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The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of a function-based intervention on disruptive behavior, active task engagement,
and task completion in middle school students with autism spectrum disorder (ASD), and evaluate the maintenance and generalization of
the intervention effects. The study was conducted during Korean language classes at a special education middle school and included three
students with ASD who had difficulties with active task engagement due to frequent disruptive behavior. Functional behavioral assessments
including indirect assessment, direct observation, and functional analysis were conducted to identify the function of disruptive behavior.
Based on the assessment results, the function-based intervention was implemented and its effects were evaluated using a multiple baseline
across participants design. The experiment consisted of baseline, intervention, maintenance, and generalization conditions. The results
demonstrated that the function-based intervention was effective in reducing disruptive behavior and improving both active task engagement
and task completion for all participants. These effects were maintained after the withdrawal of the intervention and generalized to a setting
in which the intervention was not provided. In addition, the results of the social validity assessment conducted with parents and teachers

indicated high levels of satisfaction and acceptance regarding the goals, procedures, and outcomes of the intervention.
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At 7ol AR oAb B dEAEe] A EHZAQ A AlgkH o] gHEAQ] gFolt &1 5
° 2 3= A7 E Ao o]thAmerican Psychiatric Association, 2013). AE AN E 7} AlFELS 24le] Q7S H S}
3, FH oy gE AFEES AAES odske dH ofE$o] ow, 1 A=l tis] BAE 2] Hke-S
Hol7|= YhNyakundi & Wairungu, 2021). ©|21g 502 3] Atd| A<l SAYES At S0 2| - Aol
SHERT O Be wAdES Holn, olo the aAZQ FAVE AFHA FoH AAstHA qFo vz} 4
=7t A4Ed 4 AThNyakundi & Wairungu, 2021; Seoul National Hospital, 2015). ©|& % B2 St Eo] A3l &4,
A FalEE s 5o TANES HolH, ol A4l BRI AAA A AFES U B9 ol AY
ALs] 2 w85 A E AT Matson & Nebel-Schwalm, 2007). £3] &t A9 4+ 5 XA Eold), A
ole, 4g] AEY], FAHEI T T 2 79 Wl s AA FIH s AHE Adlste T2 8<le
R EKBlank & Shavit, 2016; Burns et al., 2021; Lane et al., 2007; Petursdottir & Ragnarsdottir, 2019). ©]2%F ¢
3 H5 A AR ofye}t e S Y Fo B AA FaAS WElista, s AF o F8F FdFES ¢
AW, wAke] ¢ JPo = o]E oS ZY I THBecherer, Koller, & Zimmermann, 2021; Petursdottir & Ragnarsdottir,
2019). 9 Fodet A FYPL A AHE AT AMNAHQA QA0 H Z(Becherer et al., 2021; Siddig, Gochyyev, &

=
Valls, 2020), Aol ¢ S5 Fosta, s 8-S 558 F AEE F-3 w84 Y7 P& SAVF 2o
e}
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ST 202 AW SRS wST dAE Ao el BAT wsH 27E wT ot 9EY wawy 2
o] "HaAo] = QthMinistry of Education & Daegu Metropolitan Office of Education, 2023). WehA Zoll gtajo]
wEHY sEHORE Fofsta, ARHo R FFAER F7] fdiMe H el FFe Asiar ofo tiAsk=

MEstd 5 FA 28] a7En

EAdE g SAE HOH oty g5sA 7Hol=el oAEs d59 715 e Brista, 7ss 7|Rke
2 3 Ao AYs d8s 7Fxsla )\E]'(Ministry of Education, 2024). 7]'57]1%¥+e] ZAl(function-based intervention)=
TABs 3 7sFEH7IE AAsta, B 2d3E BEdE EAdEe] A g4 3 diAdEe] e 9
3t FAE EFITHGriffith, Hirsch, & Burns, 2022). A5l 3t Ao 2 7|57ve] A= Hriel SA7F A
AlE ZFA(Choi & Jung, 2019; Horner & Carr, 1997)%, SAZH AFS ARESE H7|57Hke] A9t 7] )HE A9
'HE vugk AR Zs7IRe] AV EA3Ee] SA Eoh B a3 Ao ® HE U ThEllingson et
al., 2000; Ingram, Lewis-Palmer, & Sugai, 2005; Stahr et al., 2006). TFFe] AF-E0o] stuw AR = Wl 5o 7+
a9t 7Y Fol 8 A s fE el Fol tit 7Tk TA &3S RASFATHCho & Blair, 2017; Gu &
Jung, 2024; Jeong & Jung, 2023; Kang, Kang, & Son, 2021; Kim et al., 2017; Lane et al., 2007; LeGray et al., 2010; Park
& Kim, 2022; Perihan & Bicer, 2021; Petursdottir & Ragnarsdottir, 2019; Reeves et al., 2013; Shumate & Wills, 2010). o5
2 AT Aol st tidew 3 ATEe T Wl FFo] dae A 7 AT T FAKang e al,
2021; Park & Kim, 2022), ¥ut3lo]l gl 7|57|Hte] FA 92 RAFAtKPark & Kim, 2022). &5 Hof A<
oz 3 AFSdXE 7Ie7Ive] SA7E £ 2 A ole, £ el FFo] gt o o & A
g Yzl o] EAAQ ASE YEFGTKCho & Blair, 2017; Gu & Jung, 2024; Jeong & Jung, 2023; Lane et al,
2007; Perihan & Bicer, 2021; Petursdottir & Ragnarsdottir, 2019; Reeves et al., 2013). o] & X AFE= =4 a9 F
A](Petursdottir & Ragnarsdottir, 2019; Reeves et al., 2013)9} FA1¢F A Gukst E3KGu & Jung, 2024; Jeong & Jung,
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2023)5 BAFAT =3 £ Wall A5 et A F3 A5 g A A 7 AFo A=A A
TEY HIRESL T3 FA &3= B3 AFE ATHGu & Jung, 2024; Jeong & Jung, 2023). I, Jul A
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= < F&ste A WU EAdES AR dEste Ve WYY dEY Vs AgHoE AFske V)
SEA HAAE T THHanley, 2012). AEA 71584 374 WS 25t EAYES 752 ksl olE
aazl %XH Ao HA AN &S FTHMoon & Jeong, 2018; Sugai, Horner, & Sprague,
ABEe] 7Iss 7P ALstA B71E F e A4FH Hrt HAAE AFEHL Ao E=37F 7

A3} o] Hhﬂﬂ/\i 50% T2 YA7F RSl B8 (Contreras et al., 2023), nl dA
TE IHH Wrket 71e3 Wrlel o|Edte AFol Jon, VFRAS AAE dTe At
Z)o]THCho & Blair, 2017; Gu & Jung, 2024; Jeong & Jung, 2023; LeGray et al, 2010; Shumate & Wills, 2010). WH&}A]
FAYEs A= 42 HQles Wes] gefstal, 7wl ZInkgk a3l SR A8e flsiAe Bo A
AAQ] 717t 2 83 Hanley, Iwata, & McCord, 2003).
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<Table 1> Participants’ Information and Characteristics

II.

a7 ¥

So) M 59 s
o] spael MA AEe T

Participants
Characteristics

Participant 1

Participant 2

Participant 3

Age / Gender

13 years 6 months / Male

13 years 8 months / Male

13 years 7 months / Female

Type of Disability

Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)

Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)

Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)

K-WISC-V Full Scale 1Q 56 Full Scale IQ 41 Full Scale 1Q 43
NISE-K - ABS Standard Score 57 Standard Score 61 Standard Score 61
Has difficulty with verbal expression W Has difficulty wich oral expression M Primarily communicates through
due to inaccurate pronunciation and answers questions with ‘“yes” gestures and one-word utterances
Language & . o
Communication Expresses needs through writing or “no” M Shows very limited spontaneous
B Rarely uses spontaneous speech and verbal expression
uses gestures to express needs
Reads and writes letters with WM Has difficulty reading and writing W@ Has difficulty reading and writing
assistance for accuracy letters and requires both visual and letters and performs these tasks
Performs single-digit addition and physical prompts with physical prompts
subtraction but requires prompts Wl Has difficulty reading and writing @ Can recite and write numbers from
regrouping or borrowing numbers and struggles to associate 1 to 10 but cannot connect the
Academics
Frequently fails to  complete numerals up to 10  with numerals with concrete objects
assigned tasks within the allotted cotresponding concrete objects B Requires frequent teacher prompts
time B Requires repeated instructions and to complete assigned tasks
extended  time to  complete
academic tasks
Frequently observed clapping hands I Repeatedly rocks the body up and @ Is highly sensitive to loud noises
forcefully and rocking the upper down while sitting or standing and fixates on crinkling sounds
body back and forth B Exhibits out-of-seat behavior during MM Frequently screams and covers ears
Engages in behaviors such as class and often attempts to leave in response to auditory stimuli
running around the classroom and the classroom B Exhibics  behaviors such  as
Behavior shouting persistently M Runs around the classroom repeatedly nail-biting or tearing plastic objects

Exhibits out-of-seat behavior during
class and attempts to leave the
classroom without permission
Frequently hits the desk or nearby
objects forcefully with their palms

until the teacher intervenes

with the mouth during class
Frequently leaves the seat and has
difficulty maintaining engagement

in tasks
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1) T4 gl A

T W8l W F2 Petursdottir and Ragnarsdottir(2019)2] ATE Faiste] ARAloy ERRIL] g5 Walsl= F3A
3l Ay PFoF AT szl sk A|AQ o} Bldl& <Table 2>9F ZTH
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<Table 2> Operational Definition of Target Behavior

Target Behavior Operational Definition
Inappropriate vocalizations or actions that interfere with one's own or that of others
Examples:
Leaving one's seat without permission, running around the classroom, making irrelevant sounds or asking questions unrelated to
the lesson, loudly clapping hands or striking nearby objects, repeatedly rocking the upper body while seated, scribbling on the
Di i worksheets or nearby surfaces, staring at the task materials without performing the assigned task, sitting in a place other than
Ve the designated learning space, dozing off or lying on the desk, or looking away from the teacher or task for an extended
behavior
period
Non-Examples:
Standing up to perform a task as instructed, engaging in physical activities as part of the lesson, clapping hands with the
teacher, asking questions related to the lesson, adjusting one's posture while seated, writing answers on the worksheet, bending
down to pick up an object from the floor, or turning pages of the worksheets to check the assigned task
Behaviors such as looking at the teacher or task materials and actively working on the assigned task while the teacher is
providing instruction
Examples:
Looking at the teacher while presenting or explaining the task, looking at the task materials provided by the teacher,
answering the teacher's questions, asking questions related to the task, raising a hand or calling the teacher for help, preparing
Active task or requesting necessary school materials, performing the assigned task, following the teacher's instructions related to the task,
engagement organizing completed tasks materials or school supplies, receiving a token from the seat after completing the task
Non-Examples:
Staring at the task without performing the assigned task, making irrelevant sounds or asking questions unrelated to the lesson,
leaving the seat for reasons unrelated to task, drawing or scribbling on materials not related to the task, tapping on the desk
or nearby objects with school supplies, leaving the seat after completing the task within the allotted time, tearing or throwing
the task materials, or returning to the seat during the individual task time without engaging in the assigned task
The extent to which the student completed the assigned tasks within a 10-minute session for each subject area
Examples:
Finding or selecting key content, choosing or connecting related pictures, attaching stickers to the correct locations, writing
Task letters in blanks or tracing given letters, tracing letters along dotted lines as instructed
completion Non-Examples:

Failing to performing the task as instructed, not identifying or selecting the key content, writing letters or drawing pictures
outside of the designated worksheet area, attaching stickers to inappropriate places or unrelated materials, or writing a different

letter instead of the one provided

A SR AEL 52 A 7122 Agstel, 7 el s Bk Stao] FA S AFL KA (DR 7)=5
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o] ATAE FHUAL Y W3 A%, HA £ Y, AA Do P Az WS AF8] 99
A Fol Aol T £AL W FHL T BIAL Yo VAR, BIA % YNEE PrlSIAh
AFAR A 1BAA} ERIAR] A 2BBATL FEUN] 24 AolE SAS, A 18BAs) A 28BA)

LA =7} 237 A 90% oldol 2 wWi7hA BEA P FAS AASH 7124, $A

=

d d R e e
o 7 xHollA Ha 5%l Pt 37IE TR AdAste] dEsan. = Wl Fed A s YEe
BEA Lt AR F AR AT A FE AT WA o BELAR A FE Ue F, 100S 58k
5 DAY MEER S AEsIAT A g FFA T A= AE B FFo FE F FEY =2
e H, 100e H5t] WEEm < A4S 7o Bel dE, A s BeI A gl uig vz, §
A, FA, Fo BE, dnksl 2] FEA I A H7F AIE <Table 3>3 2t

<Table 3> Mean and Range of Interobserver Agreement (%)

Participants Conditions Baseline Intervention Maintenance Follow-up Generalization
95.2 96.5 96.7 98.5 96
Disruptive behavior
(94.1-96.3) (95.0-97.8) 95.3-97.9) (97.0-100) (94.8-98.6)
Participant 1 95.7 96.8 96.9 98.8 96.3
Active task engagement
(94.5-96.9) (95.3-98.4) (95.2-98.3) (97.6-100) (95.0-98.7)
Task completion 100 100 100 100 100
95.4 96.6 97.8 96.2
Disruptive behavior 100
(94.2-96.5) (95.1-97.9) (96.5-100) (94.7-98.9)
Participant 2 95.6 96.7 95.5 96.4
Active task engagement 100
(94.0-96.7) (95.2-97.5) (94.1-96.7) (95.0-98.6)
Task completion 100 100 100 100 100
95.8 97 97.9 99.2 96.7
Disruptive behavior
(94.4-96.9) (95.8-98.0) (96.5-100) (98.3-100) (95.2-98.5)
Participant 3 95.5 96.9 96.1 96.5
Active task engagement 100
(94.3-96.6) (95.7-98.1) (94.997.4) (95.1-98.8)
Task completion 100 100 100 100 100

5. AX B2k

BE 43 2444 ARY BA2 APol AHAEA Bk A% AR FU=E WA A U=
BIE 7 AR 20U AL el AAE NS FANE A A FUE ATALEE A§EH AN
s}aﬂ;u} A3 A=

AT E= Jeong and jung(ZOZS)/] Az} =Ar e A Hesty ZF xAEE B
Z

Y), ol E FHEE TS HAl FAEE Gy E ATd £F 75 AA 2 FE e @l
o

100—% Fatel 239t 2 2708 AT Wrb A <mable 4>9 2ok Hx FAT ZA g BRA 7
YA EE AP 208 2595 FAUE A T we] Bt SPHoE AT & WAL, B2A 1 Y
ATE BE 2094 10022 Y 7FE AT
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<Table 4> Mean and Range of Procedural Fidelity (%)

Participants Conditions Baseline Intervention Maintenance Follow-up Generalization
98.2
Participant 1 100 100 100 100
(90.0-100)
Participant 2 100 100 100 100 100
98.7
Participant 3 100 100 100 100
(90.0-100)

6. AF2|H EtE T

A8 A EFFEE Jeong and Jung(2023)2] AHE A Bl E WU £9¢S £, RSt TR E3x] ARS|E FaA4,
FA) AAel AU, FA BAel FAHE AFoR ) nEAY PIATL WA AHA BEE )
Ae sd Az 7 £ 3 Jle MEE AEoE FAFHAT ASA BEE B A AA Hd AFe 49
Holglow), s Wyl An shy 19 nEAe BF s, BATAL WE SHOR Uitk sh 29 nEA
o dduAs H sHOE HIIsIAT S 39 B, REAE Wi 48%, FYRAE BT sHOE UERT
A3 Bt = B7F A3 <Table 5>9F 2T

<Table 5> Social Validity Assessment Results

Question Social significance Social appropriateness Significance of the M
ean
Participants of the goals of the procedures intervention effects
Parent 5 4.7 4.8 4.8
Participant 1
Teacher 5 5 5 5
Parent 5 5 5 5
Participant 2
Teacher 5 5 5 5
Parent 5 4.7 4.7 4.8
Participant 3
Teacher 5 5 5 5
Mean 5 4.9 4.9 4.9

o, &4 W3 BF, A +4 Y
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<Table 6> Results of Stimulus Preference Assessment

Rank Participant 1 Rank Participant 2 Rank Participant 3
1 Touching plastic 1 Tablet PC 1 Tearing plastic wrap
2 Ball play 2 Pressing an elevator button 2 Magnet play
3 Tablet PC 3 Puzzle 3 Coloring activity
4 Singing 4 Exercising 4 Listening to music
5 Touching glue 5 Coloring activity 5 Tablet PC

2 570 AASFHH. Fisher et al.(1992)3} Shin and Ahn(2024)8] ATFE Fa1ste] & =}
A5 H7ME AASAT A5 A5 H7F A3 <Table 6>3 2t

2 d H7}

@ %5 715 AEA(The Questions About Behavioral Function: QABF)

AT Fod Y = &l A5 TIeS B s BY A St Reaby
Matson & Vollmer, 1995)° -§B3lA . B7} Ay} A 12 SHuAe} HeA BF %
A= 7ol =3tk A 39 Bl A3 BReAes ASE ¥5 Vsl =%
AA= 7150l BT w2 o= HUEATh

]

@ 7157} Q1B F(Functional Assessment Interview: FAI)

AT Fol Ao HEAE R 7158 7F JIEFFAL ONeill et al, 20155 AAISHATE QIEH A A3,
S 19} B 38 Aol Usks BEE S BAAYG AAAIE A5 99 <4 We Bl LEe, o
3 2% BAATE YSe] A S B Wl ekt Ao BrhE

3) A4 BEHABCED)

A #Ee 1Y 7Y BEE YHoE FIE FH, BFE AAHs 4 BEl AEe AW AR(Antecedent: A),
&Y F(Behavior: B), ¥4 3 Consequence: OF 7153+, 52 71%S Hretgt A #F Ay Y REF AEE
953 4545 750w UEith AT o] SIS ABCRE AT 8oFS <Table 753 2T

L

(4) 71°5 %2 (Functional Analysis)

I 37 9@ AY B2 A0S EUE Iwata er al(1982/1994)F Chok et al.(2024)8] AxE Frars)

el mAT AN ) SEAS AAET g B A BE ARE Snos w = 5
A, HEE G5, =5, B4 Q719 b 24e APHAT BA ZAoNAE A HEES AFST A
ARE TG e AlFSEon], B B8 S Has axo weH HEE IS 2delA: 3
BelA MBS Be ABE AANGT UY AL A% F ASE Apstgon el £ Wi 452 BY 1)
853 ARE 5

oA AFtdth =3 2dolA s SHCAl FAlE AASHL F31S ﬂl%ﬂoﬂl I e A A
Ak Aol = el FEE B w, FAE AASAT. A4 7] 2= AFATE SHOA 4 AR
As st ZFaE "oy o] &4 RS sflen, Ao e 4

o

3
SEH AgsGom, 2 2004 FUE AL wEE A,
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<Table 7> Summary of ABC Observation

Participants Antecedent

Behavior

Consequence

The teacher removed an item the

student was playing with to facilitate

Participant 1 the lesson.

The student stood up from their seat to

retrieve the item the teacher had taken.

The student retrieved the item and

resumed the activity.

The teacher explained the task to the

students.

The student stood up from their seat

and ran around the classroom.

The teacher guided the student back to

their seat.

The student completed the assigned

task and waited.

The student repeatedly stood up and

running around the classroom.

The teacher seated the student.

Participant 2
The

student watched an educational

video.

The student exited the classroom and

pressed the elevator button.

The support staff member brought the

student back to the classroom.

The teacher retrieved the plastic wrap

The student persistently yelled and left

The student retrieved the plastic wrap

from the teacher and returned to their

from the student. their seat.
Participant 3 seat.
The student performed the task with a  The student repeatedly laughed while  The teacher instructed the student to
special education assistant. continuously yelling. perform the task quietly.
100 10,
% Alone —» %
80 80 Alone —»
70 70
° -O- Alone . O Alatis
'/'\. & Tangible - Tangible
. & Escape A E
Tanghle —x -8~ Control 3 o

Escape ~
21 Control 7

Percent of Intervals with Behavior
g

Tangible

Percent of Intervals with Behavior
g

—

-

Escape

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1

Session

<Figure 1> Functional Analysis of Participant 1's Disruptive Behavior

Percent of Intervals with Behavior

50 ./
Tangible —

Session

<Figure 2> Functional Analysis of Participant 2's Disruptive Behavior

-O- Alone

& Tangible
—A- Escape
-@- Control

Session

<Figure 3> Functional Analysis of Participant 3's Disruptive Behavior
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<Table 8> Function-Based Intervention Plan

Participants Antecedent Intervention

Teaching Alternative Behaviors

Consequence Intervention

B Placement of preferred items in an

individual learning space.

B Functional Communication Training:

Student requests a preferred item

B Providing tokens for completed task

items without disruptive behavior.

B Providing an opportunity to perform a when needed(Say “Juseyo”). B If che scudent engages in disruptive
task while manipulating a preferred M Modeling active task engagement behavior, the preferred item s
Participant 1 item with one hand. while holding a preferred item removed, and the task is re-directed
B Providing visual cues for active task with one hand. with three-step prompting hierarchy.
engagement. B After the lesson, provide time for a
B Embedding tasks in a preferred format. preferred  activity and  exchange
tokens for a desired reinforcer.
B Providing a puzze activity chosen by I Providing modeling for active task W Providing tokens for completed task
the student before starting the task. engagement. items without disruptive behavior.
B Presenting the task using a tablec PC. B If the student exhibits disruptive
B Embedding tasks in a preferred format. behavior, the behavior is interrupted,
Participant 2 and the task is re-directed with
three-steps prompting hierarchy.

B After the lesson, provide time for a
preferred  activity and  exchange
tokens for a desired reinforcer.

B Placement of preferred items around the M Functional Communication B Providing tokens for completed task
student. Training: Modeling the functional items without disruptive behavior.
B Presenting a “First-Then” picture card. communication behavior of putting I If the student engages in disruptive
B Providing visual cues for active task two hands together to request gum behavior, the preferred item s
Participant 3 engagement. B Providing visual cue of active task removed, and the task is re-directed
B Providing an opportunity to engage in engagement. with three-steps prompting hierarchy.
active task engagement while chewing B After the lesson, provide time for a

gum.

B Embedding tasks in a preferred format.

preferred  activity and  exchange

tokens for a desired reinforcer.
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<Table 9> Mean and Range of Intervals of Disruptive Behavior (%)

Participants Conditions Baseline Intervention Maintenance Follow-up
88.9 17.7 10.4 109
Participant 1
(82.5-94.2) (5.8-39.2) (5.8-17.5) (7.5-14.2)
83.9 10.2 3.9 2.1
Participant 2
(75.0-95.0) (2.5-25.0) (1.7-8.3) (1.7-2.5)
89.4 10.1 6.7 3.4
Participant 3
(74.2-97.5) (5.0-15.8) (4.2-9.2) (1.7-5.0)

A Z2AA B 83.9%(75.0-95.0%)2 = T+ £ Wl des BIow, 7PHFQ dso] BEET

A W) 3 FHF TAEC] 10.2%2.5-25.0%)2 1FAFRT A7 2949 JE 59 dlE) 3

3] ZAastgow, AV APEAA df-§- e fFo =] W) Fo] FEEHAIY FA 73]7]
= i

o AT TN JFOE 2599 YAH
H

o
Ax wl§ 2 FFo £ wal dFe] BASHT A 39 £ wE FEe TR A H
89.4%(74.2-975%)% =2 FFo dT WS BYoy FA ZHNA= HT 10.1%5.0-15.8%)F2 7FasA T SA
A2 AZ 158%2 74 W3l Ao 543 FAE BAY FA 73719 Sul FAR AT Ao 2 Ao Y
el 5o] 202 GAIAR] JVHE HIo, TA =0 bk A4 ¥ F dAyo] JAFHUCH
2. 7|s7|8tel X471 DpA| = st bA| b0 O/X[= =1t
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<Table 10> Mean and Range of Intervals of Active Task Engagement and Task Completion (%)

Participants Conditions Baseline Intervention Maintenance Follow-up
10.2 82.3 89.6 89.2
Participant 1
(5.8-14.7) (60.8-94.2) (82.5-94.2) (85.8-92.5)
Active task 15.6 89.8 96.1 97.9
Participant 2
engagement (5.0-25.0) (75.0-97.5) (91.7-98.3) (97.5-98.3)
o 10.5 89.9 93.3 96.7
Participant 3
(2.5-25.8) (80.0-94.2) (90.8-95.8) (95.0-98.3)
8.3 87.3 98.6 95
Participant 1
(5.0-15.0) (60.0-100) (95.0-100) (90.0-100)
Task 14.2 95.9
Participant 2 100 100
completion (5.0-20.0) (75.0-100)
o 17.5 99.7 99.3
Participant 3 100
(0-25.0) (95.0-100) (95.0-100)
Baseline Function—based intervention Maintenance Follow—up
100 {EL. Active task engagement .,6
a0 W
80 ¢
70 Ou Qo
6o O &ciivf%iidéz:;gemenn
* 2 Generalizati
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i t
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0
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"‘—0‘6_""._'\.,. i

80 | e
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Mean Percent of Intervals of Active Task Engagement and Disruptive Behavior
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<Figure 4> Mean Percent of Intervals of Active Task Engagement and Disruptive
Behavior for Participants 1, 2, and 3 Across Each Experimental Condition
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<Figure 5> Mean Percent of Task Completion for Participants 1, 2,
and 3 Across Each Experimental Condition
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<Table 11> Mean and Range of Intervals of Disruptive Behavior, Active Task Engagement, and Task Completion in

Condition (%)

the Generalization

Conditions

Participants Baseline Intervention Maintenance Follow-up
27.9 17.2
Participant 1 98.3 10.0
(13.3-52.5) (10.8-25.0)
Disruptive 89.2 16.3 83
Participant 2 25
behavior (85.0-93.3) (3.3-30.0) (5.8-10.8)
90.6 7.8 6.3
Participant 3 8.3
(87.5-94.2) (4.2-10.0) (5.8-6.7)
72.1 82.8
Participant 1 1.7 90.0
(47.5-86.7) (75.0-89.2)
Active task 104 83.8 91.7
Participant 2 97.5
engagement (5.8-15.0) (70.0-96.7) (89.2-94.2)
9.4 92.2 93.8
Participant 3 91.7
(5.8-12.5) (90.0-95.8) (93.3-94.2)
88.8 90
Participant 1 5.0 95.0
(70.0-100) (70.0-100)
Task 10.0 96.3
Participant 2 100 100
completion (0-20.0) (90.0-100)
- 23.3 98.3
Participant 3 100 95.0
(15.0-30.0) (95.0-100)
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