I R ]
I s Northeastern University

Applied Behavioral Analysis Master's Theses Bouvé College of Health Sciences

January 01, 2010

Effects of increased exposure to training trials with
children with autism

Melissa A. Ezold

Northeastern University

Recommended Citation

Ezold, Melissa A., "Effects of increased exposure to training trials with children with autism" (2010). Applied Behavioral Analysis
Master’s Theses. Paper 24. http://hdl.handle.net/2047/d20000268

This work is available open access, hosted by Northeastern University.


http://iris.lib.neu.edu/app_beh_an_theses
http://iris.lib.neu.edu/bouve
http://hdl.handle.net/2047/d20000268

Effects of Increased Exposureto Training Trialswith Children with Autism

A Thesis Presented

by

Melissa A. Ezold

The Department of Counseling and Applied Educational Psychology

In partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
Master of Science
in thefield of

Applied Behavior Analysis

Northeastern University
Boston, MA

May 2010



NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY

Bouvé College of Health Sciences Graduate School

Thesis Title: Effects of Increased Exposure to Training Trials

Author: Melissa A. Ezold

Department: Counseling and Applied Educational Psychology

Approved for Thesis Requirements of Master of Science Degree

Jason Bourret, Ph.D., BCBA Date

Sue Langer, Date

Cammarie Johnson, MA, LMHC, BCBA Date



Effects of Increased Exposureto Training Trialswith Children with Autism

by
Melissa A. Ezold

B.A., Western New England College

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Master of Science in Applied Behavior Analysis
in the Bouvé College of Health Sciences Graduate School
of Northeastern University, May 2010



Acknowledgements
The author would like to thank her thesis committee, Dr. Jason C. Bourret, Sue Ladger, a
Cammarie Johnson for their continuing support, advice, and expertise in the areagdf appl
behavior analysis. A special acknowledgement to Dr. Jason C. Bourret, tkectteesiwho
played a fundamental role in the development and implementation of this thesis. The author
would also like to thank Maureen Kelly for her willingness to allow the datactiolfeto be
implemented on the team over which she supervised. Special thanks is also extdmeled to t

teachers of the residential team who collected data and ran teachingséssthis research.



Effects of Increased Exposure to Training Trials with Children with Autis

Table of Contents

AL ADSIFTACT .. 4
B. Introduction
L T e 5
2. Teaching MethodOlOgIES ........cceeeeeiiiiieeeeecrr e 5
3. PUIPOSE ..o et 8
C. Method
1. PaArtiCIPANTS ...ceeiieiiiieee et e e e s 8
2. Settings and Materials ...........oooevvuiiiiiiiiiiiie e 9
3. Response MeasUremMENt ........cooiieiiuiiieeeeieie e e eeeees 9
4. Interobserver Agreement and Procedural Integrity............cccccee.e. 10
5. Design and Procedure.............coccoiviiiiiiiiicci i e 10
D. RESUILS . e e e e e e e e e e 14
B DISCUSSION ..ttt e e e et e ettt e e tb bt e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaeeeeeennnees 16
F. REIEIEINCES ...ttt e e e e e e e e 19
G. FIQUIE CaptiONS .....cceeiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeennnnns 20

[ TR T T =SSP 21



EFFECTS OF INCREASED EXPOSURE TO TRAINING TRIALS 4

Abstract
We examined effects of increasing rate of exposure to training triaésparrse acquisition.
Academic objectives for 2 participants at a residential school for amidite autism were
selected for inclusion in the study due to a lack of progress. During baselotentesessions
were conducted once or twice a day, five days a week until response acquisitiost was
improving. Using a multiple baseline design, the participants encountered eattivelijethe
treatment condition in a staggered design. During the treatment conditbmtgaessions
occurred multiple times in one hour during the day, five days a week. Resultsdndaraasing

exposure to training trials increased the rate of response acquisition.
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Effects of Increased Exposure to Training Trials with Children with Autis

Children with developmental disabilities may need relatively intensaehing strategies
to promote learning. Previous research has examined response acquisitfanc®n of two
strategies to increase the number of teaching trials; manipulatingiégnéditween teaching trials
and manipulating the amount of time allocated to teaching trials.

A teaching trial is comprised minimally of a discriminative stimulusstruction, a
student response, differential reinforcement, and an intertrial intervattriakinterval (ITI) is
the length of time between the delivery of the reinforcer and the onset of tluetinst for the
next trial. The number of teaching trials that can be delivered in a sed pétime is directly
related to the amount of time spent in each of these trial components. The dif¢cupétions
on acquisition has been studied empirically. Carnine (1976) manipulated the lengté of ti
between the delivery of the reinforcer and the onset of the instruction of the alext teaching
sessions with typically-developing students. Measuring off-task behavibcjpegron, and
correct responding, Carnine evaluated fast-rate trial presentations anchigdvial
presentations in a reversal design. Carnine reported a delay between thésstesjgmise and
the presentation of the next trial was considered a slow presentation rateaiNbeteleen the
student’s response and the presentation of the next trial was considered &sapossrate.
Carnine reported that off-task behavior decreased, and participation and respeciding
increased when the rate of presentation was 1 s or less. With increasedweenlibe student
response and the next task at a slower rate, off-task behavior increased,ieipagartand
correct responding decreased. During a slow rate presentation, the tireerbéter student

response and the next task was 5 s or more.
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Koegel, Dunlap, and Dyer (1980) also assessed the effects of ITls on skill amguisit
Koegel et al. examined correct responding for children with autism whefriait@tervals were
manipulated in skill acquisition programming. In a multiple-baseline designtféot @f two ITI
durations on correct responding was assessed. The long intertrial intersisted of a 4 to 26-s
break between the end of the consequence and the presentation of the next instructiat The s
intertrial interval consisted of a 1 to 4-s break between the end of the conselgu¢hee
previous response and the presentation of the next instruction. Results showedsbkat acr
participants long intertrial interval performance was unpredictable. Nidhe three
participants’ performances reached acquisition criterion in the long iatémterval conditions.
Once the short intertrial interval was implemented for each participarg, wlas an immediate
increase in correct responding, and criterion performances were observégdoti@pants in
this condition.

Koegel et al. (1980) conducted a reversal design for some tasks. The percentage of
unprompted correct responses was measured in the reversal design. Fks atidaal
participants, the reversal design showed an increased percentage of unpromgted cor
responses in the short intertrial interval condition. In both designs, the rémwvitsdsincreases
in correct unprompted responses and rapid acquisition of the tasks assessed in therstialrt int
interval. In the long intertrial intervals there was little to no improvenmeahprompted correct
responding and mastery criterion for acquisition was never met. Carnine (1976)egel &t al.
showed that manipulation of intertrial interval durations affects the rateradct responding by
students during skill acquisition programming.

A second strategy to increase the number of training trials, increasingtiwstal time,

was reported by Torgesen et al. (2001). They examined the effects of intensadkal



EFFECTS OF INCREASED EXPOSURE TO TRAINING TRIALS 7

instruction on reading skills with children with learning disabilities. The @paints in the study
had received below-average standard scores on two measures of readinguskidsb&seline,
100 min of instruction a day was divided among many different topics. In treath®® min of
instruction a day was devoted to reading instruction only. Training took between 8 aakls9 we
to complete. For training to be considered completed, each participant neededectq63Ls
hours of instruction in reading. Once the intensive training was completed, the studentex!

in generalization training for an additional 8 weeks. The total time in itistinuor the study

was 16 to 17 weeks.

The results showed improvements in generalized reading skills in the inteerap@ial
instruction condition. The effects were not only substantial, but were also stabtera:dn a
2-year follow-up, the results showed similar scores from those recorded iatehediter the
intervention. Within 1 year of the intervention, 40% of the students in the speciaabdg
classroom no longer needed special educational services for reading. An impattant f
assessed in the study by Torgesen et al. (2001) was the long-term follow-up efeniran
was proven to be effective in the short term as well as the long term. By girapiging more
reading instruction per day, the students were able to improve reading scossdandsted
tests that allowed them to leave special reading instruction classes.

Wanzek and Vaughn (2008) implemented similar methods to those reported by Torgesen
et al. (2001). They assessed increasing the amount of time spent in indiggkiahs with
students in a high-poverty school system. A high percentage of participaatsmerity
students who were not achieving grade-level reading scores on standastzdd tae first
comparison, the effects on skill acquisition were measured in a group thaedeceiextra

intervention in reading and a group that received 30 extra minutes in readingntiterdaily.
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The results showed no significant difference in skill acquisition between the twesgroup
Students in both groups received similar scores on reading tests once irdarvei
completed.

In the second comparison, the effects on skill acquisition were measured in ahgitoup t
received no reading intervention and a group that received 60 min of readingntitendaily.
Results on reading tests showed significant differences between the intenagat comparison
groups on one test. There were more students in the treatment groups that showsd progr
reading than the comparison groups, but the differences were not significant.

Wanzek and Vaughn (2008) did not report significant results across all measurable
aspects of the dependent variables with students with reading disabilitieslidhlegwever,
show an increase in reading scores when the time in intervention was doubled friost tihe f
the second comparison study, but the gains were minimal. Wanzek and Vaughn saggest t
future research time in intervention should be increased by more than 60 min. The purpose of the
current study is to evaluate effects of increased exposure to trainingtrig@dsponse acquisition
with children with autism.

Method
Participants

Two male students diagnosed with autism spectrum disorders participdiedstody.
The participants resided at a residential school for children with autismtutents attended
school between 10 am and 3 pm 6 days a week. Academic objectives were run betvhesinst
of 8 am and 8 pm 7 days a week. Both participants were referred by supervise@schedstthat
worked with the students on a daily basis due to a lack of progress on objectivas in the

Individualized Educational Programs (IEP).
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AJ was a 19-year-old male diagnosed with an autism spectrum disorder. AJ
communicated vocally with four-to five-word sentences. He exhibited ssgtrmjury and
aggression to others. Bret was a 15-year-old male diagnosed with an autisomspiésorder,
who communicated vocally with three-to four-word sentences. Bret exhdatenle
environmental destruction, self-injury, and aggression to others.

Settings and Materials

All sessions were conducted in the students’ classrooms at the main taattitthe
bedroom or community room at their residential home. The classrooms containeditvest
desks and four to six chairs. Up to three other students and two other teachgnesente
during experimental sessions. Materials for academic sessions as\eflure items available
during trade-ins were present. The bedrooms at the residential faciliggremht desk, chair,
bed, dresser, and personal leisure items. The community room contained a lardeuable,
chairs, and leisure items such as a TV, games, puzzles and books. Each sessioth abnsiste
academic materials, token boards, reinforcer containers, primary am#flagcdata sheets, and
a binder. Curriculum data sheets were altered to include procedural integaigotlattion.
Response Measurement

The dependent variahledependent correct response was defined as the participant
responding correctly to the teaching instruction without the use of a prompt. Datalse
collected on correct prompted responses, independent incorrect responsest inongted
responses, and no respor@Serrect prompted response was defined as the participant
responding correctly to the teaching instruction after a prdmgigpendent incorrect response
was defined as the participant emitting an incorrect response to the teactnirgiorswithout a

prompt.Incorrect prompted response was defined as the participant emitting an incorrect
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response to the teaching instruction despite the use of a pidonasponse was defined as the
participant not emitting a response after the teaching instruction was giheor without a
prompt.

The independent variable manipulated was duration of exposure to training tmials. O
hour was selected; training trials were run for the duration of that hour.okigehour elapsed
the session ended; the criterion disregarded the number of trials conductdaeyidinticipant in
a session.

Interobserver Agreement and Procedural Integrity

Interobserver agreement was calculated by dividing the number of trialsgnenaent
by the total number of trials with agreement plus disagreement and multiplyih@0%.
Agreement was scored for 50% of trials for AJ with 100% agreement. Agreemestared for
33% of trials for Bret with 100% agreement.

Procedural integrity data were collected on the accuracy of the girprdsentation,
prompt, correction procedure, and prescription for the session. Procedural integritedat
taken on 50% of trials for AJ and 33% of trials for Bret. Procedural integrityecasded at
100% across all observations.

Design and Procedure

A multiple-baseline design across responses was employed for eacipgatt During
sessions all reinforcement and behavior guideline programs were followed, amhge<were
made to the curriculum. According to behavior guidelines, each student was ve eeseaiall
edible for a predetermined number of correct responses. The edibles used duringeexale
sessions were not isolated for experimental sessions. All experimesgalrss were conducted

by the same therapist except for one generalization probe. The last sé$ efasaun by
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different teaching personnel that worked with the students regularly. &tte tsials was run to
meet mastery criteria as written in the IEP objective.

The objectives included for AJ were Community Signs, Reading, and Manual Signs.
Community Signs was a match-to-sample program with a comparison athage@tommunity
signs (stop, men, and closed) that the participant matched to a verbal samplelioee sample
names were presented in a quasi-random fashion across 9-trial sessioes\erbdhree
exemplar sets for each sign and the position of each comparison stimulus earssdals.

The prompting procedure used was a 1-s progressive delay with point cue. Aftemisecutive
sessions with responding at 89% correct, the time between the discriminativiestmd the
prompt (point cue to correct comparison) was increased by 1 s. Masterg eviisrmet when
89% or better independent correct responding across two environments and two tedbhsss |
consecutive sessions was achieved.

Reading was a match-to-sample program with a comparison arrayefithten words
(chips, cereal, and milk) that the participant matched to a verbal sample (bresecgample
names were presented in a quasi-random fashion across 9-trial sessioes\erbehree
exemplar sets for each word and the position of each comparison stimulus varietriatsoss
The prompting procedure used was a 1-s progressive delay with a point endéwAft
consecutive sessions with responding at 89% correct, the time between tine riisioe
stimulus and the prompt (point cue to correct comparison) was increased by ltey kléeria
was met when 89% or better independent correct responding across two environmemnts and t
teachers in three consecutive sessions was achieved.

Manual Sign was a discrete trial program in which the student was requisspliest a

desired item in his teacher’s hand using manual signs. One item was used forahseSsions.
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The item in the teacher’s hand was a ball. A preference assessment haaispyelatermined
that the ball was preferred. The prompting procedure used was a 2-s constawittetayst-to-
least fading of visual prompts. After two consecutive sessions with responding ata(ees,
the visual prompt was faded. Mastery criteria were met when 89% or bettemddepeorrect
responding across two environments and two teachers in three consecutive sessions
achieved.

Bret’s objectives were Sequencing Pictures and Tooth brushing. SequenaimgsPias
a discrete trial program in which the student put three pictures of a vocaéiskah order on a
stimulus board. One vocational task was used in the 5-trial sessions. The vocatiopittaed
was wrapping silverware. The prompting procedure used was a 1-s progressiveittheenint
cue. After two consecutive sessions with responding at 100% correct, the timerb#tee
discriminative stimulus and the prompt (point cue to the correct order) wassiedien 1 s.
Mastery criteria were met when 89% or better independent correct responoisg) tao
environments and two teachers in three consecutive sessions was achieved.

Tooth brushing was a chain that the student brushed six regions of his teeth in three
strokes. The chain was conducted in 5-trial sessions. The prompting procedurasiseolsivto
least manual guidance. The prompt hierarchy included hand over hand manual guidance,
forearm, upper arm, light touch, and independent. Mastery criteria was met when 100%
independent correct responding across one environment and two teachers in thregiv®nsec
sessions was achieved.

AJ was given a token for every correct prompted or independent response. His token
exchange schedule was fixed ratio (FR) 5 for which he received a small ediidechbice.

After completing three teaching sessions, AJ could trade-in for 10 nhiravtity of his choice
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and music. Bret was given a token for every correct prompted or independent response. Hi
token exchange schedule was FR9 for which he received a small edible of hes Bheils 10-
min trade-in was on a token exchange FR45 schedule.

Baseline. The number of baseline sessions for each program was equated to the number
of teaching sessions being run prior to the beginning of the experiment. This included
approximately three months of data collection for AJ and one month of data oallectBret
prior to experimental inclusion. During discrete trial and match-to-sabgslelines, an incorrect
response resulted in all stimuli and attention removed for 3 s, and then the triepresented
at the most restrictive prompt. If there were two consecutive or thréentmaect responses in
a session, the session would end immediately. The student was then prompted at oweistep |
than previously prescribed in the next teaching session. Correct responsesni@reed with
verbal praise and the student-specific token delivery.

During Tooth brushing instruction, an incorrect response on a previously learned step or
on a training step was corrected immediately with hand-over-hand guidamzeonsecutive
incorrect responses on a previously learned step resulted in retrainistgfhat the most
restrictive prompt. Two consecutive incorrect responses on a training steépd@sa more
restrictive prompt at that step. Correct responses on a training stepdr@salteedible
reinforcer being delivered to the student.

Community Signs was run five times per week for a maximum total of 48. tRekhding
was run five times per week for a maximum total of 45 trials. Manual 8igasun five times
per week for a maximum total of 25 trials. Sequencing Pictures was run twesekdar a total
of 10 sessions and a maximum total of 50 trials. Tooth brushing was run five tinvesgheior

a maximum total of 25 trials.
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Treatment. In treatment, the academic objective was run for one continuous hour five
days a week. Sessions were conducted sometime between the hours of 10 am.artk&ipme
of day varied depending on student availability. The hour included any consumption time for
edibles and one 10-min period in which the students had access to a preferrgowathivut
demands. The same correction and reinforcement procedures were used in &adeline
treatment. Table 1 shows the maximum number of trials during baseline per wee& and th
average number of trials during treatment per week.

Maintenance. After mastery criteria were met on an objective with one therapist and one
generalization teacher, the teaching programs were implemgngld20 teachers on the
student’s team at the same frequency as in baseline. One and three menthasiéry criteria
were obtained on AJ’s and Bret’s last objective, respectively, maintenance pretserun for
all objectives. Except for Brett’s tooth brushing program, maintenance probesumnearithout a
correction procedure for incorrect responses. If an incorrect respossmitéed, the stimuli
were removed and the next trial was presented. Correct responses wdhg pexisad and a
token was delivered. In the maintenance probe for tooth brushing, an incorrect resgonse wa
interrupted and hand-over-hand manual guidance was provided for that step only.

Results

Following treatment implementation, both participants met all of thgeted academic
objectives. Figure 1 shows the results for AJ for all three academicioégeplotted by
sessions. Community Signs showed no progress during 18 baseline sessions (1&2rtrials)
Session 19, treatment was implemented. On Session 61, after 345 trials in 42 s&3¥'sions,
performance met mastery criteria for Community Signs. Readsogsalbwed no progress during

42 baseline sessions (336 trials). On Session 43, treatment was implementeai@n78es
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after 302 trials in 35 sessions, AJ’'s performance met mastery criteRa&oling. Manual Sign
showed no progress during 23 baseline sessions (113 trials). On Session 24, treatment was
implemented. On Session 49, after 130 trials in 25 sessions, AJ’s performance t@st mas
criteria for Manual Signs.

Figure 2 shows the data plotted across days. These graphs show the datara.real t
Each data point represents the average responding for that day. During treanhtgrie
sessions were run each day. Baseline sessions were run for 18, 42, and 23 days torif§omm
Signs, Reading, and Manual Signs, respectively. Once treatment wasienfgd Community
Signs was mastered in 11 days, Reading was mastered in 12 days, and Manuassigns w
mastered in 11 days.

Figure 3 shows the results for Bret for both academic objectives plotsabbipns.
Sequencing Pictures showed no progress during 36 baseline sessions (180tridkgsion 37,
treatment was implemented. On session 97, after 588 trials in 60 sessions, Bi@atisgnee
met mastery criteria for Sequencing Pictures. Bret obtained a maxoh60% independent
correct responses throughout baseline. Once treatment was implemented, titeoperce
independent correct responses was variable until it reached 100% for seven n@nsessions.
Tooth brushing showed no progress during 11 baseline sessions (50 trials). On Session 12,
treatment was implemented. On Session 47, after 185 trials in 35 sessiongyéfetimance
met mastery criteria for Tooth brushing.

Figure 4 represents the data plotted across days in real time. Each diatagesents
the average responding for that day. Baseline sessions were run for 16 days forigquenc
Pictures, and 10 days for Tooth brushing. Once treatment was implementedcBeyRectures

was mastered in 6 days, and Tooth brushing was mastered in 9 days.



EFFECTS OF INCREASED EXPOSURE TO TRAINING TRIALS 16

Discussion

The results suggest that an increase in the rate of training triddedtive in increasing
response acquisition. Prior to inclusion in the study, the students had maae htilprogress in
these teaching programs over months of instruction. These results contimaseline when the
programs were implemented at the same rate as prior to the study. When theofuedwdring
trials per day was increased a different trajectory of correct indeperdeonding was
observed for all objectives across both participants. During treatmentgatidjgctives met
mastery criteria in days compared to the months with no progress prior to thdrsthay.
follow-up maintenance probe, AJ and Bret continued to demonstrate mastergrcriter
performance in all their targeted objectives.

The current research findings have applied implications. Supervisors couldiemple
this procedure for the objectives that students are not progressing on in theg \Wefl, a5 all
objectives listed on a student’s IEP. The benefit of using this procedure foreziiiods could
be faster acquisition on all objectives and could allow the student to access edlasfar
instruction that would help improve their independence. With faster responsetamutasget
goals could be attained and allow new, more complex skills to be trained.

The treatment design is a relatively simple procedure for teacherpleament. The
teaching procedure required no additional training for the teachers involved in thelstlikly
intertrial interval procedures, this procedure required no timing of trialsestriat intervals.
The teaching sessions were conducted as previously prescribed and implenterediab no
manipulation of task materials or the environment during the treatment sessigessidins

were run in the regular classroom and academic work areas with other studssms Jilee
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teaching personnel were merely required to present more conseculsvthamapreviously
prescribed on the curriculum sheets.

Many special education programs may have minimal resources and spadaehitow
provide academic instruction to their students. The current procedure requires no ddditiona
materials or environments to implement the treatment. The current procedure tdeegine
additional time in an academic setting, but uses time already requireditdhieatudent. The
time is condensed into blocks rather than spread out over multiple days and months.

One possible process responsible for the behavior change is the increase in rate of
reinforcement. While all reinforcement guidelines were held constanttprieclusion in the
study, during baseline sessions, and treatment sessions, all the partiapkhéccess
reinforcement more with the increase in trial presentations. It is urnfctea process had an
effect on the behavior change seen in the current study. Future research showulddmbiot
this potential factor to ensure that the behavior change is due to increasedesigptsiming
trials and not due to an increased rate of reinforcement.

One limitation of the current research is that the actual rate of @epimstraining trials
varied across participants and objectives. The actual rate that is ne@uzéase response
acquisition is unclear both in the research literature and in the current studg. fésearch
should look to systematically alter the rate of exposure to training trialseiorde¢ the optimal
rate for response acquisition.

Another limitation in the current study was that data for Bret's SequeRatgyes
objective was on a variable increasing trend when treatment was inmpéeink: is difficult to
attribute the treatment to the behavior change given that the data shuwease prior to

treatment implementation.
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During the study, only one teacher ran sessions with the participants fexdapt
generalization probe. It is difficult to assess whether or not the reslilgeneralize to the
remainder of the teaching personnel. Future research should look at expanding theohumber
teachers that run experimental sessions to ensure that the students willtbegabéralize the
skills to other teachers.

Procedural integrity for experimental sessions for both participantsssassad at 100%.
The therapist running sessions had been employed by the school for over 3 years and had
experience teaching IEP objectives. Other teaching personnel maghawxperience teaching
IEP objectives and procedural integrity might be less than 100%. This factor veaglba
contributed to the increase in response acquisition. Results may not be @phtatewer
procedural integrity levels in conducting experimental sessions. A furthezstigygfor future
research is to evaluate response acquisition with systematic changaesetdupal integrity levels

during conditions of increased exposure to training trials.
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Figure Captions
Figure 1. This figure depicts the percent of independent correct responses for Commgingy Si

Reading, and Manual Signs in the top, middle, and bottom panels, respectively.

Figure 2. The figure depicts the percent of independent correct responses per day for Cgmmunit
Signs. Reading, and Manual Signs in the top, middle, and bottom panels, respectivelyt&ach da

point represents the average responding for that day. There were mulsplasesn per day.

Figure 3. This figure depicts the percent of independent correct responses for Sequencing

Pictures and Tooth Brushing in the top and bottom panels, respectively.

Figure 4. This figure depicts the percent of independent correct responses per day for
Sequencing Pictures and Tooth Brushing in the top and bottom panels, respectivelyat&ach d

point represents the average responding for that day. There were mulspleasesn per day.



Table 1.

EFFECTS OF INCREASED EXPOSURE TO TRAINING TRIALS

Average Number of Trials Run Per Week in Baseline and Treatment

21

Participant Objective Baseline Treatment
AJ Community Signs 45 255
Sight Words 45 255
Manual Signs 25 100
Bret Sequencing Picture 50 285
Tooth Brushing 25 150

Table 1. The table depicts the maximum number of trials run per week during baseline and the

average number of trials run per week during treatment for each participant ectivebj
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EFFECTS OF INCREASED EXPOSURE TO TRAINING TRIALS

Figure 3.
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EFFECTS OF INCREASED EXPOSURE TO TRAINING TRIALS

Figure 4.
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