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 One-to-one instructional formats and teaching strategies have 
been been established as best practice for teaching students 
with autism (Green, 2000; Smith 2001).

 Group learning critical skill for independence in future 
environments

 Increased evidence base that group teaching 
effective(Taubman, et. Al, 2001; Sweeney, 2010)

 Virtually no services when people with autism become adults

 Ratios not 1:1
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Past work

 Public school setting program for students with autism

Changing economic environment clearly on horizon

 Needed to make data-based decisions
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“Levels of Support”
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Results From Initial Work
 11 students as sample

 Kindergarten- Grade 4: 
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Setting
Crossroads School for Children

 Educational and vocational programming for children

 Ages 3-22

Nine classrooms
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Current Study

Evaluated effectiveness of:

1. An assessment protocol to determine necessary level of 

staff support

2. The effectiveness of teaching strategy across student 

profiles and  instructional content areas
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Setting

Current study took place across 6 classrooms

Groups were conducted in classrooms

Groups ranged from 2-6 students
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Profile Samples

Age Diagnosis IQ General Description

12 Landau-

Kleffner

Syndrome

74 Below academic grade level- proficient 

with device and some sign language. 

11 Autism/Mosaic

Downs

40 Below academic grade level, verbal, 

some articulation difficulties 

9 Developmental 

Delays

60 Below academic grade level 

(approximately at a 1st grade reading, 

and 2nd grade math level). Enjoys 

interacting with peers and adults. 

9 Autism 67 Below grade level (approximately at a K 

reading and math level). 

13 Autism -- Below grade level.  Limited verbals.  

Communicates verbally and with ipad. 
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General Procedure

 Three instructional content areas :

1. Classroom Routine Group

2. Academic Group

3. Non-Academic Group

 One group leader and varying amounts of staff support

 Identical teaching protocols for all students were in place 

across all group types
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Description of Intervention

 Simple conditioned reinforcement system

 Fading staff physical proximity based on criteria
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Criteria to fade support

2 consecutive days with data as follows:

 Stereotypy: 10% or below

Challenging Behaviors: 10% or below

 Active Engagement: 80% or above

 Active Responding: 80% or above

 1 or fewer prompts/student-teacher interactions
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Response Measurement

Response Targets: 

 Active Engagement

 Active Responding

 Stereotypic Behavior

Challenging Behavior

 Accuracy of Responding

 Type and number of prompts 

 Proximity of staff

Number of  Staff
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Sample Definitions

 Active Engagement: eyes on teacher/person speaking or on 

work; working independently at seat; sitting in 

circle/morning meeting with eyes on teacher/person 

speaking or on work materials

 Active Responding: attempting to complete a response as 

requested by teacher/adult  (to the individual or group) 

within 5 seconds of being given an instruction or prompt.  

Examples include: engaged in choral response; participation 

in group actions to songs or stories; responding to question 

the teacher asked of that individual; doing what has been 

instructed to do (e.g., waiting, lining up) 
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Response Measurement, Interobserver 

Agreement & Experimental Design

Response Measurement: Data was collected using three 5-
minute samples per day per student.  A momentary time 
sampling method was used, with a 30-second interval and a 
2-second observe.

 IOA was collected by an independent observer and 
averaged 84%.

 Experimental Design: Multiple Baseline across content area 
within participants (Baer, Wolf, & Risley, 1968) 
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Treatment Fidelity

Treatment Fidelity was assessed in two ways

 A direct observation checklist for teacher effectiveness

 A checklist for implementation of conditioned reinforcement 

system

 Treatment fidelity was collected 10% of sessions and 

averaged 95%
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Figure 1

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

80.00%

90.00%

100.00%

A
c

a
d

e
m

ic

R
o

u
ti

n
e

N
o

n
-A

c
a

d
e

m
ic

A
c

a
d

e
m

ic

R
o

u
ti

n
e

N
o

n
-A

c
a

d
e

m
ic

A
c

a
d

e
m

ic

R
o

u
ti

n
e

N
o

n
-A

c
a

d
e

m
ic

A
c

a
d

e
m

ic

R
o

u
ti

n
e

N
o

n
-A

c
a

d
e

m
ic

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4

Group Behavior

Stereotypy

Challenging Behavior

Active Engagement

Active Responding

% Accuracy



+ Results-Level One Group 



+ Results-Level One Group 



+ Results-Level Two Group 



+ Results-Level Two Group 
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Remarks

Assessment Protocol 

Data clearly correlated with learning profiles of students

Teaching Strategy

 Very easy to implement (i.e., simple conditioned 

reinforcement system)

 Showed increase in active engagement, active responding, 

decrease in interfering behaviors

One student sought out the intervention even in groups it was 

not being offered to her
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Remarks

• Curriculum content areas need to be individually 

determined

• System needs to be modified to be as applicable to older 

students/more vocationally oriented curriculum

• Additional data on generalization to community and work 

settings is needed

• Data collection methods require closer examination as 

availability of dedicated observers is difficult in applied 

settings

• School districts have been incredibly supportive of the 

system


