The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of a mismatch between student

ability and task difficulty upon inappropriate classroom behavior in children with

behavior disorders. The mismatch condition was evaluated both with and without

a reinforcement contingency on task accuracy. An experimenter-constructed

pretest was used to assess the level of math functioning in the 15 subjects.

Variations on the A-B-A single-subject experimental design were used to evaluate
the independent variables. Anincrease in inappropriate behavior was found during

the mismatch condition both with and without a reinforcement contingency on

task accuracy. Results suggested that failure-level academic tasks resulted in

significant increases in inappropriate behavior for some students. Implications of
this study for special educators are discussed.
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Discipline problems in educational settings are viewed as an
important issue by parents, teachers, and administrators. The
ninth annual Gallup Poll of attitudes toward the public schools
(Gallup, 1977) found that parents of children in the public schools
ranked discipline as the number one problem. Disciplifie has been
ranked the number one problem for eight of the nine years during
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which the poll has been conducted. Similar findings have been
reported for teachers and administrators (Duke, 1978).

One of the major approaches employed in attempts to control
disruptive behavior in the classroom has been behavior modifica-
tion. While behavior modification appears to have been effective
when used to reduce disruptive behavior in the classroom (Deitz
& Hummel, 1978), it has not been without its critics (Winett &
Winkler, 1972). The major criticism leveled at behavior modifiers
has been that the target behaviors selected probably are not
directly related to the learning process itself, nor does decelera-
tion of inappropriate social behaviors increase academic produc-
tivity. '

In response to that criticism it should be noted that there exists
in the literature a number of examples of behavior modification
programs designed to accelerate both academic and prosocial
behaviors that antedate the publication of Winett and Winkler’s
challenge to behavior modifiers (Cohen & Filipczak, 1971,
Cohen, Filipczak, & Bis, 1967; Cohen, Filipczak, Slavin, &
Boren, 1971; Glavin, Quay, & Werry, 1971; Phillips, 1968, 1971).
The reports by Cohen et al. (1967) and Cohen and Filipczak
(1971) concern project CASE (Contingencies Applicable to
Special Education), a program to develop the academic and
social skills of delinquent adolescents at the National Training
School for Boys. A major thrust of this program was to provide
a contingency-managed, individualized, academic intervention
that made extensive use of programmed instruction. A public
school program for predelinquent youth (Cohen et al., 1971)
called PICA (Programming Interpersonal Curricula for Adoles-
cents) utilized an academic program similar to the one employed
in CASE. Out of the CASE and PICA projects evolved another
program (Filipczak, Friedman, & Reese, 1979) called PREP
(Preparation through Responsive Educational Programs) for
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youth with academic and/or social problems. The importance
placed on contingency-managed, individualized, academic train-
ing in CASE and PICA continued in the PREP program.

Also prior to the publication of Winett and Winkler (1972), the
Achievement Place Model (Phillips, 1968, 1971) was being
developed. This was a program for delinquent youth that
employed a home-style rehabilitation setting as an alternative to
incarceration. The behavior management program in the model
employed a token economy. While these youth continued to
attend public school classes, there were reinforcement contingen-
cies built into the token economy used in the Achievement Place
home that applied to academic performance. Glavin, Quay, and
Werry (1971) reported on a public school program that empha-
sized the acceleration of academic performance through the use
of individualized instruction and reinforcement procedures.
While CASE,.PICA, PREP, Achievement Place, and the Glavin
et al. programs all have been successful in improving both
academic and social behavior, none of these has attempted to
establish a functional relationship between academic perfor-
mance and conduct behavior.

Since Winett and Winkler's (1972) article, there have been a
number of studies that attempted to decelerate inappropriate
. behavior through differential reinforcement procedures applied
to academic performance. These studies (Ayllon, Layman, &
Burke, 1972; Ayllon, Layman, & Kandel, 1975; Allyon &
Roberts, 1974: Hundért, Bucher, & Henderson, 1976; Marholin
& Steinman, 1977; Winett & Roach, 1973) have demonstrated the
functional relationship between acceleration of academic perfor-
mance through reinforcement contingencies and reduction of
inappropriate classroom behavior. Ayllon and his associates have
conducted three studies that have employed single-subject de-
signs to evaluate acceleration of academic behavior as a means of
decelerating inappropriate behavior. All of these studies have
employed some type of systematic instructional procedures along
with the reinforcement procedures. The Hundert et al. (1976), and
Marholin and Steinman (1977) studies, using single-subject
designs, have demonstrated a functional relationship between
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reinforcement-accelerated academic performance and the decel-
cration of inappropriate social behavior. Both of these studies
also exercised some control over instructional variables. The
Winett and Roach (1973) study compared the effect of a
reinforcement contingency on task completion and task accuracy
upon both academic productivity and levels of appropriate
behavior, Improvements significant at the .01 level were obtained
when the subjects’ performance under the reinforcement contin-
gency was compared with their performancde without the rein-
forcement contingency. All of the above studies focused primarily
upon the reinforcement variable. While all or most gave some
attention to the instructional variable, none looked specifically at
the relationship of the demand level (difficulty) of academic tasks
relative to student ability and inappropriate behavior in the
classroom. :

A review of the research literature found only one study
(Winett, Battersby, & Edwards, 1975) that attempted to examine
the possible relationship between student ability, task difficulty,
and inappropriate classroom behavior. Winett et al. (1975)
examined the effect of architectural changes, individualization of
instruction, a group reinforcement contingency on academic
performance, and immediate feedback on the academic and
social behavior of a class of sixth-grade students who were
divided into three groups according to ability level. During
baseline, a group-oriented instructional procedure was followed.
Presumably, only the middle ability group was receiving appro-
priate tasks during this phase. Introduction of architectural
change did not result in a significant difference in the dependent
variables. However, addition of individualization and the rein-
forcement contingency resulted in significant improvements in
the dependent variables. Unfortunately, the effect of individuali-
zation on inappropriate behavior was never examined as a
solitary variable, so the results were somewhat confounded by the
cumulative introduction of variables.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship
between student ability level, task difficulty, and inappropriate
classroom behavior in children with behavior disorders. Specifi-
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cally, this study examined the effect of a mismatch between ability
level and task demand level on inappropriate behavior, where
task demand was greater than ability level. A secondary purpose
of this study was to examine the relationship between reinforce-
ment for task accuracy and inappropriate behavior when the task
was too difficult for a student’s ability level. Previous studics have
indicated that reinforcement of task accuracy will reduce in-
appropriate classroom behavior. However, with the exception of
Winett et al. (1975), these studies have not examined the effects
that might result from using such a reinforcement contingency in
a situation where there is a mismatch between a student’s ability
level and the demand level of assigned tasks.

The “too difficult” mismatch was selecied dueto the character-
istics of the study population. Several descriptive studies (Grau-
bard, 1964; Stone & Rawley, 1964; Swift & Spivack, 1969) of
school-age populations have found a consistent relationship
between academic problems and behavior problems. Since
children with behavior problems tend to be academically behind,
there is a reasonable probability that they will be given tasks that
are too difficult. Only in classes where individualization of
instruction is practiced would this type of mismatch be unlikely.
Unfortunately, careful observation (Goodlad & Klein, 1974) has
found that little or no individualization of instruction takes place
in regular or special classes. If a student is already having
behavior problems in the classroom, a mismatch between ability
level and task demand level may well aggravate the behavior
problems and the academic problems.

METHOD

SUBJECTS

All of the 15 subjects were students in self-contained classes for
children classified as behavior disordered. The subjects were all
male and predominately white; there was one black subject and
one oriental subject. All subjects were of normal intelligence, but
were academically behind from onc to three years. The subjects
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ranged in age from eight to twelve. The subjects were evenly
divided between three classrooms. Two classrooms served as
intervention groups and the other classroom as a comparison
group. Each subject’s evaluation on a five-point behavior rating
scale, employed as part of a psychoeducational model (Wood,
1975), was obtained and a group mean computed for the subjects
in each class. The mean rating for Experimental Group | was
3.767, for Experimental Group 2, 3.682, and for Experimental
Group 3, 3.592. Differences among the three groups in severity of
behavior problems were not statistically significant.

SETTING

The investigation was conducted at the Cobb/Douglas Chil-
dren’s Center. The Children’s Center serves a large metropolitan
area school system near Atlanta, Georgia. The Children’s Center
is part of a statewide network of psychoeducational treatment
facilitics for emotionally disturbed children. Classrooms in which
this study was carried out had a master-level teacher and an
instructional aide. :

Observation of subjects was made from rooms adjacent to the
classrooms. Each observation room had a large one-way mirror,
which afforded a good overall view of the classroom. In addition,
each observation room had an audio system that allowed the
classroom being observed to be auditorially monitored.

PROCEDURES

Inappropriate behavior was defined following Madsen, Becker,
and Thomas (1968). Behaviors that were considered inappropri-
ate-included: gross motor behaviors, object noise, disturbance of
other’s property, physical contact, verbalization, and turning
around.

Data on each subject were obtained using a time-sampling
procedure. Number of observations per subject per task perind
ranged from 10 to 18, with a mean of 13.35. A task period lastec
about 15 to 20 minutes, which was the usual length of an academic




Center et al. / STUDENT ABILITY 161

period in the classrooms. Recording was on a rotating 10-second
observe/5-second record basis throughout each session. Observa-
tion began with a different subject each session and then rotated
through the remaining subjects back to the initial subject, and so
on. Observation was paced using a cassctte tape on which had
been recorded the words “observe” and “record,” spaced at
appropriate intervals,

Interobserver agreement checks of inappropriate behavior
were made during each phase of the study. Checks were made for
each subject, by a trained observer. The reliabilitiy observer was
trained to a 90% minimum criterion on both a written test based
on the operational definitions used and actual observations and
recording paired with the experimenter. The criterion for obser-
vational agreement had to be met for three consecutive observa-
tional periods. During reliability checks the experimenter and
the reliability: observer were separated by a particle board
partition. Two types of agrecment were computed. First, agree-
ment on scored intervals was computed using the formula:
agreements on the occurrence of behavior divided by agreements
plus disagreements on the occurrence of behavior times one
hundred. Second, agreement on unscored intervals was coms-
puted using the formula: agreements on the nonoccurrence of
behavior divided by agreements plus disagreements on the
nonoccurrence of behhivior times one hundred.

The agreement scores on the occurrence of inappropriate
behavior ranged from 75% to 1009, with a mean of 91%.
Agreement scores on nonoccurence of inappropriate behavior
ranged from 80% to 100% with a mean of 93%.

The major independent variable investigated in this study was
task difficulty relative to student ability. This variable was
manipulated within the academic area of arithmetic. There were
two levels of student ability and task difficulty relationship. One
level was an appropriate match between student ability and task
difficulty. This level was termed the success level. The success
level in arithmetic was defined as comprising those arcas on an
experimenter-constructed, criterion-referenced test in which a
subject’s accuracy equaled or exceeded 60%. The other level of
this variable was a mismatch between student ability and task
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difficulty. This level was termed the (ailure level. The failure level
in arithmetic was defined as comprising those areas on the
criterion-referenced test in which a subject’s accuracy was equal
to or less than 40%,

The second variable investigated in this study was a reinforce-
ment contingency applied to the accuracy of task performance.
The contingency was as follows. Each subject was awarded the
number of points that corresponded to his percentage correct
score. Each subject’s work was scored for accuracy and the
percentage correct computed. Each subject had his own point
card upon which his earned points were placed. Subjects were
able to spend points to purchase comic books, candy bars, and
cokes. Reinforcers used were selected on the basis of subjects’
preferences, determined by asking them what they would like to
be able to buy at school. Anything that the subjects wanted and
had sufficient points to buy was available. Special requests had to
be made one day in advance to allow time to obtain the item.
Reinforcers were priced according to the following formula: ten
cents cash value equaled 100 points. Subjects were allowed to
spend points on a daily basis during a reinforcement phase.

A variation on the A-B-A single-subject design (Hersen &
Barlow, 1976) was used in an attempt to determine: (1) if a
mismatch between student ability and task difficulty would affect
inappropriate classroom behavior, and (2) if a reinforcement
contingency on task accuracy, when there was a mismatch, would
affect inappropriate classroom behavior. The evaluation design
employed for Experimental Group 1 can be represented by: A-B-
A-BC-A. The evaluation design for Experimental Group 2 can be
represented by: A-AC-A-BC-A. In the models, A represents a
match condition, AC represents a match condition plus a
reinforcement contingency on task accuracy, B represents a
mismatch condition, and BC represents a mismatch condition
plus a reinforcement contingency on task accuracy. The evalua-
tion design for Experimental Group 3 can be represented by: A-
AC-A, where the first A phase extended the length of the first
three phases in the other groups. Thus, the comparison group had
appropriate tasks throughout the study with-a reinforcement
contingency applied during one phase.
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Before the baseline phase began, each subject was assessed to
determine his success and failure work levels in arithmetic and his
average rate per minute for problems completed. The assessment
was performed using an experimenter-designed test developed for
this purpose. The test covered basic content areas in arithmetic.
There were fiveitems for each area (e.g., addition with single-digit
numbers, addition of multiple-digit numbers without carrying,
and addition of multiple-digit numbers with carrying). The test
was constructed by randomly drawing S items from a pool of 100
items for each content area. Items in each content arca pool were
generated using a random number table. These pools of items and
the random drawing procedures also were used to construct daily
assignment sheets for the subjects.

The pretest was arranged in hicrarchical fashion beginning
with items traditionally taught first (i.e., single-digit addition).
Testing was terminated for any given subject when he had missed
all five problems in two consecutive areas in the hicrarchy. All
items beyond this termination criterion were assumed to be
beyond the subject’s ability, since items higher on the hicrarchy
depended on items lower in the hierarchy (e.g., one can't add
fractions if unable to add whole numbers, etc.).

During pretesting, a reinforcement contingency on correct task
performance was utilized. The reinforcement contingency was the
same as the one discussed above and was subscquently used as
one of the independent variables. The reinforcement procedure
was used to facilitate maximum performance on the pretest.

Phase One. During this phase all subjects in all groups were
given experimenter-prepared assignments that had been individ-
ualized for each subject’s success work level and pretest work rate.

Phase Two. In this phase the first experimental group was
given experimenter-prepared assignments that had been individ-
ualized to reflect each subject's failure work level and pretest
work rate. The second experimental group remained on its
success work level and was placed under the reinforcement
contingency for correct task performance. The third experimen-
tal group continued as in Phase One.
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Phase Three. In this phase, all three groups were under the
conditions described in Phase One.

Phas¢ Four. In this phase, the first and second experimental
groups were given failure-level assignments and were placed
under the reinforcement céntingency for correct task perfor-
mance, The third experimental group remained on the success
work level and was placed under the reinforcement contingency,

Phase Five. All subjects were returned to Phase One condi-
tions. |

During all phases, subjects were given their task sheets with
instructions to attempt all assigned problems, Subjects were told
that if they had any questions to raise their hand and wait for the
teacher or the aide to come to them. When a reinforcement
contingency was in effect, subjects were reminded that the
reinforcement contingency was in effect and were reminded of the
conditions of reinforcement, f

Teachers were instructed that no procedures other than those
specified by the experimental conditions could be used during the
sessions. In terms of the academic behavior, teachers could
respond to questions concerning the suitability of a task with
verbal encouragement to do the best that one could. When
questions were raised concerning solutions to problems, the
teacher was allowed to work one, but only one, teacher-
constructed example as a demonstration for the student.

Inappropriate behavior during sessions was to be dealt with
through verbal reprimands (¢.g., “*We don’t do that in this class,”
or “! don't want to sce that again™). If any subject became so
unruly as to constitute a threat to the safety of himself or others
(in the teacher's judgment), the subject was removed from the
room until he calmed down. If a subject did not complete his
worksheet due to removal from the classroom, his performance
score was based on the work completed (all problems not
attempted were counted as incorrect). While a subject was out of
the room due to removal for inappropriate behavior, the subject’s
observation Intervals were scored as inappropriate (this occurred
only one time during the study).
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A check on the teachers' compliance with these experimental
conditions was madc. This check was done by observing a
teacher's behavior, during cach 10-second observation interval,
relative to the subject under observation during that interval, This
procedure provided an estimate of the proportion of each session
that a teacher failed to comply with the experimental conditions.
The mean percentage of inappropriate teacher behavior obtained
was 2.6%. A further check was made on the teachers' compliance
with instructions by inspecting the worked examples on the back
of students’ task sheets. The teachers were found to have
complied with the instructions given them,

RESULTS

Part of Figure | displays the data that pertainto the question of
the effects of an ability/task difficulty mismatch upon inappro-
priate classroom behavior. The graph labeled *Group™ shows the
mean level of inappguprinlc behavior for the five subjects 1n
Experimental Group 1. The first phase, labeled (M), represents
the baseline data on inappropriate behavior under an ability/ task
difficulty match condition, The second phase, labeled (MM,
represents the inappropriate behavior data under an ability/
task difficulty mismatch condition. Phase Two is discontinuous
with both Phases One and Three; the level of inappropriate
behavior is markedly higher during the (MM) condition, Of the
five subjects, the individual data for three of the subjects (82, 83,
S5)approximates the group data. For two subjects (S1, 54) there
are trends in the individual data that resemble group data,
However, variability in the data for subjects ST and S is not as
great as for the other three subjects across the first three phases. In
summary, graphic data for Experimental Group 1, as a whole,
clearly shows a sharp increase in inappropriate behavior during
the mismatch condition. The individual data approximate the
group data in three subjeets, but only trends occurs in the other
two subjects,

Parts of Figures 1 and 2 display the data that pertain to the
effect of a reinforcement contingency upon inappropriate clivss-
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Figure 1: Individual and Grouped Data on Inappropriate Behavior for Experimental
Group One

M = ability/task difficulty match; MM = ability/task difficulty mismatch; R = rein-

forcement contingency on task accuracy.
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room behavior during a mismatch condition. In the third and
fifth phases of the graphs labeled “Group,” in Figures | and 2, the
phases labeled (M) represent data under a match condition. The
fourth phase in each graph, labeled (MMR) represents data under
mismatch condition with a reinforcement contingency on task
accuracy. Phase Four is discontinuous with both Phases Three
and Five for both Experimental Group | and Experimental
Group 2. For both groups the level of inappropriate behavior rose
markedly during the (MMR) condition relative to the (M)
condition.

In Experimental Group I, the individual data for three of the
subjects (S2, S3, S5) approximates the group data. For one
subject (S4), there are trends in the individual data that resemble
the group data. However, the variability in the data for subject S4
is not as great for subjects S2, S3, and S5. For the remaining
subject (S1), there is insufficient data during the last two phases to
allow an analysis. In Experimental Group 2, the individual data
for four of the subjects (S2, S3, S4, SS5) approximate the group
data. For one subject (S1) there is insufficient data during the last
two phases to allow an analysis. In summary, data for Experi-
mental Groups | and 2 show a sharp increase in inappropriate
behavior during the mismatch condition even when a reinforce-
ment contingency on task accuracy was present.

Further support for the mismatch variable as a source of
inappropriate behavior can be seen by examining Phase Two and
Phase Four (disregarding the reinforcement contingency in Phase
Four) of the graphs in Figure 1. The data then followan ABABA
design, where A represents the match conditions and B represents
the mismatch condition. The data show two sets of reversals as
the independent variable is presented and withdrawn. This is
most clearly seen in the group data and the individual data for S2,
S3, and SS. | _

Figure 3 displays the math scores as well as the inappropriate
behavior for each of the three experimental groups. The data for
Experimental Group 3 show that under a continuous match
condition, the math scores remain consistently high and the
inappropriate behavior remains fairly stable. No apparent effect




Center et al. /| STUDENT ABILITY 369

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP ONF. EXPERIMENTAL GROUP T¥O
Pl P2 P3 Ps  PS Py P& PS
[ 1] (MM) (M (MMR} (L 1]

(m I lllk) I (L)) lunm, (L]}
| |

|

|

d

[’\"\/v i

|
|
I
1
|
I
!

L VM

L \J T \ Y ho 4 LS T T Y
15 20 25 0 s 10 18 20 38 s

LAILY SESSIONS DAILY SESSIONS

90 ~
15-AJ\/,\
60

45 -

ANL MATH AUCLURACY
»
-
i

PERCENT OF INAPPROPRIATE BRLHAVIOR
-
1

PERCENT OF INNAPPROPRIATE BERAVIOR
AND MATH ACCURACY
s 2 2
1 1 L

Se_ %

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP THREFR

P13
(L] (Im (lﬂ

: v\/\r\/w‘“

60

::NV\ /‘ iv\\:\‘

PERCENT OF INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR
AND MATH ACCURACY

15 -

|

|

|

.

v dl A v T A

s 015 20 25 30
DAILY SESSIONS

Flgure3 Mean Inappropriate Behavior and Math Accuracy Data for All Three
Experimental Groups

Inappropriate behavior (®); Math accuracy (O); M = ability/task difficulty match;
MM = ability/task difficulty mismatch; R = reinforcement contingency on task
accuracy.

was noted when the reinforcement coptingency for math perfor-
mance was added. For Experimental Groups | and 2, math
accuracy declined markedly during the ability/task difficulty
mismatch conditions both with and without a reinforcement
contingency on task accuracy. Likewise, it can be seen in the
graph that the level of inappropriate behavior increased during
the mismatch conditions both with and without a reinforcement
contingency on task accuracy.
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_ DISCUSSION

The results of this study suggest that an appropriate match
between student ability and tdsk difficulty is a potent influence on
inappropriate behavior in the classroom. Instructional variables
such as task difficulty can significantly affect the conduct of some
students. Other studies (Ayllon et al., 1972; Ayllon et al., 1975;
Ayllon & Roberts, 1974; Hundert et al., 1976; Marholin &
Steinman, 1977; Winctt et al., 1975; Winett & Roach, 1973) have
reported that placing a reinforcement contingency on task
accuracy reduced inappropriate behavior. Only in the Winett et
al. (1975) study, however, was an assessment of the differential
- effects of instructional variables and reinforcement undertaken.
Unfortunately, the results of that study were somewhat con-
founded by the cumulative introduction of several variables.

In another study (Ayllon et al., 1972) during a three-day
baseline, a systematic instruction procedure was introduced on
the third day and was continued as part of the intervention. It was
noted that inappropriate behavior dropped sharply with intro-
duction of systematic instruction. A functional analysis of this
effect was not attempted. The authors concluded that the rein-
forcement of task accuracy was the critical variable in reducing
inappropriate behavior in their study. However, the level of
inappropriate behavior had dropped with the introduction of
systematic instruction. Introduction of the reinforcement con-
tingency did not appear to have reduced the level of inappropriate
behavior any further. On the basis of the results of the present
study, it appears that the instructional variable may have made
the most significant contribution to the reduction of the inappro-
priate behavior.

In the present study, the reinforcement contingency during the
match or mismatch conditions failed to have any apparent effect
upon the level of inappropriate behavior. 1t cannot, however, be
concluded that reinforcement for task accuracy is an ineffective
procedure for reducing inappropriate behavior when the task is
too difficult. This conclusion would be unwarranted in view of the
rather limited effect that the rcinforcement contingency had
under the match conditions in Experimental Groups 2and 3. The
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failure of the reinforcement contingency under the match condi-
tion casts doubt upon the reinforcing properties of the contin-
gency employed. _

The student ability/task difficulty mismatch variable exam-
ined in this study needs further research in other populations, The
efficacy of the variable may véry well extend to public school
students in general. FFurther research is also needed to determine
if the mismatch variable will produce similar effects when the
mismatch is due to material that is too easy rather than too
difficult. The question concerning the efficacy of reinforcing task
accuracy as a procedure for reducing inappropriate behavior
when a student has been assigned a task too difficult for his or her
ability level needs further investigation. In particular, a clear
functional relationship between the reinforcement procedure and
the subjects’ behavior needs to be established before testing the
hypothesis.

Several writers in special education have stressed, as an
important condition for learning, the necessity of having an
appropriate match between student ability and task difficulty
level (Haring, 1977; L’Abate & Curtis, 1975; Otto, McMenemy, &
Smith, 1973). Other authors have stated their belief that mis-
matching student ability and task difficulty can produce or be a
contributing cause of inappropriate behavior (Lerner, 1971; Long
& Newman, 1971; Strauss & Lehtinen, 1947). While the opinion
that student ability, task difficulty, and inappropriate classroom
behavior are related seems to be widespread, no data in support of
this belief were cited by any of the above writers. The results of
this study support the assertions of these writers that when
behavior problems arise in the classroom, one of the first factors
to be examined should be instructional procedures and materials
and their appropriateness for the offending student. 1t is possible
that many of the behavior problems referred to special educators
for intervention could be reduced or eliminated by curriculum
adjustment,

Another implication for the results of this study bears on the
current emphasis on mainstreaming. Perhaps the most basic step
that special educators can take to ensure the reintegration of
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behavior disordered students back into the regular school
program is to make sure that the mainstreamed student is placed
in an appropriate curriculum.

Finally, the antecedent variable evaluated in this study by no
means exhausts the population of potential antecedent variables
to be found in instructional settings. Effectiveness of the ability/
task difficulty match in reducing inappropriate behavior suggests
the investigation of other instructional variables. Such variables
as mode of presentation (e.g., PSI or tutorial instruction versus
group instruction) may be found to be important. An effort to
identify and evaluate these and other antecedent variables in
educational environments that might affect inappropriate behav-
ior seems justified by the results of this study.
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