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Measuring behavior variability with lag schedule

MURAI Keiko
Nihon University, Graduate School of Social and Cultural Studies

The aim of this study was to examine whether assessment tools for behavior variability can be valid
and reliable in assessing adaptation issues. Fourteen university students with no issues such as school
maladjustment as well as four adults and two university students receiving professional help for
adaptation participated in the study. Two simple button-pushing games were created to assess their
behavior variability. Game 1 involved 128 continuous trials on a lag 3 schedule, while Game 2 had 64
trials with an 0.5 reinforcement rate and 64 trials on a lag 3 schedule. Seven of the participants with no
adaptation issues and three of the participants with adaptation issues were randomly assigned to each
game. The participants with adaptation issues in Game 2 group replayed the game four months later
when real-life improvement in their adaptation issues were made. As a result, there was no difference
in variability in Game 1 regardless of the presence or absence of adaptation issues; however, in Game
2, variability in participants with no adaptation issues increased in the second half, while variability in
participants with adaptation issues either decreased or showed no change. Yet, the variability scores of
participants whose adaptation issues in real life improved showed a tendency of increase in the second
half of the game. The results suggest that Game 2 may provide clues to track the progress of
adaptation issues.
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BICBBEOGEOLESMEOES®

BIIZE First Half

& % Second Half

ScoreF  U-valueF CvclicityF PatternF ScoreS U-valueS CyclicityS PatternS
G1-1 35 0.86 0.31 24 56 0.88 0.50 18
G1-2 33 096 0.20 33 27 091 0.26 31
G1-3 35 0.95 0.24 28 38 093 0.20 30
G1-4 20 059 0.26 32 41 062 0.18 37
G1-5 25 061 0.21 29 51 058 0.40 16
G1-6 44 065 0.20 32 64 065 0.31 18
G1-7 28 057 0.25 25 53 065 0.21 36
AVERAGE 31.43 0.74 0.24 29.00 4714 0.75 0.29 2657
SD 7.85 017 0.04 3.56 12.51 0.15 0.12 9.02

Table 2 ¥—L1 BLEEOHLIZEMEOES
BT First Half % % Second Half

ScoreF U-valueF CyclicityF PatternF ScoreS U-valueS CyclicityS PatternS
G1-8 16 097 0.23 34 32 098 0.18 38
G1-9 32 098 0.18 36 24 0.96 0.18 37
G1-10 15 087 0.25 32 22 095 0.21 35

Table 3 7 —L42 BICEBEOLZNSNEDEEE
BT First Half % % Second Half

ScoreF  U-valueF CyclicityF PatternF ScoreS  U-valueS CyclicityS PatternS
G2-1 32 090 0.28 30 16 0.85 0.20 29
G2-2 32 087 0.25 30 44 096 0.31 30
G2-3 32 082 0.25 27 16 084 0.28 30
G2-4 32 082 0.29 25 29 098 0.18 31
G2-5 32 090 0.23 34 25 098 017 39
G2-6 32 098 0.18 39 23 092 0.21 36
G2-7 32 0.81 0.37 26 3 0.81 0.43 22
AVERAGE 32.00 087 0.26 30.14 2229 091 0.25 31.00
SD 0.00 0.06 0.06 495 12.75 0.07 0.09 542
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Table 4 ' —L42 BEICHEBEOHLSMEOEEHHE

BT First Half

% % Second Half

ScoreF  U-valueF CyclicityF PatternF ScoreS U-valueS CyclicityS PatternS
G2-8(1) 32 090 0.20 32 92 091 0.32 25
G2-8(2) 32 0.86 0.25 25 40 0.95 0.25 32
G2-9(1) 32 062 0.39 15 56 0.66 0.87 8
G2-9(2) 32 0.66 0.45 11 32 0.72 0.48 16
G2-10(1) 32 083 0.26 27 18 083 0.25 26
G2-10(2) 32 0.79 0.31 26 9 081 0.23 25
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