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I)   Introduction

a) List the main reasons why the authors decided to conduct this study.  How did they justify  

    what they did? (At least 1 paragraph) (2 points):
The authors main intention was to prolong the research that was done by Mueller et al. (2005), besides examining the disadvantages of a novel functional analysis condition intended to evaluate the effects attention as a reinforce mostly during breaks from academic studies. The authors further implemented visions of their own to their current study with two main objectives. The first objective was to prolong Muller et al. study by analyzing two distinct behavioral interventions. Regarding this, the first intervention was to present an escape only treatment while the second intervention was typically meant to match the functions to escape and teacher attention.

The second objective, the authors simulated Mueller et al.’s ETA inquiries mainly with more participants and in a much controlled way. This is mainly aimed at identifying whether the addition of a teacher attention to an escape interval would lead to raised levels problem behavioral when compared to a normal escape condition. Besides, they also include the IOA data as well as the multiple behavioral observers so ass to determine if in case the ETA function would basically be the same for the additional partakers.

For this reason, the authors vindicated their research by carrying out functional examination, follow up functional analysis, treatment evaluations and lastly by making treatment accessible in terms of acceptability (Sterling, Micheal, Dufrene, Tingstrom, & sarno, 2011).            
b) Write the specific questions the author(s) asked or the hypothesis they wanted to test (usually found in the last paragraph of the introduction).  Be sure to write it as a question (i.e- What will happen to the tantrum behavior when the DRO treatment plan is implemented) or in “If/Then” statement (i.e- If the DRO treatment is implemented, it is anticipated that the tantrum behavior of the children will decrease).  (1 points)
Will the distinct treatments outcomes appear for the students who exhibited elevated levels of problem behavior in the ETA disorder, with stronger effects of treatments preferring the mutual treatment for the children with the ETA function or to the children who only have escape-controlled problems? (Sterling, Micheal, Dufrene, Tingstrom, & sarno, 2011).     
 c) How does this article interest you?  How does it relate to the teaching you plan to do? (At least 1 paragraph) (1 point)
I personally work in a school setting with a four-year-old boy that has autism, and some of her behaviors are as a result of escape from tasks as well as seeking attention either from her teachers or me. Besides, my supervisor ordered me not to let the boy escape until he had only completed her task. Moreover, the supervisor also requested me to only respond to the boy’s attention when he appropriately requested for it. It is however interesting and enjoyable to read about the escape and the attention as well the different plans and the techniques used to efficiently stop escape and escape controlled attention. I basically liked the attention function as well as the treatment and design addressed escape. This is because they were effective and efficient at moderating the target behaviors than treatments meant to target only escape.
Methods.   Precisely describe
a) the participants, including personnel, students, others (2 points)

Three children registered in a public school located in a rural area of Southeastern district besides being placed in a general classroom. The consent of the teacher and the parents were secured. The partakers names that were used were also pseudonyms. Brandon a 6-year-old Caucasian male was registered in a general education first-grade classroom. He was diagnosed with the attention shortfall hyperactivity disorder a when he was five years old and the doctors prescribed a 10-mg dose patch of the methylphenidate (Deytrana). However, Franklin and Marcus five years old African American males were registered in different general education kindergarten classes.  They had never been diagnosed hence there was no medical prescription to them.      
b) The setting (location, physical arrangements) (2 points)
All the activities and sessions took place in the classroom of the partakers during scheduled activities that matched the teacher reported times when problem behaviors occurred more frequently. Nonetheless, the classroom teachers formulated and implemented all the necessary functional analysis as well as the treatment evaluation sessions (Sterling, Micheal, Dufrene, Tingstrom, & sarno, 2011).   
c) What was measured?  (Usually particular behaviors) (2 points)
The child problem behavior was the basic dependent variable. Problem behavior mainly consisted of inappropriate vocalizations for (franklin, J’ Marcus), which was described as yelling or talking without the permission of the teacher. Banging on the surfaces (Franklin), described as the act of throwing the academic in a downward motion to the desk or ground so as to make an audible or disturbing sound on impact. Moreover, elopement which was observed from J’ Marcus, was basically described as an act of movement away from the teacher without permissions. Moreover, data was also collected for this kind of task engagement. The job engagement was described as the student’s eye directed towards the task materials and manipulation of objects which was the instructions of the teachers. The task engagement is basically presented as the percentage of interludes where the behaviors were observed during the process. All the sessions lasted for ten minutes.  (Sterling, Micheal, Dufrene, Tingstrom, & sarno, 2011)      
d) How did the researchers conduct their measurement?  Did they use instruments, score sheets etc.?) (2 points)
In order to obtain hypothesis concerning the functions of the problem behavior, The FAIR-T instruments was administered to the teachers. Besides, the FAIR-T instrument is with four basic components so as to accomplish this process. These components include (a) the general referral information (b) the identification and definition of the problem behavior (c) potential antecedents for problem behavior (d) the possible consequences that follow the problem behavior more often. Additionally, the IRP-15 was also used mainly as a social legitimacy measure of the treatment conditions. The IRP-15 consists of approximately fifteen questions which the defendant rates on a Likert type scale that ranges from one (strongly disagree) to six (strongly agree) (Sterling, Micheal, Dufrene, Tingstrom, & sarno, 2011.       
e) What did the authors do to convince readers the measures were? 
Reliable or dependable: (1 point)

Valid (measured what they were supposed to) (1 point):
All the teachers were well trained on the necessary skills that were helpful in the implementation of the functional analysis as well as the treatment evaluation in all the conditions. For the all activities in which the teachers were trained, series of steps were formed. Besides, the procedural integrity was ascertained for every session and by dividing the number accurately implemented steps by the total number of steps for that condition. To convince the readers that the measures were reliable, the two observers were allocated to one student: one observer served as the basic data accumulator whiles the other for IOA (Sterling, Micheal, Dufrene, Tingstrom, & sarno, 2011).   
e) Describe the procedures. (Who did what, how, with whom, where, when, how often, and for how long?).  (At least 2 paragraphs) (3 point
First, the functionally behavior assessment that consisted a teacher interview as well as classroom observation were done with the main intention of gaining hypothesis of the behavioral functions. Each teacher was assigned the FAIR-T as an interview so as to describe target behaviors as well as their antecedents and the risks. Moreover, direct behavioral observations were done in the students’ class. The important information obtained was then used to compose a hypothesis about the possible behavior reinforced relationships.


Secondly, the functional analysis was also used to recognize escape from work needs as variable for the problem behaviors, further to identify reinforces for the problem behaviors. Every partaker omission from academic requirements as well as the attentions to teachers was also tested. Besides, a play condition was also incorporated as an experimental condition. All the circumstances were offered in an unsystematic order and the outcomes were then assessed using the multi component design. All this conditions lasted for 10 minutes. Besides a break which lasted for two minutes was always given between conditions. After this breaks, the teachers and their students went on with the natural occurring classroom routines.  However, the students were not told of the alterations in contingencies across the activities, distinct stimuli were used across the conditions. Besides, each of the partaker’s teachers formulated and implemented the function al analysis and conducted between two and four sessions daily.

Lastly, the follow up functional analysis was used to investigate the effects of attentions that were delivered mostly during the breaks from the academic needs. Besides, all the conditions lasted for duration of 10 minutes and a two-minute break was also awarded between conditions. The teacher also implemented the 2-4 experimental conditions daily. The escape from the academic requirements as well as the play conditions were also implemented in an identical way as in the primary functional analysis. Lastly, two distinct treatments were also compared to typically evaluate the effects on the target behavior when an escape only treatment was alternated with an intervention package which mainly targeted the escape and attention. Nonetheless, a treatment comparison was also employed so as to appraise the target behavior under two distinct treatments types. One of the treatments, escape extinction, mainly targeted the escape. However, the other treatment scape extinction differential strengthening of alternative behaviors, targeted escape and the teacher extension    
Results

The previous functional analysis data basically was in support of the hypothesis that every accomplice behavior was reinforced by the escape from academic requirements. Brandon displayed problem behavior averagely of 14% (range 12%-19%) of the seen conditions mainly throughout the escape condition. Besides, the mean percentage of the interval mostly with the problem behavior throughout the teacher attention condition was ascertained to bed about 0.67% (range 0%-2%). However, there was no problem behavior seen during the control sessions. Moreover, franklin mean percentage of interludes with the problem behavior during the escape condition was ascertained to be 11.33% range(8

%-16%) and was below 1% during the attention sessions ( range 0%-2%). No problem behavior was seen throughout the control and attention conditions (Sterling, Micheal, Dufrene, Tingstrom, & sarno, 2011). 

Brandon follow-up functional analysis hinted that the mean intervals which consisted of problem behavior during the escape condition was approximately 10.5% (range 7%-15%), and no problem behavior took place during the control condition. Besides, the mean percentage interval with problem behavior in ETA condition was about 11.5% (range 7%-14%). Low levels of problem behavior also took place during the control condition (range 0%-3%). The problem conditions in the ETA took place in the average of 36.7% (range 31%-44%) of interval. The ETA condition further resulted into a more problem behavior than the escape condition. He high levels of behavior in the ETA and the low level mostly in the two conditions is enough to show that Franklin behavior was strengthened by the by attention he got during the escape period. Moreover, the results functional analysis of Marcus represents the mean percentage of the problem behavior during the escape condition which was 23.33% (range 22%-25%) and there was no problem behavior which was seen during the ETA condition.      

IV. Discussion and Conclusion.

a) List the main issues the authors discussed (At least 2 paragraphs) (2 points)

The authors discussed if in case the being of the teacher attention to an escape interval would emerge into a higher levels of problem behavior as when compared to a normal escape condition for the three kids. Further, the authors also wanted to examine whether a treatment package that mainly targeted the escape and attention functions would moderate the target behavior than a treatment that only targeted the escape. The descriptive data collected from then functional valuation hinted that then problem behavior resulted into the escape from tasks needs almost all the participants. Besides, it was also observed that the teachers provided attention mostly when the kids had no work, low levels of peer attention for the problem behavior was also seen. 

The first research question assessed if in case the inclusion of teacher attention during the escape interval would produce higher levels of problem behavior when comparted to only escape conditions. The outcomes support Mueller’s et al’s (2005) findings as the follow-up functional analysis insinuated an increase in the problem behavior in the ETA conditions for 2-3 participants relative to only escape and play conditions. Besides, a treatment program allegation for ETA controlled problem behavior. A treatment program that is typically meant to match the escape function only versus the treatment that is targeting the escape with the inclusion of teacher attention was ascertained. The problem behavior diminished for all the partakers during treatment and a general rise trend in the problem behavior was seen thought the normal treatment. Hence, distinct responsiveness to the treatment based on behavioral function was seen, however, differences for Brandon were small by the end of the treatment (Sterling, Micheal, Dufrene, Tingstrom, & sarno, 2011).  
  b) Refer back to the specific question the authors asked and indicate their answer (conclusion.) (1 point)
The authors asked, will distinct treatment outcome emerge for the students who showed greater levels of problem behavior mainly in the ETA condition or to the children with only the escape controlled problems?
V. Your own comments. (i.e- How will you apply what you learned? What are your experiences?  What was your favorite point, etc.)? (At least 3 paragraphs) (3 points)
I personally really enjoyed reading this article basically when it is an addition of another study carried out by the different writers. Moreover, it was predicted that there would be different results mainly for the students who exhibited higher levels of problems behavior mainly in the ETA condition. I though greater levels of problem behavior would come out during the escape controlled behavioral problems. It was also enjoyable reading as well as understanding the functional analysis as well as the follow up functional analysis for these four conditions.

I worked with the four-year-old boy who had autism within the school setting who had the intention of escaping the academic works. The baseliner also showed escape four times during the academic works that were needed of him by his teachers. Besides, there was no period in which the boy escaped without presenting the academic task. 

When I was going through the article, I read a very interesting phrase regarding the teacher interview which I had experienced before. Moreover, the FAIR-T as an instrument administered to the teachers to come up with the necessary hypothesis regarding the function of the problem behavior. Bedsides, researches have insinuated that the hypothesis which was generated from the gathered information via the FAIR-T correspond with the behavior function well-known in experimental analysis. Despite not being able to see a FAIR-T instrument, it would be very enjoyable is this kind of measuring instrument was accessible during my case with the four-year-old boy.
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