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Study Q 1
1. Describe the preference assessment methods compared in this study.
The two preference assessment methods compared in this study are; the stimulus preference and the forced-choice. According to Fisher et al. (1992), the forced-choice preference assessment results to higher levels of responding when contingently presented in concurrent operands paradigms compared to the stimulus preference. 
2. What did the results of Phase 1 suggest regarding the use of forced-choice assessment and how did these findings compare to those found in the Pace et al. (1985) study?
The results of phase 1 suggest the forced-choice assessment has good concurrent validity. In addition, these findings compare to the aforementioned study because it is still preferred for the low functioning individuals who may have hard times in making reliable choice responses 
1. What are two possible reasons why staff report of learner preference may not closely match results found in systematic assessments?
First, the staff may be able to identify an individual’s strongest preference though they may be unaware of specific comparisons between pairs of items. Second, the staff reports may be based on the frequency of a learner’s acceptance of an item that is routinely offered by itself (Windsor & Locke, 1994). 
2. Describe the preference assessment methods compared in this study.
Preference assessment methods compared in this study are group and paired presentation. According to Windsor & Locke (1994), the preference group presentation was done by five presenters using a standard presentation format while the paired presentation was different since one learner experienced some challenging behaviors.
1. What are the advantages and disadvantages of using brief preference assessment methods vs. more lengthy methods to assess preference?
One advantage of using brief preference assessment methods vs. more lengthy methods to assess preference is that they can be administered frequently hence enhancing reinforcement effects. According to DeLeon et al. (2001), one disadvantage of using brief preference assessment methods vs. more lengthy methods to assess preference is that the dependent measures involved usually offer simple and free-operant responses that are not socially meaningful.
2. How might conducting frequent brief preference assessment just prior to behavioral training sessions be beneficial and what kind of information is gained by doing this vs. less frequent lengthier assessment methods?
Conducting frequent brief preference assessment prior to behavioral training may be beneficial in the comparison of different results. The kind of information gained include; the validity and consistency of the results (DeLeon et al., 2001). 
3. A criticism of studies on preference and reinforce assessments has been that dependent measures have involved simple free-operant responses that required little effort on the participants’ parts. Do the findings in this study confer with those criticisms? Why or why not?
The findings in this study confer with those criticisms. According to DeLeon et al. (2001), this can be shown by reviewing the results that suggest that the combination of the RAISD that takes 20 minutes or less to complete and the MSWO assessment that takes 1 or 2 minutes to complete.
Study Q 2
1. Describe the preference assessments compared in Experiment 1.
The preference assessment compared in experiment 1is paired stimulus and the multiple stimuli with replacement. The paired stimulus was characterized by two items presented during each trial while the multiple stimuliwere governed by replacing the items in the arrays after the end of every trial (DeLeon & Iwata, 1996).
4. How did the results in Experiment 2 compare with those found in Experiment 1? 
According to DeLeon & Iwata (1996), both experiments assert that the MSWO and PS procedures may be beneficial when attempting to identify a variety of potential reinforcers for individuals reported to have few known reinforcers. 
1. How does Michael (1993) define an establishing operation? And an abolishing operation? 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The establishing operation as an environmental event, operation, or stimulus condition having two conjoint functions. Again, he defines the abolishing operation as those EO’s that reduce the effectiveness of certain other events as reinforcers and reduce the frequency of behaviors related with reinforcing events (McGill, 1999).
2. What is the most immediate visible effect of the EO? Describe the three ways in which this manifests. 
The most immediate visible effect of the EO is the altered rate of behaviors related with the relevant reinforce. According to McGill (1999), the three manifestations are through evocation of operant responses by the relevant EO’s, discriminative stimuli and the relation of the conditioned reinforcers.
5. What are the events that are known to establish motivation for problem behavior? 
The events are approaches social-positive, social-negative and automatic reinforcement (McGill, 1999).
6. What are three good reasons why the effects of EOs should be considered when conducting FAs? 
Effects of EO’s should be considered because the treatment that does not include its alteration might be contraindicated and the knowledge of EO’s may help to explain the frequently reported variability in the occurrence of problem behavior. According to McGill (1999), the last reason is that the knowledge of EO’s may have differential implications for intervention. 
Study Q 3
1. How might the use of functional analysis used in applied settings be compared to those used in analogue settings?  
The use of functional analysis can be compared to those used in analogue settings since they both encourage the use of more efficient methods to meet the needs of services providers who do not have enough resources to conduct analog sessions (Paclawskyj et al., 2000). 
2. What other types of assessments have been studied and were found to be more efficient than experimental functional analyses? How do data collection methods used in these types of assessment compare to those used in experimental functional analyses
Other types of assessments are the experimental functional analyses and the Motivation Assessment Scale. According to Paclawskyj et al. (2000), date collection methods of these types of assessment compare to the ones used in experimental functional analyses since they all give varied results that make the scale more comprehensive than previous experiments.
1. Describe each of the three descriptive analysis methods studied in this article.
The methods include the ABC method, the conditional probability method and the background probability method. According to Pence et al. (2009), ABC method used the proportion of problem behavior; the conditional probability method used four calculations while the background probability was compared to identify positive, negative contingencies.
2 How did the results from the descriptive analysis conditions compare to those found using a functional analysis condition?
The two conditions can be compared since positive contingencies were observed when the conditional probability was greater than the background probability in regards to the problem behavior (Pence et al., 2009). 
5.  According to the article, can the use of descriptive analysis methods provide information on contingencies between problem behavior and the environment? How or how not?
This is not possible because there is the inclusion of the negative contingency. According to Pence et al. (2009),it means that the indicated problem behavior was less likely to follow the environmental event.
1. On page 4, examine the case of Milton. Why does Milton pinch other clients? Does staff have something to do with that behavior- why or why not?
Milton pinches other clients as a way of reinforcing and punishing them. The staff has something to do with that behavior since it aims at promoting change and positivity to them (Cipani & Schock, 2010).
2. Describe how behavior is maintained by positive reinforcement and by negative reinforcement.
According toCipani & Schock (2010), positive reinforcement involves awarding individuals with gifts, rewards and calling them good names for them to change behavior. On the other hand, negative reinforcement involves punishment that forces individuals to change their behaviors.
3. Is it possible for the same problem behavior to be maintained by both positive reinforcement and negative reinforcement? Why or why not?  
Concerning the question, it is possible since both reinforcements are geared towards achieving good behaviors through either way (Cipani & Schock, 2010).
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