his teacher is near, the
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rest of the day his chin is on his chest. The teacher notices, however, that other people and
classmates come up and talk to Robert anyway.

Because the attention and acu, vity are available whether or not Robert has his head up, this is a
noncontingent reinforcer problem.

Instructed Behavior: head up
Natural Reinforcer: see people. attention, activity
Norcontingent Reinforcer:  attention, activity

Problem, iixample 3. Sally's teachers are delighted that she has learned how to answer yes/no
by pointing to large colored figures taped to her wheelchair tray table. Despite her severe cerebrai
palsy, Sally answers her teachers quickly and consistently. However, she is answering her peers
and other adults more slowly and much less consistently.

Observation of the natural cousequences for Sally’s answers showed that the adults with whom
she interacted tended to either ignore her answers (e.g., Sally was given popcomn even after she
answered “No™ to the question, “Do you want some popcorn?”), ask questions where Sally
really had no choice (e.g.. “Do you want to go home?"—asked as she was beiag put on the bus),
or to ask questions without waiting for an answer.

Because the attention and activity are available whether or not Sally answers questions, this is
a noncontingent reinforcer problem.

Instructed Behavior: answer question
Natural Reinforcer: objects and events provided by others
Noncontingent Reinforcer:  objects and events provided by others

Problem, Example 4. Todd is 8 years old and has spina bifida. For the last several years, his
primary means of locomotion when out of his wheelchair has been to scoot along the floor in a
sitting position. Last year, his teacher and his parents agreed to work on alternatives for independ-
ent locomotion more closely approximating normal styles of locomotion, since Todd was getting
pretty big to scoot around. The teacher implemented a 10-step instructional program to teach him
to walk with crutches. After 7 months, he could get around on crutches without assistance. When
she reported his progress to his parents, they purchased crutches for Todd to use at home.

Todd has a new teacher this year, and he assessed Todd's walks-with-crutches behavior.
Todd’s rate had slipped considerably from where it was at the end of the previous year. His
teacher instituted a program that required Todd to use the crutches frequently, and within a few
weeks Todd met his previous aim. In preparation for the [EP meeting, the teacher called Todd's
parents, who reported that Todd never used his crutches at home. According to his father. “Todd
just loves to scoot.”

Because the reinforcer of getting from one place to another is natural to both walking and
scooting this is a competing behavior problem.

Instructed Behavior: walks with crutches
Natural Reinforcer: gets quickly to desired place
Competing Behavior: scoots on fanny

Problem, Example §. Sharon, who is nonverbal, grabs for what she wants—rather than
indicating her desires with a more appropriate request behavior whenever food is served family
stylc. Her teacher decides to teach Sharon to point for desired food items at lunch rather than to
grab for them. The teacher wants Sharon’. pointing to generalize to other situations. so she also
assesses Sharon’s behavior at moming snack time in another . . with a different manager.
Sharon grabs there, too.

After four days of the program, she was pointing all but once or twice during lunch. During
snack, however, Sharon didn't do so well. She continued to grab much more than she pointed,
cven after she met her aim in training.

Because the natural reinforcer of getting what one wants is available for both pointing and
grabbing, this is a competing behavior problem.

Instructed Behavior: point for food
Natural Reinforcer: food
Competing Behavior: grabs food
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Problem, Example 6. Chris learned to dress himself as a result of his teacher's systematic
dressing program. At the end of the program, he could put on his shirt, pants, socks, and loafers.

At home, he screams rather than gets dressed; ear-splitting, nerve-shattering screams. And he
continues screaming until his mother dresses him. Whenever his mother tries to encourage Chris
to dress himself, his screams escalate into full-scale tantrums, complete with clothes-tearing and
breath-holding, and getting him dressed takes forever.

Because Chris’s mother dresses him, the reinforcement is available even if he does not dress
himself. This is probably a competing behavior problem.

Instructed Behavior: puts on shirt, pants, socks and shoes
Natural Reinforcer: gets dressed/goes on to next activity
Competing Behavior: screams and tantrums

In this example, a competing reinforcer for tantrums in the form of attention from Chris's mother
may also be present. Obviously, more than one problem can exist at a time.

Problem, Example 7. Colin, who is 4 years old and nonverbal, enjoys being hugged and
cuddled by his parents. To get what he wants, he has leamed tc walk up to his mother or father
and bang his head on the most convenient object—the refrigerator produces an excellent deep tone,
and the floor is always available. When he emilts this dramatic behavior, his parents almost always
pick him up and cuddle him, regardless of what else they might have been doing.

His teacher realizes that head-banging brings attention, so he decides to teach Colin an
alternative behavior. He instructs him in the use of the Exact English manual sign for “hug” and.
very soon, whenever he wants a cuddle at school, he signs “hug” for it.

At home, however, his parents sometimes ignore or miss seeing the sign. Before long. Colin
begins to bang his head again at home, although maintaining the more desiral le communicative
behavior in the classroom.

Because the natural reinforcer for the “hug” sign (attention and cuddling) also follows head
banging, this is a competing behavior problem.

Instructed Behavior: signs “hug”
Natural Reinforcer: attention, cuddling
Competing Reinforcer: head-banging

Preblem, Example 8. Where undesirable behaviors are maintained by their own, particular
reinforcers, it is common that systematic behavior deceleration programs are developed and
implemented in training settings concurrent with programs designed to build new, functional
behaviors. Typical behavior deceleration strategies might include, for example, differential
reinforcement of other behaviors (DRO), response cost, and time out. This example, and the
associated solution, reflect the presumption that many failures of skill generalization due to
competing reinforcers are actually filures to obtain generalized suppression of the undesired
behavior.

Terry's rather dramatic stereotypic behaviors (hand flapping and “light filtering™") have bec -
brought under control in his elementary school classroom by using DRO. Generally, he makes
good progress in programs designed to teach functional skills in training situation where natural
ouicomes (including praise) are used as the principle reinforcers. Many of the skills he has
learned, however, fail to camry over into other areas of the school. his home and other nontraining
environments, even though members of the school staff and his parents compliment Temry's efforts
on appropriate occasions. Large amounts of Teiry's time outside of the classroom are spent
engaging in stereotypic behavior.

Because Terry performs an activity other than the instructed behavior and the consequences for
that activity appear to differ from those which follow instructed behaviors, this could be a comyet-
ing reinforcer problem.

Instructed Behavior: various functional skills
Natural Reinforcer: verbal praise

Undesiiable Behavior: hand flapping, light filtering
Compcting Reinforcer: sensory stimulation

P
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Table 8-1
Example of Observation to Determine Natural
Schedule of Reinforcers
Response: Lifts head and holds head up
Aim: 100% of the time

Events shown below occurred during the generalization situation. Natural reinforcers for “lifts
head” include being able to see what's going on around you, and opportunity for social contact.

Time of Day Student Behavior Event Following

9:00 head down No activity near student.

9:01 " "

9:02 " "

9:03 lifts head "

9:04 head down "

9:05 " "

9:06 lifts head Peer says “Hi" to student.

9:07 head up Peer and Teacher set up puppets

invicinity of student—
student watches.
9:08 " Teacher finishes setting up
puppets, moves away from student.

9:09 head down No activity near student.

9:10 " "

9:11 lifts head "

9:12 head down "

9:13 " Teacher and group of students
come over to the puppets.

9:14 lifts head Teacher/pupils play with puppets

9:15 head up Puppet “talks™ to student.

9:16 " Puppet “talks™ to student.

9:17 Puppet goes to another student.

9:18-9:23 " Puppets talking to students.

9:24 - Teacher & students put puppets away.

9:25-9:35 head down No activity near the student.

9:36 lifts head "

9:37-9:40 head down "

Total Observation Time: 40 minutes

“Lifts head™ was followed by a natural reinforcer twice. The reinforcing nature of these events is
casy to identify. since in both cases the student continucd to keep her head up until the event
ceased.

This schedule is: VR 2 (4 responses. 2 reinforced) and
VI 20) (40 minutes, 2 reinforcers)
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How to Identify Natural Reinforcers

Reinforcers are events which immediately follow the response, and which increase the proba-
bility that the behavior will occur again. Behaviors that are reinforced cither accelerate (i.c.. occur
with increasing frequency) or are maintained at levels sufficient to access reinforcement. To
identify possible reinforcers. observe other individuals performing the target behavior in the
generalization situation(s) and record all of the events which follow the performance of the desired
response (an example is shown in Table 8-1).

If you have time for muitiple observations, you may be able to determine which of the events
you observed in the generalization situation are the actual reinforcers, but even with successive
observations, it may not be clear. Therefore, it might be better to assume that all of the events act
to reinforce the behavior. Remember, behavior may be reinforced by the termination of events,
and even by the occurrence of events that you might think are obnoxious.

How to ldentify Noncontingent Reinforcers, Competing Behaviors,
and Competing Reinforcers

Observe in the generalization situation. Write down the exact behavior of the student including
the instructed behavior if it occurs, and any other behavior, especially if you think it is inappropri-
ate.

Next, write down the exact events which follow cach behavior—including the activities and
words of other people, changes in the environment, etc.

As a resuit of your observations, you should be able to identify the competing behavior and the
natural reinforcers, as well as any events which might be reinforcing the competing behavior. If
those reinforcing events differ from the natural reinforcers which follow the instructed behavior,
they are probably competing reinforcers.

Many undesirable behaviors that may at first appear to have consequences which are different
from trained behaviors ultimately result in the same consequences. For example, self-injurious
behavior may result in escape from a task. Some of the consequences that follow escape may be
different from those which are likely to follow task performance; however, escape may also allow
access to many of the same consequences (i.e., the opportunity to engage in a more pleasurable
activity). It is recommended, therefore, that a competing reinforcer problem be identified only
after strategies for noncontingent reinforcers or competing behaviors have been tried with unsuc-
cessful results.

Strategy: Increase Proficiency

Increase the relative efficiency of the instructed/desired response by increasing the perform-
ance aim for the target skill, and then reinstitute instruction in the training setting to build fluency
to that level. This should insure that the new skill will access reinforcers more efficiently than the
competing behavior.

How to Determine a Competitive Performance Aim

In the training situation, determine how quickly the student obtains reinforceme 1t for the target
response. With a stopwatch, measure the time from the beginning of the response or response
chain until the time the reinforcer is obtained. You may need to collect data for several trials to
determine the average length of time.

In generalization situations, determine how quickly the student is reinforced for the competing
behavior, using the same procedures as for the target behavior. Compare those data. If the
competing behavior results 1n 1a:ter reinforcement than does the target behavior, set the fluency
aim for the target behavior to be faster than the competing behavior,

Solution, Example 4 (Competing Behavior). In Todd’s situation, although he walked with
crutches fast enough to satisfy his teacher, it was still more efficient for him to scoot to get whai he
wanted. His teacher reasoned that if Todd could crutch-walk faster than he could scoot. then he
would use the crutches—so he measured the speed of Todd's scooting and established a new aim
for walking which was faster than the scoot rate. Then he reinstituted the instructional procedures
he had used at the first of the year until Todd met the new aim. Sure enough, when Todd found
out that he could get around faster with crutches, he stopped scooting at home.
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Strategy: Amplify Instructed Behavior

Determine whether the new behavior is capable of reliably securing the available natural
reinforcer in the generalization setting. If it isn't, then additional instruction in the training sctting
to modify or augment the instructed behavior may be required.

Solution, Example 4 (Competing Behavior). In Todd's case. it was possible for the teacher
to increase his crutch-walking proficiency until he met a competitive performance aim. Insome
mobility training programs, however, such a strategy might not be cffective. For example, an
objective might specify independent walking as an outcome. After considerable instructional
effort, however, it might be found that the pupil is unable to achieve a faster rate of walking than
crawling due to physically handicapping conditions. The “amplification™ strategy under these
circumstances could potentially involve the use of equipment that would facilitate efficient
locomotion. Perhaps the use of a walker or crutches would do the trick.

Solution, Example 7 (Competing Behavior). The sign Colin leamed was simply too casy to
ignore or miss in a nontraining environment—unlike his head-banging, which was almost impos-
sible to miss. Head-banging functioned both to get his parents’ attention and to get hugged.

An appropriate intervention would be to teach Colin some behavior which would get his
parent’s attention; but which would be less dangerous than head-banging—like tapping his parents’
am. Once he had his parent’s attention, he could then sign “hug"” for his cuddle.

Strategy: Alter Generalization Contingencies

In the case of noncontingent reinforcer and competing behavior problems, ask people in the
generalization situations (or train them, if necessary) to allow only the new behavior to access
reinforcers. This strategy is designed to increase the reliability of the new behavior in securing
reinforcers and to decrease the reliability and/or efficiency of any old, competing behavior.

In the case of competing reinforcer problems, ask a variety of people in generalization situ-
ations to use the deceleration procedure employed in training settings. Provide training as neces-
sary. The purpose of this strategy is to both reduce the relative strength of reinforcers associated
with undesirable behaviors and to establish individuals in nontraining environments as effective
stimuli for the control of those behaviors. It is possible that. as the student experiences multiple
examples of situations in which deceleration tactics will be applied, a more generalized reduction
across additional settings and people will be observed. Where it is difficult for relevant individu-
als (e.g., parents) to apply the deceleration procedure in generalization settings, it may be possible
to “preprogram” such individuals as controlling stimuls by inviting them to participate in admini-
stration of the procedure within the school for a short period of time each day (¢f. Marholin &
Touchette, 1979).

Sofution, Example 2 (Noncontingent Reinforcer). Robert’s teacher could either ask people
to ignore him when his head is down and to talk to him when his head i+ up, or else put a sign on
his wheelchair requesting this. As long as the reinforcer is available for doing nothing, there is no
“reason” for Robert to engage in the behavior.

Solution, Example 3 (Noncontingent Reinforcer). One might alter contingencies for Sally 75
answer questions. Aduits could be asked to pay attention to Sally's answers and to avoid asking
meaningless questions—generalization probes could then be extended to untrained questioners. A
small sign could be put on Sally’s wheelchair requesting that questioners follow such procedures;
one might probe to determine if such a procedure was effective in altering questioner contingen-
cies, although certainly the original conditions of generalization have been altered.

Solution, Example § (Competing Behavior). For Sharon, the grabber, the intervention
during snack consisted of two steps. First, contingencies were altered so that only pointing was
successful in obtaining food-—increasing the reliability of pointing. This was accomplished by a
simple intervention (cf. Billingsley & Neel, 1985): if she grabbed, the food she grabbed was taken
away from her for a period of time. This decreased the reliability of the old behavior.

Second, because it was highly unlikely that pointing could ever become more efficient than
grabbing, a procedure was implemented in which grabbing resulted in a delay of opportunity to
point—Sharons hands were held in her lap for 15 seconds after a grab. As a result, Sharon began
to point in order 1o request food during snack as well as at lunch.
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Solution, Example 6 (Competing Behavior and, perhaps, Competing Reinforcer). For
Chris, who wouldn’t get dressed at home, the teacher recommended first of all that his mother
ignore the screaming. Second, the teacher suggested that Chris simply not be allowed to come
downstairs for breakfast until he was dressed—the usual sequence of events in the household.
Third, it is recommended that his mother increase her attention to Chris for indedpendent dressing
as a “replacement” for attention that would be lost when she ignores tantrums. Everyone
concerned realized that this meant that Chris would probably be late to school a few times—not to
mention that his screams would likely get more frequent and louder right away.

The teacher dropped by his house on her way to work during the first 3 days of this interven-
tion to provide his mother with support, encouragzment, and advice. The success of this interven-
tion depended on ensuring that only independent dressing is reliable in permitting access to
reinforcement in the form of participation in post-dressing activities.

Solution, Example 7 (Competing Behavior). Colin’s teacher might have asked Colin's
parents to keep a careful watch for his “hug” signs and to hug him only after he signed, allowing
only the new behavior to access the reinforcer, and to briefly but firmly restrain him when he
banged his head.

Solution, Example 8 (Competing Reinforcer). The DRO procedure was applied to Terry's
hand flapping and light filtering by other individuals within the school (PE and music teachers.,
classroom volunteers) across settings (gym, band room, hallway, playground). In addition, his
parents were taught to use DRQ and they agreed to employ it on a consistent basis at least in their
home. His grandfather, wi:-h whom Terry spent considerable time, visited the classroom for an
hour a day and participated in administering the DRO program.

New Probe Situations

Chris can now dress himself at home and at school. Sharon now points for food at lunch and
snack. In both cases, the natural events at the generalization situation were changed. Is generali-
zation to other situations desired? 1f so, you must assess generalization in additional settings. Can
Chris get dressed after swimming? Does Sharon point at the buffet line at the Royal Fork Restau-
rant?

It is possible that once the leamner has experienced altered contingencies in several settings.
generalization across other situations will be observed in the absence of additional programming.
If generalization is not occurring, however, you must stop and reconsider using this particular
strategy. Is it reasonable to suppose that many other people who meet Chris and Sharon in other
sttuations will impose the altered contingencies? Can you “enginecr” the application of such
contingencies in a variety of situations? If not. then perhaps you may want to try an intervention
strategy which does not rely on altering conditions in the generalization situation.

Reinfercing Function Problem

Behaviors are maintained by reinforcement. I reinforcement does not follow, or fails 1o occur
often enough, the behavior will cease to occur. If the target behavior has been performed once
appropriately in the generalization situation, it has transferred. If, however, the behavior does not
occur again in the new situation under the same stimulus conditions, or if it occurs emratically, the
problem is likely to be with reinforcement. Examples of possible problems are followed by an
explanation of strategies which can be used in training to prevent, alleviate, or correct the mroblem.
Additional examples may be found in the articles listed in the bibliography at the end of
chapter.

Problem, Example 9. The students in Ms. Zee's class operate a salad bar. During the last part
of the school day, Jay has been taught 1o collect the salad bowls, wash and dry them, and put them
away. Jay has met all of his teacher’s aims for accuracy and speed, which were set to match
waorkers in the cafeteria. Then, Jay is considered for a job with a sheltered workshop which sends
out teams of housecleaners. On the first day of Jay's placement evaluation, he is asked to wish,
dry, and put away dishes in the chient’s house. He washes and dries all of the dishes. and puts
them away—searching cupboards and drawers for reasonable storage places. The evaluator records
Jay's work on his placement form. The next time Jay is asked to wash. dry. and put dishes away.
however, he simply runs them under a lukewarm tap (i.e.. no soap. no scrubbing, no clean dishes)
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and stacks them in the dish drainer.

Problem, Example 10. Scott has leammed to pick up and held a variety of objects. This is a
big step for him at twelve—with his severe athetoid cerebral palsy and his frequent seizures, no one
had been able to teach him this skill before. Scott’s teacher, however, shaped the behavior by
following little increments of change with Merle Haggard's music, Now, Scott will hold the
objects as long as the music's coming through his earphones! Although this program has taken
quite a bit of time, the instructor is pleased—at least Scott will have something to do during the
times he must work with other students.

However, once Scott’s teacher started putting other objects in front of Scott during other times
of the day, he was disappointed. Scott would occasionally pick up one of the objects, but then he
would drop it right away—he hadn’t generalized the “hold” part of the response.

Problem, Example 11. Tina is learning to fold sheets, pillowcases, and towels. In the training
situation, Tina's work is checked frequently and she has to refold any misfolded items. Her
teacher praises her about every 5 minutes for working and for staying on the job. At the end of the
3-hour training session in the school laundry room, Tina is given a check for $9.75. In the
afternoons, Tina is leaming about saving and spending the money she eams.

At the end of the school year, Tina's teacher and supervisor find a summer vocational program
which provides an actual summer job like many teens have. Tina proudly goes to work at the local
hospital laundry. After a week, however, Tina is fired—she is making too many mistakes, and is
spending lots of time looking around instead of working.

Problem, Example 12, Anne’s teachers are delighted that she has learned how to answer yes/
no by pointing to large colored figures taped to her wheelchair tray table. Despite her severe
cerebral palsy, Anne answers her teachers quickly and consistently. However, she is answering
her peers and other adults more slowly, and much less consistently.

Strategy: Program Natural Reinforcers

Introduce the reinforcers which occur naturally in the generalization situation into the training
situation to ensure that those cvents will functionally reinforce the instructed behavior.

Reinforcers

Reinforcers are events which immediately follow the response, and which increase the proba-
bility that the behavior will occur again. Behaviors that are reinforced either accelerate (i.e.. occur
with increasing frequency) or are maintained at levels sufficient to access continued reinforcement.

The events that are available as reinforcers in the generalization situation must acquire rein-
forcing properties with respect to the instructed behavior. Although certain general classes of
events are usually considered to be reinforcers—-verbal and physical attention, food when hungry,
drink when thirsty, additional clothing/campfires/hot drinks when cold—reinforcers do not have
universal properties. That is, an event which reinforces one behavior will not necessarily reinforce
another behavior, Also, an event which reinforces a behavior in one situation may not be available
in another situation. or even if it is available, it may not reinforce the behavior. Therefore, it may
be necessary to introduce the student to the cvents which do occur naturally in the generalization
situation in such a way that they acquire seinforcing properties with respect to the specific in-
structed behavior.

How to Identify Natural Reinforcers

Observe other individuals performing the target behavior in the generalization situation(s) und
record all of the events which follow the performance of the desired response (an example is
shown in Tablc §-1).

If you have time for multiple observations, you may be able to determine which of the events
you observed in the generalization situation are the actua! reinforcers, but even with success.ve
observations this may not be clear. Therefore, it might be better to assume that all of the events act
1o reinforce the behavior. Remember, behavior may be reinforced by the termination of events,
and even by the occurrence of events that you might think are obnoxious.
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Pairing and Fading

During training, whenever you present the training reinforcers. also present the natural
reinforcers. This process is called pairing. The natural events should acquire reinforcing proper-
ties because they are associated with events already functioning as reinforcers—the events you used
during training must be reinforcing—after all, the student did meet your aim!

Gradually decrease the use of the training reinforcers until the natural reinforcers alone control
the behavior. The process, which is also known as “fading,” should continue unti! the natural
reinforcers produce performance identical to that desired/controlied by the training reinforcers.

Solution, Example 8. Ms. Zee used this strategy in retraining Jay. She talked to the sheltered
workshop coordinator, who described the work situation. It seems that Jay will be expected to
wash, dry, and put dishes away, and then ask for another job. During her earlier training, however,
Ms. Zee had used extensive verbal praise, which is not available in this job situation. In retraining,
she decides io continue the verbal praise, which is a known reinforcer, but to pair the praise with
the opportunity for Jay to ask for and select another activity. She gradually reduces the praise (i.e.,
fading), until the opportunity to ask for and select another task controls the instructed behavior.

Strategy: Eliminate Training Reinforcers

Eliminate reinforcers used during acquisition and fluency-building in the training situation.
First, compare your list of events which occur naturally in the generalization situation (see “How
to Identify Natural Reinforcers,”) with the reinforcers in effect in the training situation at the time
the student met the training aim and/or at the time the generalization problem was identified. If
the lists zre not identical, then reinforcers that are present in training, but not available in the
generalization situation, should be gradually eliminated from the training situation.

Often during acquisition and fluency-building, teachers will reinforce behavior with events
which do not normally follow the behavior. When these reinforcers do not follow the student's
behavior in the generalization situation, he may simply quit responding. When this happens,
control of the response must be shifted from the non-natural reinforcer to the naturally occurring
reinforcer by gradually eliminating (i.e., fading) the non-nztural event(s). Steps similar to those
described for introducing natural reinforcers into training situations may be used.

Solution, Example 9. Every time Scont picked up and held an object, he was reinforced with
Merle Haggard's music. His teacher used several steps in fading the reinforcing music.

I. Identify the natural reinforcer. The natural reinforcer for picking up and holding an
object is likely to (a) be related to the nature of the object and (b) include doing something with
the object. For example, the natural reinforcer for picking up and holding a chocolate bar is being
able to eat it—or sce it better—or to be able to give it to Kathleen, etc. Scott hadn't leamed to do
much with objects, but he could feel them and look at them, and he did occasionally drop one, or
bring one up to his eye level. Come to think of it, he could do things with objects, even if they
weren't very sophisticated.

2. Introduce the natural reinforcer into training. The event which should reinforce the
response was always present, so the teacher didn’t have to make any special effort to include it in
training.

3. Eliminate the “teaching” reinforcer from training. Scott’s teachcr realized that if he
simply stopped the music all at once, Scott would probably stop picking things up, too—just as had
happened in the earlier generalization probes (i.c., since there was no reinforcer, the behavior was
extinguished). He thought about it—there were two simple dimensions he could use to gradually
decrease the music—the length of time the music was on and the volume of the music. So he
gradually decreased the length of time the music was on and gradually decreased the volume of the
music. Ittook about two weeks—but, by thai time, Scott was picking up all sorts of objects.

Strategy: Reinforce at Natural Schedules

Schedule the reinforcers used during training to occur according 10 the same schedule with
which they occur in the generalization situation.
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Schedules of Reinforcement

Schedules of reinforcement are used to describe when reinforcement is delivered or made
conting=nt upon responding. The most typical schedules are:

1. Continuous. Every response is reinforced. This type of schedule is often used during
acquisition, when the teacher is likely to arrange for every correct response to be followed by a
reinforcer.

2. Conjugate. Reinforcement occurs continuously as long as the response occurs. Again, a
schedule that may be used during acquisition. For example, Ms. Britainy turned on Scott’s
Walkman whenever he picked up an object (Problem, Example #9). The music stayed on as long
as Scott held the object. When he dropped the object. or when .t was taken away from him, the
music was stopped.

3. Ratio. Reinforcement occurs after a number of responses—either a fixed number of
responses or & variable number of respenses. For example, if a reinforcer is delivered after every
five corrects, the schedule is called a “fixed ratio five responses™ (FR 5). If the reinforcer is
delivered more randomly, but averages once for every five responses, the schedule is called a
“variable ratio five responses” (VR 5).

4. Interval. Reinforcement occurs for the first responsc after a certain period of time has
elapsed—either a fixed amount of time or a variable length of time. For example, if a reinforcer is
delivered for the first response to occur every 5 minutes, the schedule is called a “fixed interval §
minutes™ (FI §'). If the reinforcer is delivered more randomly, but averages once forevery S
minutes, the schedule is called a “variable interval 5 minutes™ (VI 5').

Observation to Identify Schedule(s) of Natural Reinforcers

1. Conduct your observations in the generalization setting. Observe a peer of your student
perform the target behavior.

2. Write down the exact behavior and the time of day in which it occurs.

3. Write down the cxact events which follow each behavior and the time they occurred.
Events include the activities and words of other people, changes in the environment, etc. Events
that immediately follow a behavior are the most powerful reinforcers, so focus your attention on
them first. Remember, it is likely that some behaviors are ignored. By identifying how many are
followed by some overt action and how many are not, you will be able to identify the natural
schedule. Do the same events follow each behavior? Each part of the behavior? A whole string
of responscs? When there are multiple natural reinforcers, each one may be on a different
schedule.

4. You may make a chart like those shown in Tables 8-2 and 8-3, writing each event sepa-
rately. to help you identify how schedules operate.

5. Itis most likely that events you will observe occur on a mixed ratiofinterval schedule. In
order to determine the schedule, divide the total number of responses by the total number of events
and divide the total time spent responding by the total number of events. This calculation should
be performed separately for each potential reinforcer.

Maintenance and Generalization

The schedule with which a behavior is reinforced in training may affect both maintenance and
generalization. Reinforcement delivered on a mixture of high ratios (i.e.. many behaviors with few
occasions of reinforcement) and .ong intervals (i.e., long periods of responding with few occasions
of reinforcement) will help make the behavior resistant to extinction. If, however, reinforcement
ceases, the behavior will probably extinguish—disappear over time. The speed with which a
behavior extinguishes is usually a function of how often it has been previously reinforced. If every
response has been reinforced, it will extinguish quickly when it is nof reinforced. If a behavior has
been reinforced frequently during training, and if that behavior is not reinforced the first or second
time it occurs in the generalization situation, it may be extinguished in that situation. If the
response has been reinforced infrequently and variably, it will maintain quite a long time before it
is extinguished, and it is less likely to extinguish if the first fow gencralized responses are not
reinforced immediately.
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Tuble 8-2

Examples of Two Different Ratio Schedules of
Reinforcement

The reinforcement, as indicated by the asterisk, immediately follows the response. Multiple
responses are indicated by numerals in left column.

Response # FR 5 VR S

> S N GV, R SR PR N R
*

-

11
12
13
14
15 *

17
18
19
20 *
21
22
23
24

25 *

reinforcement S reinforcers,
follows every 25 responses,
Sth response 525 =VRS;
reinforcement
averages every
Sth response

implementation of Natural Scl.edules

In order to promote response maintenance, the schedule of reinforcement which controls
responding in the training situation should resemble the natural schedule of reinforcing events in
the generalization situation. The natural schedule should be gradually introduced into the training
selting;

1. Identify the schedule of natural reinforcers.

2. Begin reducing the schedule of training reinforcement by increasing the criterion for
reinforcement {(€.g.. increase the number of responses or the duration of responding required for
reinforcement). Reduce the number of reinforcers delivered until it matches the natural schedule.

If you are unable to identify the schedule, then train the behavior to come under the control of
a mixed variable ratiofvariable interval schedule, with very high ratios and very long intervals.

165




Strategies
157

Table R-3

Examples of Fixed, Variable, Ratio, and Interval

Schedules
Time Response
Response # FR S VR § Occurred F1§ vl s
1 1:00 *
2 * 1:01
3 1:03
4 1.0 *
5 * 1:06
6 * 1:09 *
7 1:10 *
8 1:13 *
Q 1:14
10 * 145 *
11 1:18 *
12 1:19
13 1:.20 *
14 1:25 *
IS * 1:26
16 * 1:27 *
17 1:29 *
I8 1:30 *
v 1:31
20 * 1:32
21 * 1:33
22 1:35 *
23 1:37 *
24 1:38 *
25 * 1:40 *
Total Total Total Total
Responses Reinforcers Time Reinforcers

25 S 5 40:00 8 8*

Such schedules will help make the behavior resistant to extinction.

Solution, Example 10. Tina's teacher decides to visit the hospital laundry to sec what goes on
there. Workers in the hospital laundry are praised only occasionally, on the average of once or
twice per day, and they are paid every 2 weeks. Quality control checks are made very infre-

« uently, and usually the worker is reprimanded and loses pay for too many mistakes—or is fired.
" he differences in the schedule of contingencies need to be corrected.

Tina’s teacher uccides to gradually reduce praise until it occurs only once or twice every two
work sessions, and to gradually increase the time which Tina must wait for her pay until she is
paid only every 2 weeks. The teacher also graduaily reGuces her fecedback for errors, and “fires™
Tina for the day if she makes too many mistakes. This strategy helped Tina get & permanent job,
even after Tina was fired from the sumiaer laundry job.

Reinforcement follow. every Sth response

S reinforvers. 23 responses, §/25 = VRS reinforcement averages every Sth revponse
' Reinforcement every S minutes regardliess of number of responses
K reinforeers, 0 minutes. 840 = VIS: minforcement averages every S mimutes
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Strategy: Use Natural Consequences

In many situations, the instructed behavior is simply taken for granted-— praise is not normally
delivered by bystanders for appropriate table manners or for speeding through a grocery checkout
stand or for crossing a street with the light. In such situations, the natural reinforcers are those
provided by the event itself,

However, if behavior is not acceptable to persons nearby, the student may experience a
different reaction. Unacceptable table manners in a public place may result in people turning away
from the student. or making rude remarks loud enough to be overheard: stalling the grocery line
might result in persons moving away. or asking the student to *“hurry up,” or even by cart
bumping; crossing against the light might result in people yelling, grabbing the person, a Jaywalk-
ing ticket, or even an accident.

These reactions, or ones similar to them, function for most of us as “socialized punishers™ and
decelerate the behavior they follow. Especially in the absence of more overt social reinforcers,
they often have a controlling influence on our behavior. If the student performs the instructed
response in the generalization situation and it is ignored, the response may extinguish—which in
turn may be followed by certain “social punishers™ as well as by the absence of the natural
reinforcers associated with appropriate performance. It should be possible to pair those natural
consequences with the ones used during training to decelerate crrors in a manner similar to the first
strategy described in this section.

For example. observation could identify that when Anne does not answer a question, question-
ers usually (a) repeat the question, (b) ask another question, (¢) make some excuse for the behaver
(e.g., "Maybe you're too tired today™) and finally, (d) walk away or turn their attention to another
student. While event (d) is effective, Anne could leam that events (a}, (b), ai.d (¢) will be followed
by (d) if the teacher paired those events with (d) in the training situation.

Strategy: Teach Self-Reinforcement

If reinforcement is sparse or unidentifiable in the generalization situation, or if the response is
not maintained in the generalized situation by the intrinsic reinforcers, one may teach the behaver
to reinforee himself/herself. In this way, the student's self-reinforcement mediates the difference
between the type and frequency of reinforcement required to maintain the behavior and what is
actually available in the generalization :*tuation.

In most studies of self-reinforcement, students are taught to deliver a token to themselves
contingent upon the completion of the target behavior. These tokens are then later exchanged for
special privileges, money. or other items. A list of possible self-controlled reinforcers is shown in
Table 8-4.

You may teach self-reinforcement in the way that you would teach any other skill, using data
collected on accuracy of delivery to make decisions about the effectiveness of instruction. The
student is taught the criteria for reinforcing himself following the target behavior, and for not
reinforcing himself following any other behavior. One must then probe 1o determine if the self-
reinforcement behavior genesalizes to the new setting. However, teaching the student self-
reinforcement as part of training may improve generalization cven if the student does not general-
ize the self-reinforcement behavior itself,

When selectir g the nature of the selt-delivered reinforcer, one must consider its portability .
Will the student have access to the tokens in cach setting in which the target behavior might occur?
Will there be a means of exchange for items if that is needed? The tokens, points, or other
immediate reinforcers may acquire and maintain strength even when they are not later associated
with the original reinforcers (e.g., toys. privileges, money, etc.).

Solution, Example 11. Anne's teachers have been following a consistent plan for providing
corsequences for answering during training, but they realize that it would be impossible to train
everyone else to follow the same plan. Instead. they decided to teach Anne to reinforce herself.
Every time Anne answered a question, she was prompted 1o actuate a button on a mechanical
counter on her tray. After a while, Anne was thus able to count all of her answers. The teachers
also noticed that Anne occasionally counted her answers 1o yuestions asked her by her peers and
other acquaintinces, Once she leamed to count. Anne’s answers 1o her peers’ and to other adults’
yuestions became quicker and more consistent.

167



Table 8-4

Strategics
159

Sampie Events Students Have Been Tanght to
Use for Self-Reinforcement

Immediate Event®

Uses a pencil to mark a */“ on a
picce of paper

Actuates a mechanical counter
(records points)

Pushes a lever to record a count

Pushes a lever to receive a token
Marks a + on a piece of paper
Takes a coin from a cup

Verbally praises self out loud

Backup Event®

Marks exchanged for free
time: food: special
privileges.

Points recorded on counter
exchanged

Points recorded on counter
exchanged

‘Tokens exchanged
+s exchanged
Opporiunity 1o spend money

Noae needed

Strategy: Teach to Solicit Reinforcement

One may teach the student to follow the target behavior with an additional behavior that will
normally elicit social approval. This strategy is one method of altering the reinforcement density
and delivery in the generalization situation without overtly or directly changing staff behavior.

Solution, Exampie 8. Jay could be taught to say “I'm done™ or “*What's next?” or to tum
and smile at the supervisor once he has finished the dishes. Such behavior should evoke attention
that may serve to reinforce dishwashing behavior in the generalization situation.

Strategy: Reinforce Generalized Behavior

In training. generalized or adapted responses. or responses which occur in new. untrained
situations are reinforced. When a response form is repeated, or performed a second time in the

same situation, it is not reinforced.

Problem and Solution, Example 12. Susan’s teachers are trying to teach her to play with
other students during recess. Once Susan has played successfully with one student, she doesn’t
even approach other students. Of course, the natural reinforcer here should be that the play itself is
tun. But, if Susan docsn't ever approach other students, she won't discover this. In order to teach
Susan that playing with other students can be fun. the teachers decided to give Susan a token
whenever whe approaches another student for a play activity. Susan can spend the tokens to
“rent” the toys of her choice. Susan unly eams a token when she approaches a child whom she
has not approached before—approaching previous playmates does not qualify for reinforcement.
The strategy is cvaluated by determining if initiations to new playmates improves, and, if it does.

the tokens will be gradually faded.

s

The tmmediaate event is a self-remforcing or self-momitoning behavior performed ny the student mmcduttely ateer the

target behavior ocowis, TEserves to reinforce the target behavi
" The huck-apr event may be a self-remforcing behavior orit may be pestiunmed by the teachor or other manager. This
event is designed 1o “strengthen” the remforcement for the target Skill wad to provide additional “extemal™

winforcement for the “immediate cvent.”
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Strategy: Alter Generalization Contingencies

One may ask people (or train them, if necessary) in the generalization situation to reinforce the
target behavior appropriately, and/or on a particular schedule.

Problem and Solution, Example 13. Walker et al. observed the playground behavior of fifth
and sixth graders. Next, in a classroom situation, they trained emotionally disturbed students of
the same age specific and appropriate playground social behavior, especially initiations. During
trining, they used the natural social interchange identified in their observations to reinforce the
initiations and fo signal subsequent appropriate behaviors,

Once their students met aim, they ventured onto the playground. Although the students
perfectly generalized the trained social behavior, their fifth and sixth grade contemporaries met
those behaviors with scorn, ridicule, or by ignoring the overtures. In short, the fifth and sixth
graders treated the behavior displayed by the emotionally disturbed students differently than they
treated those same behaviors when displayed by their peers.

One possible solution to this problem is to provide some form of training to the fifth and sixth
graders or to selected leaders of those groups with the intention of modifying their current reac-
tions to the emotionally disturbed youth. Once contingencies have becn altered in the generaliza-
tion situation, one must probe generalization in other situations if such generalization is desired.
For example, if selected leaders were trained to contingently reinforce social behavior, one could
probe the student’s generalization to other “untrained™ students.

Discrimination Function Problem

In this particular category of generalization strategies. we are concerned with the function of
the events that occur before or during responding. These events evoke a particular response which
will then result in reinforcement. The process by which the student leams to respond to these
antecedent events in a particular situation is called discrimination leaming. The following terms
will be useful in our discussion.

Setting Events

Setting events include the constellation of factors which generally “set the stage™ for a large
class of responses. For example, a restaurant sets the stage for the class of “restaurant behav-
iors -—such as ordering and eating food, conversation with friends, paying the check, and so forth.
It also eliminates other classes of behavior, which are usually not performed in restaurants—like
“playground behaviors™ (e.g., running, screaming, kicking a ball) and “religious behaviors™
(e.g.. praying. kneeling, singing hymns). Some behaviors, with certain maodifications, are appro-
priate in many settings—like talking. In any case. settings events are thought to represent any and
all stimulus events in a particular situation. Whether a specific behavior occurs or does not occur,
however, is more precisely evoked by specific stimuli associated with the response—the discrimi-
native stimuli.

Discriminative Stimuli

The discriminative stimuli are environmental events that occur prior to or during the response
and in whose presence the behavior is either reinforced or punished (S+) or in whose presence the
behavinr is neither reinforced or punished (S-).

S+ is the discriminative stimulus (S”) 1n whose presence a specific response is likely to be
cither reinforced or punished (see Table 8-5 for examples).

S- is the discriminative stimulus (S*) in the presence of which a specific response is neither
reinforced or punished (see Table 8-S for examples).

Discrimination learning is the process by which the behaver leams that msponding with a
particular behavior in the presence of the S+ will most likely be reinforced (depending on the
schedule of reinforcement) or punished and that responding with that same behavior in the
presence of the S- will not be reinforced or punished.

Discrimination learning is a critical component of acquisition— the student must learn the
conditions under which the response will be reinforced and the conditions under which the
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response will not be reinforced.

In a chain of responses, each step functions both as a discriminative stimulus for the next
response in the chain. and as conditioned reinforcement for the response that preceded the stimulus
change (see Table 8-6).

Si: lrrelevant stimuli are those that may or may not be present before and/or dunng responding
(concurrent with S+s and S-s) but whose presence is not related to reinforcement (see Table 8-S
for examples).

These stimuli play an important role in the development of acquisition. In addition to discrimi-
native stimuli, irrelevant events may interfere with generalization. When supposedly irrelevant
stimuli are paired with S+s and S-s, they may come to control the behavior. For example, it a
specific teacher or manager (Si) becomes associated with a response (a S+), the student will only
perform the behavior for the teacher. The student who will answer his teacher but itot his peers
may be influenced by training in which his teacher taught him to answer her. In this case, the
teacher or instructional manager (who should be irrelevant to answering questions) actually
controls answering. The response occurs when the teacher or manager is present and does not
occur when she is absent—the response is controlled by a stimulus which should be irrelevant to
the response.

In order for generalization to occur, students need to leam to discriminate the stimuli which
occur in the generalization situations as “triggers” for the behavior they have learned. Generali-
zation problems may occur when (a) discrimination learning has been so successful that any
difference between the trained S+s and those that occur in the generalization situation is sufficient
to signal an S- situation (so the student does not respond), (b) discrimination learning has failed to
establish control by the naturally occurring S+s and S-s, or (¢) discrimination learning has failed to
establish Sis as irrelevant (i.e., they act as S+s or §-s).

Strategies for solving generalization problems related to discrimination are described in the
following sections. Additional examples may be found in the articles listed in the bibliography at
the end of this chapter.

Problem, Example 14. Down the hall from Mel, Joanne, and Tim's high school classroom is
a vending machine which dispenscs a variety of snack items. One of their teachers, Mr. Ferd.
decided that this would be a handy machine to use in training those students to purchase food and
beverages from machines located in various community sites.  After training, all three students
were able to operate that machine rapidly, without errors and without any prompts from him. To
find out whether his students were able to purchase items in locations where high school students
normally use vending machines, Mr. Ferd conducted generalization probes on 10 machines—
another one in the high school, the machines in a video game arcade, a hospital lobby. a laundro-
mat, a movie theater, and a lunchroom in the local courthouse. He found, to his dismay, that none
of the students were able to perform the skills which would allow them to purchase items from
more than one of the untrained machines. On some machines, the students could not find “hie coin
slot: on other machines, they inserted the coin, but did not make a selection.

Problem, Example 15. Prior to training, Lomraine did not greet people or respond to greetings
in the usual socially acceptable manner. Instead. she would immediately begin teiling a story, or
asking guestions, or she would simply ignore a friendly “Good Moming” or “Hi.” A program
was then instituted to teach Lorraine to greet people. and to respond appropriately to the greetings
of others.

It wasn't long, however, until the tcacher receivad a call from Lorraine's mother, who was
unhappy (to say the least) with the results of the program. It seems that Lorraine ignores her
mother’s “Good moming,” but now greets or will enthusiastically respond to greetings {rom just
about everyone she sees who says “hi™ or “hello,” including strangers and people that she has
just seen a few minutes ea:'ier. Her mother considers this an embarrassing and potentially
dangerous outcome.

Problem, Example 16. Paul is learning to pick things up. As a start, tie *eacher uscs toys in
his instructional program because (a) toys possess characteristics which niight act as natusal
reinforcers und (b) Paul has demonstrated an interest in a variety of teys by visually attending to
them. The teacher selects a wide number of toys, which vary according to the S+ charactenstics
relevant to the response, and a wide numbcer of objects as exemplars of the 5- chamcteristics.
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Table K-§

Examples of §+, S-, and Si

Discriminative Stimuli Irrelevant Stimuli Response

Example I

(S+)  screw to be tightened (S/) number of threads pick up screwdriver
(§-)  nut on bolt {S4) color of screw

(S-)  screw tightened

Example 11

(S+) checkout clerk says amount (Si) age of clerk give clerk money
owed

(§-)  checkout clerk asks for (S1) sex of clerk
identification

(S-)  checkout clerk asks price (S{) amount of money

of specific item
(§8-) checkout clerk says “Have
a nice day.”

Example III

(S+) agreeable food + hunger (S¢) name of cat food
+ location where eating is restaurant
acceptable

: inedible food (5¢) ime of day

(§-)  not hungry (8i) color of plates

(S-)  library/church service

Example IV

(S+)  desire to walk some place + (S81) color of clothing wilks
ok time fo walk there + ok (§84) name of companion

place to walk

(S-)  noplace to go

(S§-) oo tired

(5-)  unsafe weather

(S-)  inappropriate place to walk
(“No Trespassing™)

(8-} inappropnate time to walk
("'Please wait for the next
available clerk™)

Example V
(S+) dirty carpet {8¢) color of carpet vacuums carpet
{S-) clean carpet (§/) make of vacuum
{S-)  uncarpeted floor (Si) size of carpet
(§-)  grass
Example VI
(S+)  Verbal request for 3 (Si) ohject asked for pels 3
+ 3 available {§i) color of objects (“concept of
(§-)  Verbal request for another (Si) person requesting three™)
number of objects,
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Table R-6

Functions of Events/Responses in an Operant

Chain’
Event Function
strew on table hole empty S+ for response: place serew -iﬁihule
screw in hole Conditioned reinforcer for response of place

screw in hole AND
S+ for response: pick up screwdriver

screwdriver in hand Conditioned reinforcer for response of picking
up screwdriver AND
S+ for place nose in screw head slot

screwdriver in screw Conditioned reinforcer for response of placing
nose in screwhead slot AND
S+ for response of rotating head clockwise.

serew tight Conditioned reinforcer for response of rotating
clockwise AND
S+ for response of putting screwdriver on table.

screwdriver on table Conditioned reinforcer for response of putting
screwdriver down AND
S+ for next task or Conditioned reinforcer for
finishing task.

Once training has been completed, however, she is disappointed 10 sce that Paul rarely picks up
objects.

She decides to make a list of the objects that Paul picks up and those he doesn™t. After much
puzzling, she realizes that Paul only picks up objects that are red, or at least predominantly red.
She looks again at the objects she has trained, and discovers that all of the toys she has selected are
at least partially red!

Problem, Example 17. Ms. Olson takes Penny and several other class members to the
McDonald’s near the school twice a week to teach the chain of skills necessary to purchase food in
fast food restaurants. On the other 3 days of the week, instruction is provided in the classroom
using a realistic McDonald's simulation the teacher has devised. Penny seems io love to be able 10
purchase her own lunch and acquires the behavioral sequence quite rapidly. Since Penny is
nonverbal, she learns to use a packet of photographs of food to place her order. Once the clerk has
rung up her order on the cash register, Penny hands dollar bills, one at a tiine, to the clerk, until the
clerk stops taking the money. Penny then waits quictly until the clerk pushes a filled tray toward
her, takes the tray, and goes 10 the condiment stand.

Ms. Olson reports to Penny’s dad that she can order in a fast food restaurant. He takes her to
Hank's Hamburgers. Penny selects the items she wants from her photographs and shows them to
the counterperson, who takes her order and ente-s it in the cash register, Penny tries to give the
clerk money like she does at McDonald’s. But instead of taking the money, the clerk puts a
receipt on a tray and slides it down the counter. At Hank's, another clerk will read the receipt and
fill the tray and then a third clerk, at the far end of the counter, will accept cash and give the filled

T Adapied from Vocational Hubilitation of Severely Retarded Adules (p. 72) by G. T. Bellamy, R, H. Homner, and D. P.
Inman. 1979, Baltimore: Univenity Park Press. Copyright 1979 by Univeniry Park Fress and PRO-ED, Inc. Used
with permission.
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tray to the customer. The first clerk sees Penny's confusion. and tried to direct her down the
counter. but Penny, still clutching her dollar bills, squats down on her heels and begins to rock - hes
usual response when she is conused and upset.

Problem, Example 18. Cheryl has just finished her vocational training program at Martin
Luther King High School. Cheryl and three of her classmates have been trained to work as an
industrial jaritorial team. Today her team has been assigned o clean one floor of a local medical-
dental building regularly serviced by Furham Sheltered Industries. The supervisor is evaluating
the team for possible after-school employment. One of Cheryl's primary responsibilities is
washing floors. She confidently begins work. Of course. she hasn’t seen these particular floors
before, or the mop, buckets, and detergent, but she does a thorough job. The supervisor is quite
upset. however, when he sees that Cheryl has washed the floor of an office with wall-to-wall
carpeting

A closer look at our examples will illustrate cach of the kinds of problems that can occur if
there is a discrimination function problem. First, problems can occur if discrimination leaming
has been “too successful.” Key stimuli (S+) for vending machine operation include: how cost per
item is displayed; location of displayed cost: location of coin slot; amount of item; item activator;
whether item is visible; type of product: coin retum slot. Mel. Joanne, o> Tim leamed these
stimuli on a single vending machine. When the stimulus features were different on the probe
machines, they could not generalize the skills. They had leamed to look for a knob as the S+ for
item selection. When this S+ feature differed (e.g.. when a button was the S+ for item selection
nstead of the knob they had learned) from the one they had been trained to use, generalization did
not aceur. *

The same type of problem befell Penny. She had learned to pay the person taking her order——
when this stimuli did not lead to the consequences she expected, her behavior deteriorated. In both
of these situations, the instructed S+s which conirolled behavior differed significantly from the
generalized S+, and the student discriminated the difference and responded to the untrained S+s
as if they were S-s or Sis.

Second, generalization problems may occur when critical stimuli are omitted from the training
situation. For example, Cheryl’s vocational training instructor failed to teach a very significant S-
for floor washing—wall-to-wall carpeting. In this case, although Cheryl successfully discriminated
all of the steps tnvolved in floor-washing, the teacher did not teach Cheryl that certain floors are to
be wasied while others are not.

Paul’s responding came under the control of irrelevant stimuli. All of the objects used in
training shared the characteristic of red cole: g, In this situation, the irrelevant stimulus-- a red
color—hus come to control responding. Paul picks up objects that are red and doesn’t pick up
objects that are not red.  Although irrelevant. the red color is acting as & S+ while “not-red™ is
acting as an §$-.

Strategy: Vary Stimuli

To remediate discriminative function problems. reinsti.ute training in which you systematically
introduce and vary stimuli which occur in the generalization situation.

Analyze all of the instructional events/stimuli (i.c.. what you taught) against all of the gencrali-
ration stimuli in order to identify, for cach class of stimuli, those that are necessary for proper
generalization. If you can guess which stimuli are causing the problem, you will reduce the
training time, although stimulus control problems often involve more than one stimalus. Then,
you mst reinstitute training in which behaviors that follow specific “poor™ discriminations are
not reinforced and behaviors that follow stimuli which should control respoading are reinforced.
Strategies which are effective in discrimination tmining may be useful here (see Haring. Liberty,
& Whitc, 1981: Liberty, 1985: Snell, 1987).

Whatever straicgy is selected, all of the S+ are introduced and followed by reinforcement, und
all of the S-s are introduced and any target behaviors which follow are ignored (i.c.. not rein-
forced). All of the Sis are also introduced, paired with the S+ in some cases and with the S-s in
other cases. Irrelevant stimuli should be varied across S+ and S-s. The variation of stimuli must
be systematic and thorough.

There are four basic methods for determining how 1o select stimuli for this intervention.
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1. All stimuli. It would be ideal if all possible stimulus events could be included in training.
For example. if you are teaching a student to pick up coins. and if the S+ of coin size is a problem,
it would be possible and practical to teach all coins. But it will usually not be possible to train all
stimulus events. For example, there would be no way to include all possible S+s in a “pick up
objects ™ program—there are just too many objects.

2. Frequent stimuli. Survey the generalization situations and identify all of the stimuli for
each class, or for the class you think is causing the problem. Then, pick those stimuli that occur
maust often or most usually across generalization situations.

3. Multiple exemplars. Survey the generalization situations and identify stimuli which are
examples of stimuli (i.e., exemplars) and which represent the range of events the student might
encounter. This method is suitable when it is not possible to identify all possible events, as in the
suitable S+s for the pick up program. You will know that you have included “sufficiemt™ exem-
plars when your reprobe for generalization meets with success.

4. General case exemplars. Identify the group of stimuli or situations across which generali-
zation is desired: that group is known as the instructional universe (Sprague & Homer, 1984).
Then. identify the range of stimulus and response variation that exists within that universe. and
teach the minimum number of examples that sample the complete range of stimulus and response
variation.

The objective is to select a logistically feasible set of examples that sanuple the relevant
stimulus variation in situations that the student will encounter after training. When
selecting examples, begin by looking at each response that the student is to learn. For
each response, define the stimulus that should exert control. Then examine how that
controlling stimulus changes across the different stimulus conditions within the prede-
fined instructional universe. (Homer, McDonnell, & Bellamy. 1986)

Criteria for selecting examples are shown in Table 8-7. This approach is based on the premise
that generalization will be most successfully achieved when individuals are exposed. during
training. to exemplars of the stimuli and responses which are associated with task performance
across all targeted situations and matenals.

Solution, Example 14. Each of these strategies could be applied to identify stimuli to teach
vending machine use. To teach all of the possible variations in stimuli. Mr. Ferd would have to
teach his students how to operate all of the vending machines around— he decided that this would
be impossible.

The “frequent stimuli™ strategy. as well as the other strategies, should be applied first to the
S+. S-, or Si that you suspect may be causing the problem, Mr. Ferd thinks the location of the item
cost (an S+) might be the problem area. In order to determine what “cost location™ stimuli to
train, he could first survey all of the machines that he thinks his students might use (i.c.. frequent
stimuli} and identify the kinds that occur most often. I, for example, costs are usually displayed
right above the item or right below the item, he would choose machines for training which display
the costs that way.

To use the multiple exemplars strategy . Mr. Ferd would include one machine that displayed
cost above the item, one which displayed cost below item, cost displayed next to item. cost listed
on panel below coin slot, and so on.

To apply a general case approach, Mr. Ferd would survey all of the vending machines he
could, and identify stimulus groups with commeoen characteristics for each stimulus event. He
would then teach at least one example from esch group so that the entire range of variation is
sampled in the training. For example, at least one of cach of the following would be included:
cost displayed above item, cost displayed helow item, cost displayed next to item. cost listed on
panel below coin slot. This stimulus (i.e., cost location) would be systematically varied ina
constellation with other S+ events (e.g., item viewing location. item choice activator, location of
coin slot, amount/cost of item. ete.) (see Table 8-8).

In this example, the site of traimng (1.c., setting event) would be determined by several
considerations. It Mr. Ferd can arrange to borrow the vending machines he needs. he can conduct
his traming in the school. Companies which distribute and operate vending machines may be
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Table 8-7

Selecting and Teaching Kxamples for General
Case Instruction®

Selecting Examples

1.

2,

3

The set of positive examples should be similar only with respect to relevant stimuli [S+].
Irrelevant stimuli {Si] should be as different as possible across examples.

The set of positive examples should sample the range of stimulus variation across which
the leamer is expected to respond (i.e., across the instructional universe).

A range of negative examples [S-] should be included (where appropriate) that are
maximally similar to positive examples (e.g., when teaching the generalized skill of
busing cafeteria and restaurant tables. the sct of teaching exampies should include tables
that should not be bused.

Select a set of positive examples that included significant exceptions (e.g.. for generalized
street crossing, cars that pull away from curbs or out of driveways are “exceptions™ that
need to be taught).

Teaching Examples

1.

19

Teach multiple components of an activity or skill within each training session. With
simple skills (e.g.. toothbrushing), teach all the behaviors within each session: with more
complex skills, such as assembling circuit boards. teach portions of the skill that include
multiple components rather than teaching a single component.

When the whole skill or activity is taught, use multiple examples within individual
training sessions. Do not train one example at a time in an easy-to-hard sequence. While
the leamer experiences more success with an easy-to-hard sequence, she or he also leamns
generalization errors that decrease the efficiency of instruction and limit the utility of the
acquired behavior. When presenting multiple examples of varying difficulty, however, it
is reasonable to present a mix of 60% easy examples, 20% intermediate examples, and
20% hard examples within a session. This allows the student the opportunity to succeed
with easy examples yet experience the full range of variation necded to prevent generali-
Zation eITors.

Present maximally similar positive and negative examples one right after the other. This
in especia..y important for behaviors in ./hich leaming when (or where) not to perform
the behavior [S-] is as important as leamning when (or where) to perform the behavior
{S+]. This sequencing technique teaches the leamer the specific stimuli that define the
limits within which the target behavior is appropriate.

Review examples leamed during previous sessions . .. When many examples are being
taught, instructional sequences should include some new and some “old™ examples
during cach training sesston.

Teach the general case before teaching exceptions.

* Adapred from “Teaching generalized skills: General case insinsction in smulation and commuunity setings” by R H.
Homer, 1 L McDennell, & G. T, Bellamy, 1986, in Educanion of fearners with sovere handicaps Exemplaes service
strategies, pp. 289-314, R H. Homer, . H. Meyer, & H. D Fredenchs (ds ). Baltmore: Paul H. Brookes. Used
with permission.
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General Case Analysis Form®
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¥ From “General case programming for community sctivities™ by K. Homer, 3. Sprague, and B Wilcon, 1982,
Design of high schowd programs Jor severely handicapped stadests, pp. 83-85, B. Wilcox and G.T. Bellumy (Fds ).

Baltimore: Pau! H. Brookes. Used with permission.
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wiiling to loan them to the school. However, if he cannot amrange for the vending machines to be
available, he could conduct training where the vending machines are located. If training “on-site™
can’t be arranged, he may have to either use vending machines that are avatlable in the school or
construct simulated vending machines. In any case, probes to untrained machines in other settings
would need to be conducted.
Solution, Example 15. Lomaine's teacher identified the following groups of stimulus events:
S+: Greetings (words, phrases. gestures);
Rccognition of person who has not been recently greeted:;
Activity that can be interrupted to gre . someone.
S-: Not a greeting statement (“See you later,” any command, stc.);
Unknown person; :
Person previously and recently greeted;
Activity which should not be interrupted to greet someone (c.g., work)
Si: Time of day:
Clothing womn by the grecter:
Setting where greeted (except as noted).
For our example, let us look at the types of specific stimuli identified for the S+, “Greetings.™
For a frequent stimuli approach, the teacher would first write down all of the greetings that she
observes in sample observations in the school and the community. She would then select the
greetings that occur most often—for example. “Hi.” “Hello there,” “Good moming,” “Hi.
(name).” and “'Say, (name)"—and train Lormraine to re;pond to them. Genceralization probes (see
1 Chapter 7) would include untrained greetings.

To use the multiple exemplar approach. “.ormaine's teacher would select several different
greetings and teach them. If Lommaine did generalize to untrained greetings, the number of exem-
plars selected would have been “sufficient™ to produce generatization. Unfortunately, there are
no empirically derived methods for determining how many are “sufficient.”

The general case requires steps m addition to observing and recording greetings. Next,
greetings are classificd according to different characteristics or components, such as the number of
words in the greeting, whether the person’s name is included, interrogative case or not, time of day
delivered. and resemblance to S- characteristics (e.g., “Good morning,” an S+. is similar to
“Good by ™ which is an S- for grecting and an S+ for farewell). The teacher would include
representatives of cach combination of characteristics in this approach.

Solution, Example 16. Paul’s teacher decides 10 vary the irrelevant stimulus. The color (8/)
of both the S+ and the S- objects will have to he varied so that a particular color or color combin-
tion does not come to act as either an S+ oras an S-.

But what S+ and S- stimuli should she choose to represent the Si in training? Obviously. she
can’t possibly include all of the colom and color combinations that Paul will encounter. In order to
include frequent stimudi, the teacher would survey all of the toys and other objects in Puul's current
environment and note their colors and color combinations. Colors/combinations that occur most
frequertly wouid be trained.

The multiple exemplar approach would not necessarily include all “commeon stimuli,” but
should encompass a wide variety of colorsfcombinations.

In addition to a survey cf all of the toys and other S- objects in Paul's current and subscquent
environments, the Si colors would be classified (e.g.. bright colors, subtle colors, monocolored.
multicoh.ed. pattemned, changeable colors [e.g.. doli clothing]. transparent, etc.), and maining
would include at least one example of each,

Solution, Example 17. Ms. Olson surveys the fast food restaurants in Penny s community and -
wdentifies the different “order-pay-get served™ options. These include:

(a) order, pay. receive food from one clerk at counter (McDonald's, Burger King. Wendy's):

(b) order and pay one clerk, get beveruge from second clerk. wait to be called for food, pick =
up food at third location on counter (Flakey Jake's, Shakey's Pizza):

(¢} order and pay one clerk, wait until number is called. get beverage and food from second
clerk (Kidd Vallcy Hamburger, Hoagy's Deli);

(d) order food from one clerk, order beverage from second clerk, pay second clerk. wait, pet
food from second clerk (fvar’s Uish Bar);
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(¢) order, pay, wait, et food from same clerk (Dick’s Drive-in where you can walk-in);

(f) take number, wait until number called, order, get served, pay (Baskin & Robbins,
Schumacher's);

(g) order from one clerk. move down counter while second clerk fills order, pay and receive
food from third clerk (Hank’s).

For the frequent stimuli method, she would teach the chains that occur most often in the
community or the ones that Penny currently favors; for the multiple exemplar method, she would
teach several different sequences, and for the general case method, she would teach one example
of each ot the different classifications identified.

Solution, Example 18. One of the sets of stimuli that Cheryl must leam is the set of all S-s for
floor-washing. These include:

(a) hardwood floors or any bare wood floor;

(b) floors with wall-to-wall carpeting;

(c) floors with area rugs (ask whether rugs should be moved, be washed around, or not be
washed);

(d) stone/slate/brick floors that reyuire special treatment,

For each of these classifications, there are many different stimuli that could serve as examples.
Under the frequent stimuli method. the teacher would include stimuli that occur most frequently in
the floors Cheryl would be most likely to clean. With the multiple exemplar method. the teacher
would include several different stimuli from each classification. And, with the general case
method, the teacher would include at least one from each class of the S- stimuli, in combinations
of characteristics.

Generalization Format Problem

If you have followed the rules correctly, and you have eliminated the other problems, we
suspect that there may be a combination of factors inhibiting generalization. To help you identify
potential change strategies, first check that your instruction has included these basic format
considerations introduced in the previous sections of this chapter:

1. Proficient aim. The aim set for the target response should ensure that the target response
is the most efficient means of acquiring the reinforcer (p. 150).

2. Natural reinforcers. The reinforcers which control responding in training are identical to
those which are available to control responding in the generalization situation (p. 153).

3. Natural schedules. The schedule of reinforcement used in training matches the naturally
occurring, schedule in the generalization situations (p. 154).

4. Appropriate ratural stimuli. The S+, S-, S/, and setting events have been carefully
selected and all have been systematically included in instruction (p. 160).

If you feel that your format meets these basic considerations, the following intervention may
also be useful.

Strategy: Eliminate Training Stimuli

Eliminate all of the stimuli used in instruction which are not availablc in the generalization
situation. Most often, these are events which are funciionally irrelevant to the response (Si), but
are used to facilitate acquisition and/or fluency-building. A discussion of the function of stimulus
events begins on p. 160.

For example, while there might be a huge variety in the types of stimuli associated with eating,
they generally include: a place where food is available (setting event), a desire to eat the food that
is available, and specific food items (S+). These are the natural stimuli that are associated with
eating.

Duri* ; acquisition of eating behavior, however, the instructor may cut food in bite-sized
pieces, verhally direct each bite (e.g.. “Take a bite™), and schedule instruction to occur at a time
when the st "en anay not be hungry. Each of these stimuli (i.e., bite-sized pieces, verbal cue, and
absence of hunger) is not usually assaciated with the response, but, since it is associated with
reinforcement during training, it may com to control 1esponding. Foi 2xample, the cue “Take a
bite™ may come to controf responding-—when that cue is not given, the student may not eat.
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Table 8-9

Examples of Training Stimuli
Example I: Desired Behavior = Head Up
Stimuli Type
Activity in classroom Natural S+
Teacher verbally cues”Head up” Synthetic S+ (used for training)
Example II: Desired Behavior = Dresses Self
Stimuli Type
Shonly after waking; before and after PE; Natural S+
before and after swimming;
before and after special event
Dressing program occurs at 10 am daily, Synthetic S+
regardless of necessity of changing clothes Natural S-
Puts shirt over bare chest or undershirt Natural S+
Puts shirt over other shirnt Synthetic S+

Natural S-
Privacy Natural S+
Lots of people around Synthetic S+
Natural §-

Commonly used teaching events include verbal directions, demonstrations, prompts, massed
trials, and so on. These events may be defined 01y through comparison with the events which
precede the response in natural, nontraining situtions. In addition, the classification of events
may be related to the age of the behaver. For e<ample, verbal directions to “Go to bed” may be
natural with youngsters, but not natural with adalts. Some examples are shown in Table 8-9.

Stimulus control exerted by teaching evem; can he avoided or eliminated by (a) varying the
1ype of teaching event used during acquisit.on, (b) probing often to determine if performance can
occur without the event, and, if it can, rirop the use of that event immediately, and (c) gradually
reducing the intensity, severity, or deg,ree of event used (e.g., redusce verbal prompts from normal
tone of voice to a whisper and then eliminate completely).
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The steps in matching generalization strategies to learners are described in this chapter. Of
course, we need more research to support the use of Decision Rules. But we believe that using
these rides will increase our effectiveness in programming for gencralization. The rides are not
infallible. Use vour data. Use your intelligence. And. if one strategy fails—TRY AGAIN!
Generalization is the capstone of instruction. Without it, we fail o5 teachers. Achieve it, and
increased independence and integration are the true results.
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Chapter 9

DecisioN RuLeEs AND PROCEDURES FOR
(GENERALIZATION

Kathleen A. Liberty

The Decision Rules for Generalization consist of a series of questions regarding the current
performance level of the target skill in probe and target situations and conditions in the generaliza-
tion setting. It is assumed that, prior to the application of the Decision Rules, the target behavior
and criterion levels of performance in the generalization setting have been identified.

When to Apply Decision Rules

Decision rules should be applied following a generalization probe.

1. Before instruction occurs. In one of five situations, we have found that initial assessment
of students incorrectly identifies skills which need instruction for acquisition, when in fact the
student is already performing that skil' in another setting. In these cases, probes will help you
recognize that the skill does not need instruction for acquisition, but procedures to make sure that
the skill generalizes to the school situation. Once you have the information from the probe, you
may us= the Decision Rules to assist in selecting a particular strategy to facilitate the transfer to
school.

2. Following skill acquisition. Generalization is not likely o occur until the skill has been
acquired (sce Chapters 4 and 5). Once the acquisition aim is met, 2 generalization probe should be
conducted. The Decision Rules are then used to determine if the skill has generalized, and if not,
to determine what type of strategy to use to facilitate generalization.

3. Following use of generalization strategy. Once you have implemented a generalization
strategy and (a) the student has met aim under the new instructional procedures which incorporate
genceralization and/or (b) the target situation has been modified sufficiently. you should reprobe to
determine the status of the skill and if an additional strategy should be used. These procedures
continue until generalization is achieved.

Ho v to Use the Decision Rules

1. Probe for genersalization. To begin, you will need to conduct one or more generalization
probes, as described in Chapter 7. The probe situations you select should match the conditions
specified in the IEP objective for the skill (as described in Chapter 6). You may use the Generali-
zation Probe Report (shown in Table 9~1) to record information about student performance, the
probe situation, and events during the probe. Reading through the questions and procedures before
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you probe will help you identify what to look for in your observations or what questions to ask .n
the probe interview,

2. Follow step-by-step questions. Once you have completed the probes, you will be ready to
apply the Decision Rules for Generalization. These rules are presented as a sequence of questions
(shown in Table 9-2). Information abou* student performance and probe events is used to answer
each question, as described in the “Procedures™ column of the Decision Rules (Table 9-2). The
answer determines whether you continue in the sequence or stop, because you have identified the
nature of the decision to be made. If you are unsure of whether the problem you identify is the
real problem, you may wish to read the examples included in the previous chapter.

The Generalization Decision Report (sce Table 9-3) may be used to record the decision
process for a particular student’s skill. A new report would be completed each time the process
was initiated.

3. Select a strategy or combination of strategies. The list which accompanies the decision
step will provide guidance. A description of each strategy and examples of how each can be
applied is provided in the preceding chapter (see Table 9-4).

It will be necessary to develap an instructional plan incorporating the selected strategy or
strategy combination. Depending on the strategy selected, it may also be necessary to train peuple
in the new procedures; *o arrange transportation; to adapt, construct, or purchase materials; to
survey a number of settings; to identify natura! reinforcers; and so forth.

4. Implement the strategy. Use the new strategy until the student has reached desired
performance levels and/or the next generalization probe is conducted. You may wish to establish
an aim date by which you expect the strategy to be effective, in keeping with the aim date estab-
lished in the ohjective.

5. Reprobe for generalization. Conduct a new generalization probe while the strategy is in
effect, at the aim date, and/or when the student has reached desired performance levels in training.
Then repeat steps 1 through 5 as needed.

Examples o

Examples of Probe and Generalization Decision Reports are provided in the tables at the end of
the chapter.

Decision Rules Flow Chart

Once you have i..come familiar with the procedures involved in applying the Decision Rules,
as described in Table 9-2, you may wish to use the flow chart at the back of the chapter (Figure
9-1) 1o guide your decision steps. To use this chart, you follow the lettered sequence of questions
enclosed in the diamonds. In some cases, the questions have been slightly reworded so that the
information will fit into the available space. The possible answers to each question are circled. 1f
you find that you need more information to answer a panticular gquestion, you may need to review
your probes, or reprobe to collect the needed information.
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Table 9-1
Generalization Probe Report Probe Situation

Reinforcers Accessed by Student”
9y () Were nutural reinforvers for pecfonmance of the skill,

Student: Date: (¢ 3y Were not natural reinforcens for the skill.
b ¢y Included both natural and not natural reinforeens,
IEP ObjCCIiVCI. U2y ¢4 Perwn reintorced inappropriate behavior, other behavior, or nuirespome,
with reinforver which should have been availahie for performance of skill.
th t 3 Student accessed natural reinforcer by doing something clse,
() € ) Peron attended to other behavior,
(U5 (v FPenon completed the shill task,
i) () Person physically assisted the student to complere the skl tash,
171 ) Pervon provided anather reinforcer,
¥ ) Student did not access reinforcen,

Describe what happened:

SMimuli Which Triggered the Opportunity te Perform the Skifl

Student Performance’ % )y Were natusal stimuhi which ocvurred witaout aeed for intervention,
() ) Wene nawrally provided by penvons in the genenidizationsttuation.
) . . . () €+ Were not natural stimuli for the shill.
(1) Who provided the information on student performance? Q2 () Included both patural and not natural somulbi,
QY3 () Included training stimuli.
! ‘ il di : ; " 24 () Otwer:
. (2) Was the skill directly observed for this probe’?
(3) How many opportunities did the student have to perform the shll? Conditions Which Differed From Instruction (Check all that apply)’

Q5 ) Matenials or obyects. Desoribe:

(4) When were the opportunities provided?
(26) () Sctung, Deseribe:

{5) Did the student perform the target skiil?

€275 () Probe manager of persens whe intericted with studee

(6) Did the student display inappropriate behavior or a previously <§:; ) ::cr«m ;:xdcd the uudhim w;im w ;iu. N

. K7 | B s, 1 . ferreven 1149 oY) () eron nat cue the student what to do,
leamned skill instead of, or in addition to. the tarpet skill? G0 () Person encouraged the student,

3y () Penon did not encourage the student,

{7) Did the student fail wo respond? QA (1 Person physically assisted ar physicatly jronpted the studem,
33y Penon did not physicatly assist or promipt the ssudent,

. . . t3 1 Penon reinforced as ofien.

(8) Describe the student’s performance: (391 () Person reisforced less frequently.
(36 () Student’s performance criticized/correcied move treguently,
37yt Student’s performance eriticized/corrected less often

t 3 Penon provided feedhack on performance, especiadly errom or nustakes,

€8 ()} Penon did not provide feedhack.
3 () Person praised the student duringfaiier skill petfonmance,
) ) Person did not praise the sfent.
<) ) (nhern
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Tabie 9-2
Decision Rules for Generalization
QUESTION PROCEDURES ANSWER  NEXT STEP:DECISION
A. Has skill genemlized Prohe for gencralization in yes 1 SUCCESSFUL INSTRUCTION
at the desired level all desired situations, then * Step ahead to a more difficult
in all target ituations? compare performance with level of skill * Choose a now skill
criteria (IEP objective). to teach
EXIT sequence
no CONTINUE with question B.
B. Ha» skiil been acquired? Compare performance in yes CONTINUE with question C.
istructional situation with
criieria for acquisition or no 2 SKILL MASTERY PROBLEM
performance levels spevified * Continue instruction
in [EP objective. Answer EXIT sequence
yes if student has met
performance levels in
training situation but not
in generalization.
C. s generalization desired Analyze function of skill in yes CONTINUE with question D.
to unly a few situations? current and future
environments available to no CONTINUE with question E.
student.
D. Is it possible to train Are all situations frequently yes 3 LIMITED GENERALIZATION
directly in those accessible for training so SITUATIONS
situations? that training time is likely * Train 1 desired situation
to be adegquate to meet aim * Train sequentially in all situations
date in IEP objective? (i.c., sequential modification)
EXIT sequence
no CONTINUE with guestion E.
E. Is the student reinforced Observe student behavior yes CONTINUE with question F.
even though he/she does during probes and note events
not do the target skill? which follow appropriaic, no CONTINUE with question H.
inappropriate, target, ar.

nontarget skills. Determine
if those events which should
follow t'.e target skill, or
have been shown to reinforce
other skills, are presented to
the student, or available cven

if he does not respond, or if he
does the skill incomectly, or if

he misbehaves.

Continue 10 next page.
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QUESTION PROCEDURES ANSWER NEXT STEP/DECISION
F.  Does the student fail Answer yes only if yes 4 NONCONTINGENT REINFORCER
to respond and is th. siudent is reinforced PROBLEM
reinforced? for doing nothing * Alter generalization contingencics
{i.c., accesses reinforcers
for "no response”). no CONTINU with question G.
G. Isthe behavior If misbehavior or other yes § COMPETING BEHAVIOR
reinforced by the behavior aceesses same PROBLEM
same reinforcers a. reinforcer available for * Increase proficiency ¥ Amplify
the target skifl? tarpet skill, answer yes. instructed behavior * Alter
generalization contingencies
EXIT sequence
o 6 COMPETING REINFORCER
PROBLEM
* Alter generalization contingencics
EXIT sequence
H. Did the student generalize  Consider performance in yes 7 REINFORCING FUNCTION
once at or close to current amd past probes, PROBLEM
criterion performance “ompare student performance * Program natural reinforcers
levels and then not as for each response opportunity * Eliminate training reinforcers
well on other with performance level * Use natvral schedules * Use
opportunities? specified in objective. If natural ceasequences * Teach
near criterion performance seif-reinforcement * Teach to
accurred on the first response solicit reinforcement * Reinforce
opportunity, and performance generalized behavior * Alter
wis poor or nonexistent generalization contingencies
after that, answer yes, EXIT sequence
no CONTINUE with question 1.
1. Did the student respond Analyze anecdotal data and yes 8 DISCRIMINATION FUNCTION
partially comrectly observation notes from PROBLEM
duning at lcast one probe, Vary sthiauli; * Use all stimuli * Use
response opportunity”? frequent stimuli * Use multiple
exemplars * Use general case
excmplars
EXIT sequence
no CONTINUE with question J,
J. Did the student fail to Analyze student performance  yes 9 GENERALIZATION TRAINING
perform any part of the during probe situation. FORMAT
target skill? * Increase proficicncy * Program
natural reinforcers * Use natural
schedules * Use appropniat. natural
stimuli * Eliminate training stimuli
EXIT sequence
no STOP. You have made an error in the

sequence. Beg'n again at Question A,
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Table 9-3
Generalization Decision Report
Student e sk -
Decision-Maker Date _ .
QUESTION ANSWER DECISION COMMENTS
A. Has skill generalized yes I SUCCESSFUL INSTRUCTION
at the desired level { ) Step ahead to a more difficult level of skill
in all target situations? ( ) Choose a new skill to teach
no CONTINUE with question B.
B. Has skill been acquired? yes CONTINUE with gquestion C.
no 2 SKILL MASTERY PROBLEM
( ) Continuc instruction
C. Is generalization desired yes CONTINUE with question D.
to only a few situations?
n CONTINUE with question E.
D. Is it possible to train yes 3 LIMITED GENERALIZATION
directly in those SITUATIONS
situations? ( ) Train in desired situation

¢ ) Train sequentially in all situations
li.e., scquential modification]

no CONTINUE with question E,
E. Is the student reinforced yes CONTINUE with question F.
even though he/she does
not do the target skill? no CONTINUE with gquestion H.
F. Does the student fail yes 4 NONCONTINGENT REINFORCER
to respond and is PROBLEM
reinforced? ( ) Alter generalization contingencies
no CONTINUE with guestion G.
G. Is the behavior yes § COMPETING BEHAVIOR
reinforced by the PROBLEM
same reinforcers as { ) Increase proficiency
the target skill? { ) Amplify instructed behavior
{ ) Alter genemlization contingencies
no 6 COMPETING REINFORCER
PROBLEM

( ) Alter gencralization contingencies

Continue to next page.
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Table 9-3 (cuntinued)

QUESTION ANSWER DECISION COMMENTYS

H. Did the student generalize yes 7 REINFORCING FUNCTION

once at or close to
criterion performance
levels and then not as
well on other
opportunities?

no

CONTINUE with question 1.

PROBLEM

( ) Program natural reinforcers

{ ) Eliminate training reinforcers

{ ) Use natural schedules

{ ) Use natural consequences

{ ) Teach self-reinforcement

{ ) Teack to solicit reinforcement

{ ) Reinforce generalized behavior

( ) Alter generalization contingencies

Did the stident respond
partially correctly
during at least one
response opportunity?

yes

o

DISCRIMINATION FUNCTION
PROBLEM

Vary stimuli: { ) Use all stimuli ( ) Use
frequent stimuli { ) Use multiple
exemplars ( ) Use general case
exemplars

CONTINUE with question J.

Did the student fail to
perform any part of the
target skill?

yes

no

9

GENERALIZATION TRAINING
FORMAT

( ) Increase proficiency ( ) Program
natural reinforcers ( ) Use natural
schedules ( ) Use appropriate natural
stimuli ( ) Eliminate training stimuli

STOP. You have made an emor in the
sequence. Begin again at Question A.
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Table 9-4

Index to Additional Information About Strategies

3. Limited Generalization Situations .......... 145
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4. Noncontingent Reinforcer Problem .......... 146
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5. Competing Bocavior ..................... ... 146
Increase proficiency ...........coveeeeeennnnnn.. 150
Amplify instructed behavior ..................... 151
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1. Reinforcing Function ........................... 152
Program natural reinforcers ..................... 153
Eliminate training reinforcers ................... 154
Use natural schedules ..o, 154
Use natural consequences ........................ 158
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Teach to solicit reinforcement.................... 159
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Table 9-3

Muark
Gereralization Probe Report
Student: riark Date: Oct. 29 Probe Situation
IEP Objective:* ?ﬁgﬁg isirgigznztﬁ%tﬁtﬁﬁz?gig?-zfl;"'k Reh&T&r&A“@dmﬁsém for performance of the skill,

Were not natural reinforcers for the skill.
Included both natural snd not nstural reinforcers.

Person reinforced mwﬂme behnvior, other behavior, or nomesﬁmsc, with
reinforcer which have been available for performance of skill.
Studen accessed natural reinforcer by doing something else.

liquid from hie mouth. The straw will be placed through the 8‘3

plastic lid of a plastiec glass. The glass will be neld by a (12)
member of the classroom. Generalization tc home & community a3)

settings, Lo other cup-straw combinations, & to other people (14 mwmmw.
holding cup will be determined when Mark sucks independently 83 Pereon completed e ot the siudent to completc the skl sk,
on 80% of opportunities before person signals that he/she nas (17) Person provided another reinforcer.
waited too long (e.g., by removing cup or leaving, ete.) (18) Suudent did not sccess remforcers
Student Performance™ x
Stimlléli Which '\l"'riggerclg the “g)p or ochi.gd to ggﬂfwfth_e Skill
. . . natural stm! w ervention.
(1) Who ?f?vm tlclie information on student performance? fmi gﬁ umﬂymyide@b& persone in'the generalizationsituation.
staff not doing insiruction; porent; volunteer (21 ere not patural stmubi S
(2) Was the skill directly observed for this probe? S B B vyt i
yes (24) () Other:
(3) How many opportuaties did the student have to perform the skill?
3 @ home; 3 @ school; € on field-trip Conditions Which Differed From Instruction (Check all that apply)*
at natural meal times / school svwack time glass tumbler & ple :iic siraw + iraining glass
(5) Did the student perform the target skill? (26) () Seuing. Describe: w/lid & straw
yes elassroom, pienic on field-trip, home
(6) Did the student display inappropriate behavior or a previously leamed E%Z{ ?5) brobe mﬂdi‘l”m‘:‘w with s,
skill instead of, or in addition to, the target skill? (%; ?g Mmdmnmmmu;mmwm:om
no ( Person encoursged the student.
: i 1 Person did not enoourage the student,
(7) Did the student fail to respond? 82% ?g Person phz::nlly sied or ;ayde::‘:lly prompted the student.
no (33) () Person did not physically assist or promp the student.
(8) Describe the student’s performance: ) e e forecd les fropuenily.
fteld trip to zoo: 6 sips in 35 seconds, then drank 36) () sm::spcﬂwmmwmmk;mogmmﬂ!
8 oa. of apple juice in about 5 minutes. 6n QO sm“d““mmumm"""d,ﬂ;dm ermors or mistakes.
home: used a regular glass & regular plastic straw. (38) % &tsmdid,mfhmvikw- after skill
"drank all of the ‘uice right away at a good rate" 83} mmw&:‘:&:‘:‘m ter skill performance.
achool: 3 different people offered juice (4 oz. each). (@41) () Owher:
3 different locations in room--standing table, in wheel- - Deci
chair, w/out tray table; in wheelchair w/tray table. Answers needed 1o appiy Decision Rules.

(Used regular cup used in classroom instruction). All finished w/in 2 minutes, no -
spilling, "very fast" , "much faster than trying to get him to drink from a cup” 197
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Table 9-5, Mark (continued)

Generalization Decision Report

Student Hark Skill llse a straw
Decision-Maker Dae __ Nov. I )

QUESTION ANSWER DECISION COMMENTS
A. Has skill generalized @ 1 SUCCESSFUL INSTRUCTION Teach Mark to hold

at the desired level (X) Step ahead to a more difficult the glass by nimself

m all arget situations? level of skill ( ) Choose a new skill

to teach
no CONTINUE with question B,

B.  Has skill been acquired?  yes CONTINUE with question C,

no 2 SKILL MASTERY PROBLEM
( ) Continue instruction

C. Isgencralization desired  yes CONTINUE with question D.
to only a few simations?
no CONTINUE with question E.

D. 1sit possible to irain yes 3 LIMITED GENERALIZATION
directly in those SITUATIONS
situations? ( ) Train in desired situation
( ) Train sequentially in alf situations
[i.e., sequential modification)

no CONTINUE with question E.

E. Isthe student reinforced  yes CONTINUE with question F.

even though he/she does
not do the ‘arget skill? no CONTINUE with question H.
F. Docs the student fail yes 4 NONCONTINGENT REINFORCER -
1o respond and is PROBLEM
reinforced? ( ) Alter generalization contingenices
no CONTINUE with question G.
G. Isihe behavior yes 5 COMPETING BEHAVIOR
rcinforced by the PROBLEM
same reinforcers as { ) Increase proficiency
the target skill? ( ) Amplify instrucied behavior

( ) Alwr generalization contingencies

no 6 COMPETING REINFORCER
PROBLEM
( ) Alter gencralization contingencies

Continue to r~xt page.

19§
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QUESTION ANSWER DECISION COMMENTS
Did the student generalize yes 7 REINFORCING FUNCTION
once at or close to PROBLEM
criterion ( } Program natural reinforcers
levels and then not as ( ) Eliminate training reinforcers
well on mher? E ; gse namra: ules
opportunities se natural consequences
{ ) Teach self-reinforcement
( ) Teach to solicit reinforcement
( ) Reinforce generalized behavior
( ) Alter generalizalion contingencics
no CONTINUE with question I,
Did the suxlent respond ~ yes 8 DISCRIMINATION FUNCTION
partially comrectly PROB._EM
during at least one Vary stimyli: ( ) Use all stimuli { ) Use
response opportunity? frequent stimuli ( ) Use multiple
exemplars ( ) Use general case
exemplars
no CONTINUE with question J.
Did the student fail to yes 9 GENERALIZATION TRAINING
pufm&?gpmofme F(;RMAT oxof 0
target Increase i Program
natural reinforcers ( ) Use natural
schedules { ) Use iale natyral
stimuli ( ) Eliminate traming stimuli
no STOP. You have made an error in the

sequence. Begin again at Question A,
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Student;

IEP Objective:* Sally will demomstvate the
on radios/tape recorder/t.yv.

Generalization Probe Report

Sally Date: October 11

with either turn-knob,

Table 9-6

Sally

ability to turn

roll-frietion switeh, push-button, op rull-button method
of activation, when given untrained letisure appliance. She
will be able to locate switeh and turn on within 10 seconde

without aessistance or cues.

Aim date: December 22

Student Performance™

)
@)
3)
)
(5
)

(7

@®)
1.
2.

Who provided the information on student performance?
teacher
Was the skill directly observed for this probe?
yes
f{ow many opportunitics did the student have 1o perform the skill?
8ix
When were the opportunities provided?
during "free™ time in clacsroom
Did the student perform the target skill?
yes, 3 of 6
Did the student display inappropriate behavior or a previously leamed
skill instead of, or in addition to, the target skill?
no
Did the student fail to respond?
no--always iried
Describe the student’s performance:
radio w/turm-knob (Correct, 4 ceec.)
radio w/frietion switen (Error, 35 see.), tried
wrong switeh, trying to turn knob
radio w/turn-knob (Correct, 9 sec.)
Walkman w/friction switeh (Correct, 8 seec.)

(ALl appliances presented)

portable tape recorcer w/push button (Lrror, 35 sec.)
kept trying to push, seemed not to push hard enough

t.v. w/pull button (Error, 25 sec.)--could not locate switch

Reinforcers A
o o

(10)
(1h)
(12)

(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)

S S Py S P, gy Wy i, g

N St T Yt e g e’ Nt Nnit?

Probe Situation

ccessed by Student™
Were nawural reinforcers for performance of the skill,
Were not natural reinforcers for the skill.
Included both natural and not namral reinforcers.
Person reinforced inappropria
reinforcer which should have been available for performance of sk
Student accessed natural reinforcer by doing something else.
Person anended 1o other behavior,
PRerson completed the skill task.
Person physically assisted the student 1o complete the skill task,
Studen did not access reinforcers.
Describe what happened:

Stimuli Which Triggered the O pportunity to Perform the Skil*

(19)

gm mm'r:l” stimuli LY l?;v occurred m;l;i;mt neii for intervenuon.
ere naturally provided by persons in the generalizationsitustion.
Were not naural stimubi for the skill.
Included both natural and not nanral stimuli.
Ril:ded training stimuli.

T:

Conditions Which Differed From Instruction (Check all that apply)*

25)

(26)

27)
(28)
(29)
30)
(31
(32)
(33)
(34)
(35)
(36)
an

(38)
(39)
(40)
(41)

(

(

—
St

SC8ZE

~
e

-

)

)

Materials orobje::u Dncnbc,
aee description in student performance

Sening. Describe:
classroom & musie room at school

Probe manager or persons who ineracied with student.
Person cued the student what to do.
Person did not cue the student what to do.
Person encournged the studens.
Peson did not encourage the student.
Person myniauy assisted or physically prompeed the student.
Person did not physically assist or prompt the student.
Person reinforced as often.
Person reinforced less frequently.
Student’s performance criticized/corrected more frequently.
Student's performance cnticized/oorrected Joss often.
Person provided feedback on performance, especially errurs of mistakes.
Person did not provide feedback.
Ferson praised the student during/afier sk} performance.
é?;rwn did not praise the siudem.

her:

* Answens necded to apply Decision Rules.

iate behavior, other behavior, oy nome:ﬁmse. with

L3
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Table 9-6, Sally (continucd)
Generalization Decision Report
Student _ Sally Skill activate switeh on appliance
Decision-Maker _ Date October 18
QUESTION ANSWER DECISION COMMENTS

A. Has skill generalized yes 1 SUCCESSFUL INSTRUCTION

at the desired level ( )S(@ﬂl\eadtoamomdifﬁcun
in all target situations? level of skill ( ) Choose a new skill
10 icach
CONTINUE with quesrion B.
B. Hasskill been acquired? e  CONTINUE with question C.
no 2 SKILL MASTERY PROBLEM

( ) Continue instruction

C. Is generalization desired

CONTINUE with question . . .
to only a few situations? Lots of different types of

CONTINUE with question E.  rqdivs, tvs, tape recorders, ete.

31® %

D. Isit possible to train 3 LIMITED GENERALIZATION
directly in those SITUATIONS
situations? { ) Train in desired situation
( ) Train scquentially in all situations
{i.e., sequential modification]

no CONTINUE with question E.

E. Isthe stxdent reinforced  yes CONTINUE with question F.
cven though he/she does

not do the target skill? CONTINUE with question H.
F. Does the stadent fail yes 4 NONCONTINGENT RZINFORCER
to respond and is PROBLEM .
reinforced? ( ) Alter generalization contingenices
no CONTINUE with question G.
'G. I the behavior yes § COMPETING BEHAVIOR
reinforced by the PROBLEM
same reinforcers as ( ) Increase proficiency
the target skill? ( ) Amplify mstructed behavior
( ) Alter generalization contingencies
no 6 COMPETING REINFORCER
PROBLEM
{ ) Alter generalization contingencies
Continue to next page.

CERIC 202
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Table 9-6, Sally (continued)

QUESTION ANSWER DECISION COMMENTS
H. Did the student generalize yes 7 REINFORCING FUNCTION 7 ~

once at or close 10 PROBLEM Fao not able Lo do “once well'
crite e () Program natural reinforcers for all switen types: ]
levels and thea not as ( ) Elimirate training reinforcers once well for frietion ewiteh;
wellono;tl_ler? Hgsenmu:}schedulm did not do pull button or push
opportunities? se nalusal consequences button: twi or .

( ) Teach self-reinf z::Obon, twice well for turm

E ;;egchmsolicit reinforcement '

cinforce generalized behavior
( ) Alter generalization contingencies  From exampleg in Chapter 8,

not a "reinforeing function"

I Did_meyséudem J?P"“d @ 8 %%MANON FUNCTION Sally tried to aetivate all
uring at loast one Vary stimuli: ) Use all stimuli ( ) Use 0 the switches. We'il try
response opportunity? ‘requent stimuli (X) Use multiple more training on a wider

exemplars ( ) Use general case variety of switches, and vary
exemplars the location of switehes too.

no CONTINUE with question J.

J.  Did the student fail to yes 9 GENERALIZATION TRAINING

perfmr&ﬁl?ypmofnn F())RMAT ) ;
natural reinforcers { ) ge_namml

hedules ( ) Use appropriate natural
stimuli ( )(E)liminam training stimuli

no §STOP. You have made an error in the
sequence. Begin ugain at Question A,
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Table 9-7

George
Generalization Probe Report
Student: George Date: December 12 Probe Situation
IEP Objective:* George will point to either a symbol Rﬁ“&‘;’“‘ﬁé‘“&'ﬁﬁ&iﬁ&"&f« of the skill.
for 'yes' or a symbol for 'mo' (green & red pieces of G (] Inchriod both aatomi and mes st ednforcers,

cardboard, respectively) to answer "Do you want (object)?"
questions.
seconds.

non-school settings, when asked by people other than the

He will answer 6 of 8 questiions w/in 10
He will answer questions in at least 3 different

IS

P PP A g
St st ot

Person reinforced &
%mmﬁm'mwm sonwthing else.
2
Person attended to other behavior
!;’:‘mphwmmmﬁﬁ‘?mﬂm compicte the skill task
rson asa t 1o .
Person another reinforcer.
Student did not sccess reinforcers.
hsppened:

behavior, other behavior, or

Describe what

Stimuli Which 'h'lggered the Opmuy to Perform the Skill*

elagssroom staff who instruct the skill. The aim date is (17

June 6. (18)
Student Performance*

. (1) Who provided the information on student performance? &’ﬁ

People who asked questions %}

' (2) Wasthe skill directly observed for this probe? &)

Yes (24)

3)
@
&)
©

0
®

How many opportunities did the student have to perform the skill?
6

When were the opportunities provided? )
Natural opportunitiea

Did the student perform the target skill? (28)
Yes--answered 3 questiona

Did the student display inappropriste behavior or a previously leamed (T’

skill instead of, or in addition o, the target skill? Yes--reached for milk, (29)
then pomted to yes when prompted to do so (trial 3 & 5)(38

Did the student fail to respond? . 32)
Yes--no response to 3 questions (gl
Describe the student’s perfarmance: Questions and response: gg;
Do you want the napkin (NR) (23 sec.) G
cookies (NR) (24 sec.) o)
milk {yes) (23 sev.) (39)
milk (yes) (6 sec.) g‘,’;

milk (yes) (19 sec.)

milk (NR) (31 sec.)

204
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* Answers needed to apply Decision Rutes.

occurred without need for miervention.
Wmntm:ﬂzstwldd b,rpersmsmthegma&huummm
Were not
hdndedbo&mﬂmdnumwﬂmm
ghercbdedmmmmdi.

Conditions Which Differed From lnstrm:hon {Check all that apply)

Materials or objects. De
Senting. Describe:

Probe manager or persons who interacted with student.
Person cued the studest what to do.
Person did not cue the student what to do.
Person the student.
Person did not encoumge the student.
&mﬁyumﬂymudmwymﬂyp;wdd\emﬂm
Person notphynuﬂymorpomp( student.
Person reinforced a5 ofien.

Person reinforced less frequently.

Stadent’s criticized/comected more frequemly.

Student’s criticized/corrected less often.

Person feedback oo performance, especially ermors or mistakes,
Pemondldnolpmndefeedhd:

Person the st.dent dmmglafmnkd!pclfmnm
gnh;wdtdnolwamelhc

se, with
have been available for performance of ﬂ
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Table 9-7, George (continued)

Generalization Decision Report
Stugent ____ George skill answers yes,mo
Decision-Maker Date _ Jamueary 8
QUESTION ANSWER DECISION COMMENTS

A. Has skill generalized
at the desired level
in all target sitvations?

yes

@

I SUCCESSFUL INSTRUCTION
( ) Step abr . to a more difficult
level of skill { ) Choose a new skill
to teach

CONTINUE with question B,

B. Has skill been acquired?

©

CONTINUE with question C.

no 2 SKILI. MASTERY PROBLEM
( ) Continue instruction
C. Isgencralizationdesired  yes CCNTINUE with question D.
to only a few situations?
CONTINUE with question E.

D. Isit possible to train

@)

3 LIMITED GENERALIZATION

Also,

Main problem is

directly in those SITUATIONS
situations? ( ) Train in desired situation
( ) Train sequentially in all situations
{i.e., sequential modification]
no CONTINUE with question E.

E. Isthestudentreinforced (§c)  CONTINUE with qocstion F. The 'no-response’ functions
cven though he/she does like a "mo" in this situation,
not do the target skill? no CONTINUE with question H. gince he doesn't get the item.

F. Does the student fail for, 4 NONCONTINGENTREINFORCER A1l questions asked seemed to
to respond and is PROBLEM . = .. _ be ones the questioner expected
reinforced? (X) Alter gencralization contingenices o, 1o anawered "yes. '

1o CONTINUE with question G. gets asked another question
even 1f didn't aneper first

G. Isthe behavior yes § COMPETING BEHAVIOR one. To change this situationm,
reinforced by the PROBLEM the questioner has the item
same reinforcers as ( ) Increase proficiency &/or prevents George from
the target skill? { )ﬁlﬂglfvm@bm;“ . taking it himself (maybe too

() Alter generalization contingencies 2 7 vial ).
no 6 COMPETING REINFORCER that he doesn't have to answenr.
PROBLEM . Try changing the contingencies
( ) Alter generalization contingencies go that he does have to
Cantinue to next page. answer or else a long wait

206

before the next question.



Table 9-7, George (continued)

Rules
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QUESTION ANSWER DECISION COMMENTS
Did the student generalize yes 7 REINFORCING FUNCTION
once at or close to PROBLEM
criterion ance natural reinforcers
levels then not as { ) Eliminate training reinforcers
well on qﬂger? g ) gse naggll schedules
opportumtics S€ na|
( ; Teach self-reinforcement
( ) Teach to solicit reiniorcement
( ) Reinforce hehavior
( ) Alter generalization contingencics
no CONTINUE with question 1
Did the student respond yes 8 DISCRIMINATION FUNCTION
partially comectly PROBLEM
during at lcast onc Vary stimuli: ( ) Use all stimuli ( ) Use
response opportunity? frequemt stimuli ( ) Use multiple
exemplars ( ) Use general case
excmplars
no CONTINUE with question J.
Did the student fail to yes 9 GENERALIZATION TRAINING
perform '{pan of the FORMAT
target skill ( ) Increase xmfm{ ( ) Program
reinforcers ( )
schdu.es ( )Use nanna!
stimuli ( ) Eliminate traming stimuli
no STOP. You have made an error in the

sequence, Begin again at Question A,




Tablc 9-8

Linda
Generalization Probe Report
Student: Linda Date: Junuary 25 P Situation
. " *
IEP Objective:* Linda will wipe her mouth to elear food/ Ry e Ont o performacee of e skl
drink from her face within 5 seconds of a request to am € W“"wmm -t
do so~-at home and at school. Pecple requesting can Eug § 3 Person reinforced e beb-vior.dubebmm.ormmum,vnh
be anyome seated at lunch table (exclude instructors reinforcer which have boea available for performance of
for this program). Linda will follow this direction G 0 P e i ponforoer by doing somerbing
2 out of 3 requests. (15; § Person completod the skill task. .
(16 i Person physically assissed the stadent to complete the skill tagk.
(17) () Person provided sncther reinforcer.
(18) () Swdentdid not sccess reinforcers.
Describe what happened:
Student Performance™ .
Stimuli Which Triggered the Oppor unity to Perform the Skill
(1) 'Who provided the information on student performance? g(:;s :05 gzm.u, vi .y,m;‘mmm:amm
person requesting skill & parent Inchadded both pasteral aned not metmeal sl
(2) 'Was the skill directly obcrved for this probe? &34 ixs e o sl e ot
yes (24) ) Oher:
(3) How many opportunities did the student have to perform the skili?
9 at echool/several at home Conditions Which Differed From Instrnction (Check all that apply)*
(4) When were the opportumities provided? . (25) () Materials or objects. Describe:
natural times @ meals (lunch @ school/dinner @ home) ,
(5) Did the student perform the target skill? (26) () Seuting. Describe:
yes (2 of 9 trials @ school); nome at home ho it stwden
(6) Did the student display inappropriate behavior or a previously ieamed @n Probe or persons who isteracted with student.
skill insiead of, or in addition to, the target skill? yes: tear up napkin, %} f mwxwmmmmh
play peek-a-boo (home); wipe hair, neck (school) 8‘3 g) Pmmwﬂ““m adeat.
(7) Did the student fail to respond? (32) Of; Pamﬂu asuisied or phiysically prompeed the stdemt. 1 trial at
no G3) Person dic ically assist oy prompt the student. home
(8) Describe the student’s performance: School . obe conducted first: 83 f% mmm&m
responded correctly w/in 2 sec. on trials 1 & 4 —- G5 §]  Seaderts perfomance criticisedioorrociod mare frequently.
inappropriate behavior, which was ignored, on other &N 0) m'mﬂmmﬂymmmm
trials. Got to continue eating w/out wiping mouth. (38) (; Person did not provide fecdback. _
Home probe: mother reported that she tore up paver napkine gy ) mdﬁp”'m“dgﬁiiﬁ?;mmmwu skill pesformance.
& laughed each time; played peek-a~boo w/cloth napkins. (41 () Other
She hae never seen her wipe her mouth. Reports that * .
her dad taught her to ‘tear up napkins. Aamwers necdsd (0 apply Decision Rules. 2L Y
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Table 9-8, Linda {continued)

Generalization Decision Report .

Smdemt Linda Skill _ wipes mouth with ngpkin

Decision-Maker Date __February 2
QUESTION ANSWER DECISION COMMENTS

A. Has skill generalized yes 1 SUCCESSFUL INSTRUCTICN
at the desired level ()Stﬁ_xalwtoamedifﬁcult
in all target situations? level of skill ( ) Choose a new skill

10 teach
CONTINUE with question B.
B. Hasskillbeenacquired? (e  CONTINUE with question C.
no 2 SKILL MASTERY PROBLEM
( ) Continue instruction

C. Is gencralization desired  yes CONTINUE with guestion D.
to only a few situations?

()  CONTINUE with q sstion E.

D. Isitpossible to train yes 3 LIMITED GENERALIZATION
directly in those SITUATIONS
situations? ( ) Train in desired situation

( ) Train sequentially in all situations
[i.e., sequential modification]
no CONTINUE with question E.

E. Isthesmdentreinforced (&  CONTINUE with question F. Three possible reinforcera.
even though he/she does getting next bite whether
not do the targes skill? no CONTINUE with question H. she wipes or not; having

F. Does the student fail yes 4 NONCONTINGENTREINFORCER ¢lean face (when she wipes
to respond and is PROBLEM it or when gomeone wipes
reinforced? { ) Alter generslization contingenices 7t for her), and attention

for other behaviors like

no)  CONTINUE with question G. tearing up the napkin or

G. Is the behavior yes 5 COMPETING BEHAVIOR playing peek-a-boo.
reinforced by the PROBLEM
same reinforcers as ( ) Increase proficiency ) The only way 1 can see to
the target skill? ( ) Amplify mstructed behavior ~~ “lgure this cut is to stam
(1) Alter generlization contingencies 7tening the consequences
6 COMPETING REINFORCER (no attention for peek-a-
TROBLEM boo; no going on w/meal)

(0 Alier generalization contingencies until she wipes.

Continue to next page.
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Table 9-8, Linda (continued)

QUESTION ANSWER DECISION COMMENTS
H. Didthe student generalize yes 7 REINFORCING FUNCTION
once at or close to PROBLEM
criterion performance ( ) Program natural reinforcers
levels and then not as ( ) Eliminate training reinforcers
well on o.ther? g ; ll}se natural schedules
opportunities? se natural consequences
( ) Teach sclf-reinforcement
{ ) Teach to solicit reinforcement
( ) Reinforce generalized behavior
( ) Alter generalization contingencics
no CONTINUE wira question I.
Did the student respond ~ yes 8 DISCRIMINATION FUNCTION
partially comrectly PROBLEM
during at least one Vary stumuli: ( ) Use all stimali ( ) Use
response opportunity? frequent stimuli ( ) Use multiple
exemplars ( ) Use general case
exemplars
no CONTINUE with question J.
Did the student fail to yes 9 GENERALIZATION TRAINING
perfon‘;ilu z;ln';r part of the f())!;MAT
target skill? ncrease profici ( ) Program
natural reinforcers ( ) Use natural
schedules ( ) Use appropriate natural
stimuli ( ) Eliminate training stimuli
no STOP. You have made an ermor in the

sequence. Begin again at Question A.




Table 99

Joe
Generalization Probe Report
Student: Joe Date: March 3 Probe Situation
. »
IEP ('):_'iectivc:* Joe w},‘ A A wzsh dishes at h(gr;e?‘ of gen;’gr “‘Z%’“‘?)“&ﬁ‘ﬂﬁ,{uw&h mdum
citizens as part of work crew. Joe wi inigh a ere sou naml remforcen for the sl
dishes satis faet:orily (no soap, no grease, no food, ) 83 ?"§ m,e:}fmd dﬁ‘&,w? other behaviay, or . with
ete.) as determined by supervisor, and will finish in . reinforcer which mbmmﬂlﬂefwmﬂ::d il
time allotted to task by supervisor at start of work e e i boroer by doing sometting
period. Generalization to different settings, types of (1s)  ( i Persan completed the skill task. ,
dishes, work space, dish racks, etec. S% f ) Person physially mmd& ‘::mom;ﬂuetheskm task.
(18) () Student did not sccess reinfarcen.
Duscribe what happened:
Student Performance™ .
Stimuli Which Triggered the Opportunity o Perform the Skill
4)) \Yhopmvided the information on student performance? 8,33 &% wﬁ Ml," ural st vi _b)'m: ".,.g;" mmm
independent olserver (%) 8 IVere not nats Mw":‘mml o
(2) Was the skill directly observed for this probe? (3) () Included training stimuli
yes @4 () Oeher
(3) How many opportunities did the student have to perform the skill?
once to wash dishes in one home Conditions Which Differed From Instruction (Check ali that apply)*
(4) When were the opportunitics provided? (25) (0 Moterial or objects. Describe:
as part of regular work crew training
(5) Did the student perform the target skifl? (6) (X Sening. Describe
for first 2 or 3 dishes, only
(6) Did the student display inappropriate behavior or a previously leamed 27y () Probe manager or persons who interacted with student.
skill instead of, or in addifion to, the target skill? g§ {1 Fomon cond U stuteot Wit 10 0. odo.
b s @ () Empmeiee
(7) Did the student {ail to respond? (2) ( ; Persan physicall mwmﬁuﬂyw the student.
no (33 () Peumd:d?ol y assist or prompt the student.
(8) Describe thefmidem's pelfmmsmc. Joe got set-up for washing 833 § ; pu,ml e mﬁ::.‘? &%
under supervision, did very well (no errors); began (33;‘;) () Swdent’s perfomance criticized/oorected more frequently
washing dishes (good); supervisor left to see to other &N % ; Person 'P:w;@ feedback an performence, especially errors or mistakes
student, Joe merely rinsed dieh under hot water and put it (38) () Persondid not provide feedhack.
. ¥ . . p {33) () DPenon pmised the student during/after skill performance.
in -t’;'fe rack. He Zoozced qt me & I did noti.nng. He quickly (#0) () mg:’mp,gumm
"fintshed" all of thne dishes by merely rinsing them. When  (41) () :

the supervisor came back in the kitchen, he was surprised x

., trat Joe was done, but then looked at the dishes more
D14¢ closely and saw the food on them. The supervisor made Joe re-do the dishee, with some ~
Q verbal prompts. The supervisor did not lequve the kitchen while Joe was re-doing the dishes. 215’

Answens needed to apply Decision Rules.
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Table 9-9, Joe {continucd)

Generalization Decision Report

Student Joe Skill _ wash dishce
Decision-Maker Date _ lfarch &

QUESTION ANSWER DECISION COMMENTS
A. Has skill generalized yes 1 SUCCESSFUL INSTRUCTION

at the desired level { ) Step ahead 10 a more difficult

in all target situations? level of skiil ( ) Choose a new skill

1o teach
@ CONTINUE with question B.
B. Has skill been acquired? @ CONTINUE with question C.
no 2 SKILL MASTERY PROBLEM

{ ) Continue instruction

C. g%}%ﬁgﬂmm yes  CONTINUE with question D. too many different houses in
’ NTINUE wi . work situation to use this
co R with question E. alternative (see gbjective)
D. Isitpossible to train yes 3 LIMITED GENERALIZATION
directly in those SITUATIONS
situations? ( ) Train in desired situation
() Train sequentially in all situations
(i.c., sequential modification]
no CONTINUE with question E.
E. Isthe student reinforced  yes CONTINUE with question F.
even though he/she does
not do the target skill? CONTINUE with question H.
F.  Does the student fail yes 4 NONCONTINGENT REINFORCER
to respond and is PROBLEM
reinforced? ( ) Alter generalization contingenices
no CONTINUE with question G.
G. I the behavior yes 5§ COMPETING BEHAVIOR o
reinforced by the PROBLEM
same reinforcers as ( ) Increase proficiency
the target skill? ( ) Amplify instructed behavior
( ) Alter generalization contingencies
no 6 COMPETING REINFORCER
PROBLEM
( ) Alier genenalization contingencies
Continue 10 next page. o |
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Table 9-9, Joe (continued)

QUESTION

ANSWER

DECISION

Rules
N

COMMENTS

H. Did the student generalize

once at or close to

@

7 REINFORCING FUNCTION
PROBLEM

Did great on first few
dishes until he figured out
I wagn't going to do any-

sequence. Begin again at Question A.

criterion performance natural reinforcers : ) : :
levels and then not as Eliminetc tmining reintorcers 10 L e i‘f‘gttzmsegr
well on other { ) Use natural schedules !‘a;;Zé if %z wgm g::(;gm *
opportunities? ( ) Usc natural consequences 4 J v S
( ) Teach self-reinforcement money for this work, &
g )m&m“ mm then he didn't get it for
Al lizat . . . poor performance, we might
( ; & connnge get nim to de it right w/out
no CONTINUE with question 1. needing congtant supervision.
1.  Didthe studentrespond  yes 8 DISCRIMINATION FUNCTION
partially comrectly PROBLEM
during at least onc Vary stimuli: ( ) Use all stimuli { ) Use
response opportunity? frequent stimeli ( ) Use multiple
excmplnrs ( ) Use general case
excmplars
no CONTINUE with question J.
1. Did the student fail to yes 9 GENERALIZATION TRAINING
perform an .}' part of the FORMAT
target skill? ()lmmfmm{()hvm
natural reinforcers ( ) Use natural
schedules ( ) Use app natural
stimuli ( ) Eliminate tratning stimuli
no STOP. You have made an emor in the
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Figure 9-1

Rules and Strategies for Generalization

.............................

(A) (8)

Met Met

Generalization @ Training
Aim g Aim

[}
L

Get Get
More More
Data Data
4 - ™ L Y ™\
i| Successful Instruction > Skill Mastery
¢ Step ahead to a more difficult leve! of Problem
skilt :
. : ¢ Continue Instruction
L & Choose a new skill to teach p L )

........................................

(D)

Practical
to Train in ALL

(C)

Skiit
Useful in Only a
FEW Situations

,

..........................

Get

More p ~

Data . .

- : ; 3 Limited Generalization
T PN P : Situations

¢ Train in target situation

¢ Sequential Modification
\ J
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Answers 10 questions that follow R
are based on GENERALIZATION probes i

(F)

(E) I Reinforced
Reinforced ; tor
o without Performing @ "No Response’ ;
; the Target ? g
' Skill ;
Get ? !
More | N :
Data - . -
4 Noncontingent Reinforcer
Problem
L ¢  Alter generalization contingenices
(5 Competing Behavior
# Increase proficiency
& Amplify instructed behavior
L € Ailter generalization contingencies

(G)
Behavior

Reinforced
Obtains Same Rein-
forcers as Target

.............

,( 6 Competing Reinforcer

L % Alter generalization contingencies

el




From Pg 2

(H)
Generalized
Well Once
and Then

Not as Well
?

Was
There SOME
Generalization

(J)
NO
Generalization

AT ALL
?

SOMETHING
IS WRONG i

Go Back and Check
Your Answers to
Al Least the Last
Three Questions

Reinforcing Function

Program natural reinforcers
Eliminate training reinforcers

Use natural sc.cdules

Use natural consequences

Teach self-reinforcement

Teach to solicit reinforcement
Reinforce generalized behavior
Alter generalization contingencies

S 600 KA&

Discrimination Fu:.ction

j

& Vary Stimuli
¢ Use all stimuli
¢ Use frequent stimuli
¢ Use multiple exemplars
0 Use general case exemplars

- " N
Generalization Training Format

Increasa proficiency

Program natural reinforcers
Use natural schedules

Use appropriate natural stimuli
Eliminate training stimuli

a8 6an

July 19, 1988
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(GENERALIZATION FOR STUDENTS WITH SEVERE HANDICAPS

Stra.egies and Solutions
Norris G. Haring, Editor

Students with special needs have made great gains in school programs during the last decade.
However, these gains are not always apparent at home, in the community, or at work sites after
graduation. One reason for the apparent lack of success is the problem of skill gencralization.
Students with severe handicaps often experience great difficulty in transferring skills leamed at
school to nonschool situations.  If skills do not generalize to new and untrained situations, the student
will need to be retaught that skill in every setting and every situation throughout life. This is an
extremely time-consuming and dishcartening proposition. A solution is for educators to follow skill
instruction with special strategies tc ensure that the skill does generalize.

Part 1 of this book presents an overview and history of the problem of skill gencralization among
students with scvere handicaps and of the strategies which have been proposed to remediate the
problem. The key features of an innovative approach are discussed, including the strategies to
facilitate generalization and their success rates. One strategy proposed is a decision rule system to
assist educators in selecting appropriate remedial strategies when a generalization problem is
revealed.

A succinct and practical guide for educators is presented in the second half of the book. The text has
been tested and revised with field practitioners to ensure that the explanations and examples can lead
to actual implementation of the suggested strategies. Individual chapters explain how to incorporate
generalization into Individual Education Plans (IEPs), how to cvaluate student performance in
nontraditional settings, how to determine the underlying cause of generalization problems. and how
to select and implement an appropriate remedial strategy.

The work is based on five years of research conducted in public school classrooms, and involving
hundreds of students with severe handicaps and their teachers, parents, neighbors, community. and
peers. Without speci=’ _uategies, about 25% of skills mastered in the classroom generalize. The
authors demonstrate how strategies selected with the use of a decision rule system can improve
generalization to 88% of the skills.

This book is the first in the field to offer a new direction to educators by including a field-tested
decision rule system which actually improves student performance. It should be of parnticular interest
to teachers seeking 1o ensure that their instruction has a lasting and beneficial impact on their
students.

Norris G. Haning, professor of special education at the University of Washington, is author or editor
of many books on exceptional children.

9 Washington Research Organization

University of Washington Press  Seuttle and London

ISBN 0-295-9L807-9
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