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While systems to facilitate the initial diagnosis of instructional needs have
existed for some time, objective guidelines designed to facilitate ongoing, daily
instructional decisions have only emerged within the past few years. Several such
systems are reviewed, focusing on those which utilize the sensitive datum and
uniform charting procedures of Precision Teaching.  Efficacy studies clearly
demonstrate the power of several systems to enhance timely instructional
decisions and, in turn, learner progress. Potential users are warned, however, that
no system is infallible.  The teacher must remain critical and vigilant analyst of
the learning process.

This paper was originally published in the British Columbia Journal of Special
Education (White, 1985) as part of a special issue on Precision Teaching.  In
updating it for use in my class I found most of the material to be as relevant today
as it was 15 years ago.  The decision rules I discuss are still proving to be
effective in improving instructional programs, but their wide spread application
remains to be realized.  It is not clear whether their limited application is a
function of the reluctance of teachers to abdicate control over the decision making
process (something that is not actually necessary with the rules discussed here), or
a more basic unfamiliarity with Precision Teaching.

With the movement toward inclusion, interest in systematic approaches for
monitoring pupil progress and making precise, performance-based decisions
seems to be increasing.  I suspect that this interest is a result of the reduced
ability of teachers to work directly with their special education pupils.  As pupils
are distributed throughout a school, teachers are finding it necessary to rely on
others (e.g., aides, peer tutors, volunteers) to deliver actual instructional
programs.  A system for precisely identifying instructional targets, monitoring
progress on a daily basis, and making timely and precise instructional decisions
is particularly valuable under those conditions.  That system can function as a
means of communication between the teacher and those actually delivering
instruction, and as a method of performing triage to determine where a teacher’s
time is most needed.

Introduction

Educators must make a host of decisions in order to meet the individual needs
of their pupils, including what to teach, where to begin, and how to arrange
instructional events. To facilitate those decisions, an equally large host of
assessment devices and procedures have been developed (White, 1985a). For
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those working with children who have severe disabilities, for example, the West
Virginia Assessment and Tracking System (Cone, 1978) provides 576 assessment
items arranged into 20 domains for preliminary assessment of a pupil’s needs, and
cross-references those items to more than 5200 possible instructional steps and
plans. Similarly, the Teaching Research Curriculum for the Moderately Severely
Handicapped (Fredericks, Riggs. Furey, Glove, Moore, McDonnell, Gordon,
Hanson. Baldwin & Wadlow, 1976) provides two volumes of material devoted to
task analysis of self-help, cognitive, gross motor, and fine motor skills.  Each of
those skill sequences is accompanied by a statement of what is considered to be
an appropriate terminal objective, a list of prerequisite skills, suggested materials
and procedures for instruction, and references to the developmental sequence in
which the various skills are usually mastered.  The STEP system (Cajon Valley
Union School District, 1978) offers 2,400 assessment items in 59 skill areas for
the evaluation of a wide range of needs for pupils with disabilities.

Systems for facilitating initial instructional decisions in more specialized areas
of concern also exist. Reichle and Karlan (1985) identified and critiqued six
different systems for selecting among augmentative communication systems, and
White (1980) identified systems for deciding which of several reinforcers might
prove most effective, identifying factors in the “environmental ecology” of a pupil
which should be considered, and in selecting among strategies for facilitating the
social development of pupils with disabilities.  Such specialized systems and their
more generic counterparts can, indeed, prove quite useful in deciding what and
how to begin teaching.  Still, that’s only the beginning of the decision making
process.

Most educators agree that no matter how carefully an instructional program is
designed, no matter how many initial assessments are conducted to identify and
meet the initial needs of a learner, the success of the program can never by
guaranteed. Almost universally, therefore, educators recommend the frequent
evaluation of pupil progress to determine if, when and how the program should be
modified (White, 1986; White, 1985a; Deno, 1985; Sailor & Guess, 1983;
Zigmond, 1986). As stated by White (1986):

“...in order to be responsive to the pupil’s needs the teacher must be a student of
the pupil’s behavior, carefully analyzing how the behavior changes from day-to-
day and adjusting the instructional plan as necessary to facilitate continued
learning.”

The Precision Teaching procedures developed by O.R. Lindsley (1964) offer
a particularly useful approach for ongoing monitoring and decision-making. In
particular, the assessment of pupil performance in terms of time-based frequency
provides a uniquely sensitive and valuable measure of performance and learning
(Lindsley, 1971a; Lindsley, 1971b), and the Standard Celeration Chart allows
pupil learning and progress to be displayed in a uniform, easily interpreted format
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(Pennypacker, Koenig & Lindsley, 1972; White, 1986; Kunzelmann, Cohen.
Hulten, Martin & Mingo, 1970; White & Haring, 1980).

This article will focus on the use of the Precision Teaching system for making
ongoing decisions about if, when, and how a program might be modified to
facilitate continued pupil progress. Occasional references to other systems of
monitoring progress and making decisions will be made for purposes of
comparison. Unfortunately, space will not permit the complete exposition of any
of the decision rule systems discussed, so interested readers are strongly
encouraged to consult the cited references for more information.

DECIDING WHEN A CHANGE IS NECESSARY

There are two conditions that should lead to a program change: (1) attainment
of the program’s goal or aim, in which case the program should be terminated and
a new program for a different skill begun; or (2) a failure of the program to
produce satisfactory progress, in which case the program should be modified in
some way to correct the problem. The only “decision rules” employed by most
Precision Teachers reflect those two circumstances — as long as the program is
working, leave it alone.  If progress falters, “try, try, try again” until something is
found that works. That rather vague approach to the evaluation of pupil progress
works quite well in a surprising number of cases. A learner will not always
“march nicely up the chart” or “go flat” all that clearly, however. Often there are
ups and downs in the progress record which make it difficult to decide exactly
how well a pupil is progressing, and programs might be continued long beyond
the time when they become ineffective (White, 1986; White, 1984a; White &
Haring, 1982; White & Haring, 1980). Even the issue of “meeting aim” is not
always as clear as it might seem, since procedures for establishing meaningful
aims are not very well developed (White, Aim*Star). Over the last 15 years,
therefore, a number of Precision Teachers have attempted to refine and objectify
their rules for deciding when a program should be changed.

Moving On After Reaching Aim

The key in establishing a meaningful performance aim for a program lies in
identifying the level of performance that will ensure the skill will be useful to the
learner after instruction is terminated. If the program is only one step in a related
series (e.g., levels in a math or reading program), relatively low levels of
performance might prepare the pupil for moving from one step to the next. Earlier
skills will be incorporated and refined further during the programs conducted for
later skills in the same sequence. If a program addresses an isolated skill,
however, or the last step in a sequence of skills, then the aim should prepare the
student to maintain ad use the skill in the absence of further instruction or support.
Those “terminal aims” might have to be somewhat higher than “intermediate



Decisions, Decisions — 4

aims” established for moving through a sequence of related material (White,
1985b; White, 1985c; White, 1985d; White 1984b; White & Haring, 1980).

Accuracy & Fluency Aims. The most common performance standards used in
education today involve a simple statement of desired accuracy — the percentage
of times the pupil is able to demonstrate the skill correctly. For reasons that have
never been clear, educators seem to favor “80%” as a standard, although requiring
a student to demonstrate the skill perfectly (100% correct) is also very common.
Unfortunately, accuracy statements alone are often very poor predictors of
eventual success in using a skill and may even be misleading indicators of
whether a pupil is really using the desired skill at all.  Horton (note 1), for
example, noted that 98% of all adult Americans “do not compute.” Most people
can perform simple computations accurately, but their fluency is so poor that they
do not add, subtract, multiply, or divide. They turn over the responsibility for
balancing their checkbooks to the bank, let store clerks or cash registers determine
how much change they should receive, and they never bother to figure out their
car’s gas mileage. In cases where they must work with numbers, they turn to a
calculator to perform even the simplest math chores. One wonders why we spend
nearly twelve years teaching a skill that is used so little.

Figure 1:  Percent vs. Fluency Data

Possibly, while we thought we were teaching “math facts,” the pupils were
really learning and practicing something else. Consider, for example, Judy’s
programs in saying short vowels and writing answers to simple addition facts.
Panel A of Figure 1 shows a percentage chart of those programs — the type of
chart commonly used when an accuracy-only performance standard has been
established.  Except for being a bit “bouncy” in addition facts, Judy is improving
nicely in both programs, and she reaches 100% on at least one day with her
addition facts.  It would appear that she has “mastered” the facts, or at least is
very close.
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The frequency charts in Panel B of Figure1 paint a different picture. Judy’s
fluency in saying short vowels correctly is going up a bit and the frequency of
errors is going down — an overall improvement. In addition facts, however, Judy
was only successful in reducing her errors when she slowed way down from a
high of almost 30 facts per minute to only 5 to 9 facts per minute.  When the
teacher watches Judy, it’s obvious that she’s slowing down to a point where she
can check each answer by counting on her fingers.  That’s hardly what most
people would call “knowing your addition facts.”  Obviously, an accuracy-only
performance aim is inappropriate.  If we want Judy to break the habit of counting
and reach a level of fluency that will make her math skills truly useful, a fluency
standard of the type used in Precision Teaching must be established.

The level of fluency desired for a particular skill is a matter of conjecture. Some
have suggested that norms might suffice (e.g., Mercer, Mercer & Evans, 1982),
but as noted above for math skills, the norm may he a long way from meaningful
“mastery.” Haughton (note 7) once suggested that all basic writing and
computational skills should be learned to a level of “super fluency,” somewhere
in the range of 200-400 per minute. Those rates are certainly achievable, but
lower aims for deciding when to move on to more advanced skills might be more
efficient for rapid movement through the curriculum (White. 1984b; Evans,
Mercer & Evans, 1983).  In most cases it would appear that one should consider
the “competition” that a new skill is likely to encounter, then set a performance
aim for the new skill high enough to successfully “beat” that competition.  In
learning math-facts, for example, the behavioral competition might he counting
on fingers or the use of a calculator, so the aim for math facts should be set well
above the fluency with which the pupil can count on his ringers or push the
buttons on a calculator to solve the same simple problems. A more complete
overview of that and other strategies for setting aims can be found in a series of
articles by White (1985b; 1985c; 1985d; 1984b).

How Many Days at Aim? Most educators are rather distrustful. Rather than
allowing a pupil to advance in the curriculum when they reach their performance
aim, they make the pupil continue to work with the same skill until the aim has
been met for several days (e.g., 2 days in a row, or 2 out of 3 consecutive days)
(Albrecht, note 2; Beck, note 3). Perhaps they believe that the pupil might just
have been “lucky” on the first day at aim and want more proof that he or she can
really perform consistently well. More likely, however, teachers react to research
suggesting that “over-learning” a skill increases the chances that the skill will he
maintained and used effectively.  Unfortunately, most of that research employed
accuracy-only (percentage) data, and may be misleading.  Patsy’s program
provides an illustration of the problem (see Figure 2).

Patsy was a third grade learning disabled student with a minor problem in
pronouncing short vowels.  Ruth Mundt, Patsy’s teacher, began a simple program
to practice the troublesome sounds for one minute each day.  She established an
aim of 40 sounds per minute — the fluency with which Patsy’s typically
developing peers could say the sounds.  After reaching that aim for one day the
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program was terminated.  After a few weeks Ruth noticed that Patsy was
beginning to say the sounds incorrectly again during her  daily conversations and
reading practices. Ruth assessed Patsy with the word list again and found that her
skill had indeed slipped. The program was reinstated, and the “normal aim” was
reached again. For a few days everything was fine, but then Patsy began to slip
back into her old habits, so the program was begun once more.

Figure 2:  Multiple Days at Aim, or Higher Aims?

At this point many would say that the program should not have been
terminated so quickly in the first place. If Patsy’s program had been continued
until she was saying the sounds correctly for several days in a row, then perhaps
she wouldn’t have slipped. However, a glance at the chart reveals that by the time
the program was terminated for the second time, Patsy had gone nine days in a
row with no errors! That’s “overlearning” from an accuracy standpoint well
beyond what even the greatest perfectionist would require. On the other hand,
Patsy did not ever achieve a fluency beyond the originally established “normal”
aim.  Ruth surmised that Patsy’s problem lay in the fact that she was already
“normally fluent” in saying the sounds incorrectly. When she was asked to con-
centrate on saying the sounds correctly (during the one minute practices), she
could, but it was still just as easy for her to say the sounds incorrectly when she
wasn’t thinking about it, so she slipped back into that habit during her daily
activities.  To break her habit, Ruth doubled Patsy’s fluency aim (from 40 to 80
sounds per minute — twice normal fluency). It only took an extra eight practices
to reach the new aim, and when she did, Patsy no longer said the sounds incor-
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rectly during her daily activities.  Ruth made sure that it was easier for patsy to
speaks correctly than incorrectly. More days at the old aim didn’t help, one day at
a higher aim did.

With fluency data it is usually possible to establish aims that are truly
functional and define the skill a pupil needs to successfully integrate the new
behavior into his or her repertoire. In such cases, it is advisable to move on to
another program as soon as the pupil reaches the aim for a single day. Requiring
multiple days at aim may only delay movement through the curriculum, and could
result in learner boredom and a decrease in performance. On the other hand, if
higher “safe” aims take inordinate extra practice to reach, several “consistent”
days at a lower, but still minimally functional aim, might be acceptable. With
Patsy, the aim might have been specified as 3 days above 60 per minute, or one
day above 80. That would allow Patsy to “buy her way out” of the program
quickly with either one very good performance, or several reasonable perfor-
mances.

Deciding When to Modify a Program

A program should be modified whenever it becomes obvious the performance
aim will not be reached within a reasonable period. Both “static” and “dynamic”
criteria for making that decision have been suggested.

Static Criteria. Static criteria for program modification involve the specification
of some minimally acceptable level of performance. If the learner falls below that
level, the program is changed to facilitate continued learning. Such criteria are
called “static” becuase they remain constant — the same level of performance is
used as a decision point throughout the program.

Two lines have been drawn horizontally across the chart of Alfred’s reading
program in Panel A of Figure 3. The higher line reflects his performance aim, the
lower line reflects the “remediation” criteria. If Alfred’s performance rises above
the aim-line, he will be moved on to a more advanced reader.  If his performance
falls below the remediation line, the program will be modified to facilitate
improved progress.  The remediation line, in this case, was drawn through the
value of his first assessment, presumably to make sure that he will not actually get
worse without something being done to improve the program.

Similar decision rules can be established for a wide range of data types and
charts.  For example, when counting trial-by-trial data it has been suggested that
one should move on to a new step in the training sequence when the learner
achieves three correct trials in a row.  Conversely, we should step back in the
sequence or break a task into smaller parts when the learner gets seven errors in a
row (Moore, 1982). All such systems share a potential risk, however — the pupil
might bounce along forever (or a very long time) without crossing either line.
That, unfortunately, is the case with Alfred.  After an initial rise in performance
he continues on for seven weeks without much additional change. Static systems
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are called “open” because they do not necessarily force us to make a decision,
even when the pupil fails to make substantial progress.

Figure 3:  Static vs. Dynamic Aims

Dynamic Criteria.. A dynamic, or continuously changing, criterion for deciding
if a program ever needs to be modified can also be established.  We draw a line
from the middle of a pupil’s first three performances to an “aim-star” describing
the desired level of performance and the date by which one wishes to reach that
aim (See Panel B of Figure 3). If the pupil ever falls below that line (usually two
or three days in a row), the program is modified. That line, called the minimum
celeration line, was first described by Liberty (Note 4), and represents a vast
improvement over other decision rules.

The major advantage of the minimum celeration line lies in the fact that it is a
“closed system” — the pupil must either reach the aim by the aim-date or fall
below the line.  It is impossible for an unsuccessful program to be continued
forever. If the minimum celeration line had been used with Alfred’s program the
program would have been changed after three weeks, rather than letting seven
weeks go by with no real progress. There is, however, still one danger.  A pupil
might accelerate rapidly in the early stages of a program and rise high above the
minimum ‘celeration line. The learner might then stop progressing or even
decelerate for several days or weeks before finally falling below the line. It is
important, therefore, to continuously assess the learner’s actual day-to-day
progress, and change the program if no overall progress is made for the last six or
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seven days (Liberty, Haring & White, 1980; White & Haring, 1980; White &
Haring, 1982).

Studies of the impact of the minimum celeration line on program effectiveness
and learner progress have been very impressive. In a study of 48 children with
mild and moderate disabilities and 15 resource room teachers, Bohannon (note 5)
demonstrated that teachers could be 5 to 10 times more effective in remediating
reading deficits if the minimum celeration line was used to decide when programs
should be modified. Bohannon also noted that teachers spent less than 10 minutes
a day in programs where minimum celeration lines were used, but more than 30
minutes a day in programs where those lines were not used. The use of a precise
way of evaluating pupil progress not only made the programs more effective, it
also made them more efficient. Mirkin (note 6) found similar results in a study of
four groups: (1) teachers with daily data, clits and minimum celeration lines; (2)
teachers with daily data and charts, but no training in the use of minimum
‘celeration lines; (3) teachers with good preprogram “reading diagnostic” data,
but no daily data; and (4) teachers using no data whatsoever.  Learner progress in
the group where teachers were using minimum celeration lines was consistently
superior to the other groups. The teachers with daily data were generally more
effective than the two remaining groups, but not always.  Mirkin concluded that
daily data can he very useful, but if teachers do not use a precise set of rules for
evaluating those data, at least some teachers (and their pupils) would not derive
any benefit from the daily data.

DECIDING HOW A PROGRAM SHOULD BE MODIFIED

Deciding to modify a program to facilitate continued pupil progress is only
half the battle. The teacher must still decide how the program should be modified.
In a series of studies conducted over a period of roughly 10 years, Liberty,
Haring, and White developed a set of empirically derived rules for facilitating
those decisions (Liberty, Haring & White, 1980; Haring, Liberty & White, note #,
White & Haring, 1976; White & Haring, 1980;: White, 1984a). Many of the
results of those studies were quite unexpected.  For example, when a child with
severe disabilities appears to be having difficulty, most teachers slice or step back
to something simpler.  To their surprise, Liberty, Haring, and White found that
stepping ahead to more difficult skills worked more often.  Of course, stepping
ahead didn’t always work, but they were able to identify patterns of performance
which enabled teachers to predict which type of intervention would be most likely
to work in each individual case.

Early in their work, Liberty, Haring, and White realized that there were at
least two distinct phases of learning — acquisition and fluency-building.  Each
phase of learning was influenced by different elements of the instructional plan.
Acquisition is defined as a period in which an individual is just learning how to
perform a skill and will be influenced most by the type of information and
guidance received (e.g., cues, prompts, corrective feedback). If a pupil fails to
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progress during the acquisition phase of learning, the teacher should consider
ways of providing better guidance and information.

Fluency-building is a phase of learning in which a person develops the ease
and facility with a skill which makes it truly useful.  It’s the difference between
someone who can type and one who types well enough to make it the preferred
means of transcription.  Fluency is most easily developed through continued
practice, but repeated practice and drill can be very boring. If a learner’s progress
falters during fluency-building, therefore, the teacher should probably consider
ways of making the continued work more interesting (e.g., changes in
reinfocement, using more interesting materials, or making the work more
challenging).

It seems reasonable that acquisition would last until the learner was 100%
accurate, and then the process of fluency-building would begin. As it happens,
that’s not the case. A learner can be 100% accurate and still not have fully
acquired the skill to be learned, or somewhat less than 100% accurate and still be
well into fluency-building. The easiest way of deciding whether a pupil is in
fluency-building is by examining how fluent the child already is. Children who
move slowly to complete a task are often uncertain or might be using an
inappropriate strategy for completing their work, and have not truly acquired the
basic skill to be taught (e.g., the child who is “slow but sure” in math facts by
counting on fingers).  Children who move with some facility, on the other hand,
must already understand reasonably well what they should be doing.  Even if they
are still making some mistakes, continued learning is more likely to be influenced
by fluency-building strategies, rather than those which would be more appropriate
during simple acquisition.

Surprisingly, the vast majority of skills which we try to teach appear to begin
the passage from acquisition to fluency-building at roughly the same point —
when correct frequencies are somewhere between 14 and 20 per minute, and an
accuracy of between 67% and 83% has been achieved. That rule seems to apply to
very basic behaviors like pointing to named objects, steps taken while walking,
and completing parts of a dressing sequence. The same transition point also seems
to apply to very complex behaviors like reading, speaking, and writing digits to
solve advanced mathematics problems.  Indeed, the rule appears so universal that
when Sokolove (note 9) examined circa 3300 programs of children in grades 1
through 6, the “rule of 20” predicted progress in more than 97% of the cases.

Liberty, Haring and White also identified a number of different performance
patterns associated with other instructional needs.  By 1980 they had isolated
seven types of learner need, the performance patterns which allowed the teacher
to identify those needs, and the interventions which appeared to best meet those
needs. The flowchart in Figure 4 provides a summary of those rules.
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Figure 4:  Washington Decision Rule Flow-Chart

Except for a few minor refinements which have been made during recent
years, the rules displayed in Figure 4 were developed over the course of a five
year study involving 31 teachers and 343 learners with moderate and severe
disabilities (Haring, Liberty & White, note 10; Liberty, Haring & White, 1980).
Overall, teachers were 2 to 5 times more successful in selecting effective
intervention strategies when the rules were followed. By the end of the study, the
rules were able to account for 84% of the variance in program-change success;
and 91% of the participating teachers stated that using the rules led to noticeable
acceleration in pupil progress.  In a study of learners with mild and moderate
disabilities, Eaton (note 11) found that programs conducted with the rules were
consistently superior to programs conducted without the rules in such factors as
the number of programs reaching aim, the number of days on which progress was
made, the number of successful program changes, and the number of times pupils
were able to successfully step-ahead in the curriculum.

A somewhat different set of rules, shown in figure 5, was developed by the
Great Falls Precision Teaching Project (Beck, note 12). To evaluate those rules,
538 second, third, and fourth graders in 30 classes were assigned to four groups:
(1) no Precision Teaching; (2) daily assessments, but without charts; (3) daily
assessments and standard celeration charting: and (4) daily assessments, standard
celeration charting, and the use of the Great Falls decision rules. Pre/post
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assessments over a period of seven months with the Iowa Test of Basic Skills
(math subsection) showed significant effects in favor of one or more of the
Precision Teaching groups in 10 of 11 comparisons. No significant differences
were found in the eleventh comparison. The use of the decision rules (the fourth
group) proved superior in seven (63%) of the comparisons.

Table 1:  Great Falls Precision Teaching Project Decision Rules for Math Pinpoints

If… …and… …then…
(1) At aim for 2 out of 3

days
(1) Still growing at

x1.25 per week
(1) Raise aim
(2) Establish new aim

(3) Move to more
difficult task

(4) Change pinpoint

(5) Maintenance timings
on skills

(6) Change learning
channel

(7) Change format

(2) Flat data on chart (1) Change channel
(2) Move to more

difficult skill

(3) Change pinpoint
(4) Maintenance

timings on skills

(2) 3 days of flat data

and/or
(3) Less than a x1.25

growth
(4) Corrects delerating

(5) Less than previously
predicted growth

(6) Other problems

(1) Student is in
fluency-building
stage (corrects
greater than 15, but
less than aim)

(1) Practice
•  flash cards
•  see/say facts
•  free/write families
•  free/say families
•  count-bys

(2) Paired timings
(3) Slice back

(4) Contingency
management

(5) Instruct to errors

(2) Student is in
acquisition stage
(corrects less than
15; errors may be
high)

(1) Direct instruction

(2) Slice back
(3) Step back
(4) Paired timings

(5) Contingency
management

(6) Practice

Other variations of the rules have also been developed (c.f., West, note 13).
Common to all, however, is an implicit belief that teachers will be more effective
in managing their programs if they have quick, simple, and effective ways of
managing the information they collect concerning pupil progress. For the most
part, the evidence would appear to support that belief.
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SOME CAVEATS

The approaches discussed in this article for making objective, individualized
program change decisions are very promising.  They appear to make the
collection of daily progress information more reinforcing to most teachers, focus
teacher attention on individual needs in a timely manner, and systematically guide
teacher attempts to discover ways to meet those needs.  Using rules even seems to
save the teacher time.  Most importantly, all formal studies of the rules suggest
that learners will progress more rapidly when systematic program change decision
rules are followed. Still, there are some strong caveats concerning the use of
performance-based decision rules.

First, the best of the rules currently available have been developed
empirically, through close inspection of what teachers have actually done, and
how learners with various patterns of performance have actually responded to
those efforts. While that ensures a certain “contact with reality,” it would be wise
to remember that the reality upon which the rules were based is yesterday’s
reality. As curricula, instructional targets, performance aims, instructional
technology, and societal demands change, it is likely that existing decision rules
will have to change to keep pace.

Secondly, although the decision rules discussed in this paper were developed
to help teachers meet the needs of individual learners, blind acceptance of the
rules would actually be a denial of the fact that each learner is an individual. The
rules describe what most learners do most of the time.  Every learner is likely to
be an exception to the rules at least some of the time.  It is absolutely necessary,
therefore, that the teachers remain critical and questioning analysts of pupil
progress.  Systematic data-based decision rules provide an excellent resource for
initial guidance, but in the long run the teacher must look to the actual
performance and progress of the learner for confirmation that the right decisions
are being made. That is what Precision Teaching is all about.


