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Figure 1. Disruptive Behavior across Classes. The percentage of intervals of class-wide 

disruptive behavior across three classes. The red dashed lines denote the goals for problem 

behavior reduction for each class. 
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Chapter 4: 

Discussion 

 This study aimed to examine the relative impact of different types of group contingencies 

on class-wide student behavior as well as how teacher preference may enhance student 

behavioral outcomes within three classrooms in an elementary school. The results of this study 

support previous findings that the various group contingency types are approximately equivalent 

in increasing class-wide appropriate behavior as well as in reducing disruptive behavior (Alric et 

al., 2007; Shapiro & Goldberg, 1986; Speltz, Shimamura, & McReynolds, 1982). All four types 

of group contingency procedures evaluated in this study were effective in producing these 

desired student outcomes. 

This study extends previous research in that the group contingency types were compared 

using a combination of alternating treatments and multiple baseline designs across three classes 

of differing grade levels; the relative impact of the contingency types implemented by classroom 

teachers during their regular instructional time was examined. Following a brief training, 

teachers were able to implement these procedures in an alternating treatments design in order to 

experience each type of contingency.  

This study also extends previous research by evaluating teacher preference following 

actual implementation of the procedures. The results of the current study demonstrated that 

regardless of the contingency type, the contingency system selected by each teacher further 

improved the targeted class-wide appropriate behavior. All three classes had higher average rates 
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of appropriate behavior during the Preferred GC condition than in other GC conditions. Although 

Class 2 had slight increases in disruption, Class 3 had lower rates of disruption in the Preferred 

GC condition than in other GC conditions and disruption occurred at approximately the same 

average rate across the conditions in Class 1. These results indicate that the use of teacher-

preferred instructional strategies may have the potential to improve student behavioral outcomes 

and classroom ecology. 

The results of this study also indicate that the group contingencies promote generalization 

of improved behaviors to non-targeted instructional periods. All classes showed evidence of 

generalization of student behavior change to a non-targeted instructional period. The teachers did 

not independently begin extending the group contingency procedures to this generalization 

period, with the exception of Teacher 2 marking disruption for a few students during two 

generalization sessions. This lends support to these procedures in that they appeared to promote 

acquisition of the rule-following behaviors that generalized to another instructional period. More 

research is needed in relation to teacher extension of effective behavioral interventions to 

untrained contexts. 

The participating teachers in this research selected the independent, dependent, or both 

independent and dependent contingencies. Interestingly, no teachers selected the interdependent 

or randomized group contingency procedure as their preferred reward system. This is in contrast 

to the findings of an analogue study conducted by Elliott, Turco, & Gresham (1987) which found 

that teacher rated the dependent contingency as unacceptable after reading a description of the 

procedures. This distinction highlights the need for more research comparing preferences 

following exposure to each procedure. Furthermore, for all three classes implementing the 

preferred contingency type resulted in an initial increase in disruption during the first two 
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sessions, followed by a decrease to low, stable levels. This appeared to be related to 

implementation fidelity as the teachers tended to skip over the review of the classroom rules 

when they began implementing the same contingency daily.  

Participating teachers indicated that they selected their preferred contingency type based 

on factors including accountability, student motivation, fairness, and efficacy. Accountability 

was the most commonly cited theme that teachers indicated that they liked about the group 

contingency interventions. The most common criticism of the group contingency procedures was 

the perceived lack of fairness for components of each contingency type, except the random 

contingency. Asking teachers what factors are important to them when selecting an intervention 

may help consultants make intervention recommendations that will have better contextual fit. In 

this case, since the interventions were approximately equal in efficacy, accountability, 

motivation, and fairness may be the most influential selection factors. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 The conclusions that may be drawn from this study are limited by the small sample size; 

with only three teachers, from three different grades, their survey responses and selection of 

preferred contingencies may not be representative of the larger population of elementary school 

general education teachers. The sample size was limited due to the time commitment necessary 

for an adequate comparison of the four group contingency conditions. Future research should 

consider including more teachers in order to assess whether the preference for independent and 

dependent group contingencies would also be found with a larger sample. 

 Another limitation is noted in relation to the inability to evaluate teachers’ use of data. As 

the group contingency types were approximately equivalent, teachers could have selected any of 

the procedures as their preferred contingency type. Although teachers were able to record data it 
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is unclear how effectively the teachers would be in using data if there was more differentiation 

between the contingency types. Although Teacher 3 indicated that efficacy was the most 

important factor in selecting the preferred intervention, the results for all three classes did not 

allow for the determination of how efficacy compared to other factors when making intervention 

decisions. Visual analyses using graphical representations of data are important in making 

instructional decisions; however, teachers are often unable to access data relevant to their 

classroom decisions or are unable to interpret data effectively (U.S. Department of Education, 

2009). Further research is needed to address the ability of teachers to collect and use data for 

decision making in relation to student behavior. 

Future research should further evaluate the usefulness of teacher-collected data, 

especially in comparing dependent variables from baseline to intervention. Participating teachers 

recorded data based on the number of rule violations they marked during each session. Teachers 

used this information to rate the occurrence of disruption on a rating scale from 0 (low rates of 

disruption) to 10 (high rates of disruption). Teachers also scored their perception of overall 

appropriate behavior from 0 (worst day) to 10 (best day). Teachers began recording data during 

the GC exposure condition, therefore it is not possible to compare Behavior Rating Scale (BRS) 

scores or recorded rule violations from baseline to intervention. However, the frequency of rule 

violations and the behavior rating scale scores recorded for disruption and appropriate behavior 

for all classes, show undifferentiated patterns, similar to those evident in data collected by the 

researchers.  

 Although previous research (as well as the current study) has supported the use of group 

contingencies with kindergarten students, the current study is the first study that asked 

kindergarteners to evaluate different contingency types. Previous research including 
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kindergarteners evaluated either dependent (Sprague & Perkins, 2009) or interdependent (Wright 

& McCurdy, 2012; Kamps, et al., 2011) group contingency systems; none of the research 

evaluated the use of independent or randomized group contingency types. It is notable that two 

of these studies (Kamps, et al., 2011; Sprague & Perkins, 2009) focused on positive behavior 

rather than rule violations and combined group contingencies with other intervention 

components; Wright and McCurdy compared group contingency procedures focusing on positive 

behavior (the “Caught being Good Game”) to group contingency procedures focusing on 

negative behavior (the “Good Behavior Game”) and found that they were approximately equally 

effective in reducing disruption and increasing on-task behavior with kindergarten students. 

The students in the participating kindergarten class may not have been able to distinguish 

between the contingency types during the exposure condition. Anecdotally, the students often 

made statements indicating that they were confused about why they were or were not earning the 

reward. Since it is possible that all students had difficulty discriminating between conditions, 

future research should consider using a reversal design to make discrimination easier when 

comparing the contingency types. The alternating treatment design was selected for the 

comparison in this study to control for sequencing effects which would require a much larger 

sample size with a reversal design. 

Although instructions were presented verbally and survey forms were modified with 

colors matching each contingency type, students’ difficulty in discriminating between the 

contingencies may also be reflected in their survey responses. Whereas, the first three survey 

questions require a response of “yes” to indicate a positive opinion of the contingency type, the 

fourth question is reversed in that a “no” indicates a favorable opinion of the contingency type. 

Because of this reversal, the percentage of students indicating that others were mean to them 
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during the implementation of the group contingencies is likely an overestimate. Future research 

is needed to evaluate student preference as well as their experience of positive and negative side 

effects as a result of participating in group contingency reward systems. 

 Another limitation to consider is the differences between the measures for appropriate 

and disruptive behaviors. Partial interval recording was selected for disruption since these 

behaviors were discrete instances that were generally brief; the appropriate behavior was an 

ongoing action that did not have a discrete start and stop so a PLACHECK procedure was 

selected. The measure for disruption was more influenced by the behavior of individual students 

and these data, therefore, are much more variable than the data for appropriate student behavior. 

It should also be noted that the definitions for these behaviors were not mutually exclusive, and 

there were many instances in which a student was engaging in both disruption and appropriate 

behavior. All classes had 1-2 students who were responsible for the majority of disruption for 

some sessions, including the initial independent data point for Class 1. 

 Although IOA scores for all measures were generally very high, some low scores may be 

attributed to the difficulty of observing whole-class behavior. Some disruptive behaviors such as 

talking to peers and engaging with materials unrelated to the task were often very difficult to see 

and depended on the observer’s position in relation to the student. Appropriate behavior was also 

sometimes difficult for observers to agree on when students were transitioning between areas or 

the teacher did not deliver clear instructions for what was acceptable during specific activities. 

For example, teachers would often indicate that students should independently read when 

finished with an assignment. Many students would get up and spend several minutes looking for 

a book on the classroom shelf. Teachers sometimes did not respond to these students but often 

would indicate that they were not supposed to be out of their seats. These instances resulted in 
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differences of recording disruption (out of area) and appropriate behavior (requiring students to 

be in their area). 

 In order to promote contextual fit, there were slight differences in implementation 

choices made by each teacher. These choices influenced the duration of sessions which was not 

consistent across conditions or teachers. During baseline, all sessions for Class 2 and Class 3 

were 30 minutes because there were no clear transitions from one instructional period to another 

that occurred during this time. There was more variability in session duration during GC 

Exposure and Preferred GC conditions as the teacher clearly identified the start and finish of the 

implementation period which varied in length depending on the instructional material presented. 

Teacher 3 chose to use an alarm that always rang at the same time each day to signal the end of 

implementation. No sessions with fewer than 15 minutes of observation were included. The 

biases that may have been introduced by the varying duration of sessions was minimized by 

calculating the percentages based on the number of intervals observed. 

Teachers were also asked to establish the goals and criteria to be used in implementation. 

The goals they set varied with Teacher 1 selecting a goal just below the lowest level of baseline 

disruption compared to Teacher 2 and Teacher 3 who each selected goals significantly below the 

baseline rates of disruption. Appropriate behavior was fairly high in all classes during baseline, 

leaving little room for setting goals. The goals were in place for decision making purposes and 

were not discussed with students. The selected criteria, however, were more influential in that 

they were revealed to students daily and determined whether or not the students would earn the 

reward. The criteria selected for interdependent contingencies were likely too low based on the 

total class-wide number of rule violations. The selection of criteria would be facilitated by 

teacher collection of baseline data on rule-violations since the partial interval data did not allow 
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for the determination of the frequency of class-wide rule violations. It is unclear how different 

criteria may have influenced the efficacy, teacher preference, or student preference for the 

interdependent contingency type. 

Teachers also varied in their methods when marking rule violations. Teacher 1 and 

Teacher 2 kept the chart on the board and marked rule violations such that they were always 

visible to the class. Teacher 3 kept the chart on a clipboard so that she could immediately mark 

violations, no matter where she happened to be in the room and students could not erase marks. 

In addition, Teacher 1 quietly marked violations, sometimes privately talking to the student later 

in the intervention period. Teacher’s 2 and 3 marked rule violations while providing a corrective 

statement such as “some students need to remember to sit safely” or “Billy, we are not using 

scissors right now. That is a reminder for you.” These variations, in addition to differing grade 

levels, make it difficult to compare results across classrooms but promoted contextual fit and 

acceptability of these interventions. 

 The possibility of communication between participating teachers should also be 

considered. However, as these teachers were not in the same grade level and the researcher never 

revealed the identity of other participants, this possibility is considered to be unlikely. 

Communication between students within each classroom, however, did occur and may have 

influenced student survey responses. 

Conclusion 

 Group contingency interventions enable teachers to efficiently manage the behavior of 

the students in their classes. The methods used in this study can be extended to other general 

education teachers and possibly other intervention procedures such that teachers can make 

informed decisions based on factors including efficacy in improving behavior, perceived 
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fairness, and efficacy in teaching students valued skills. The alternation of the various group 

contingency procedures may have also helped maintain student motivation by extending the 

novelty of the procedures over a longer period of time.  

 Group contingency procedures, as well as other class-wide interventions, may fall within 

a “grey area” between Tier 1 and Tier 2 PBIS interventions. In all three participating classes, the 

majority of the students were successful while only accessing the universal Tier 1 supports; 

several students in each class, however, engaged in persistent disruptive behavior reflecting the 

need for additional support. As this intervention applied to all students within each class, 

regardless of the need for additional behavioral supports, it is possible that group contingency 

interventions are better conceptualized as Tier 1 supports. The group contingency procedures 

provided a framework for the teachers to address many of the classroom level elements assessed 

on the Benchmarks of Quality (Kincaid, Childs, & George, 2005); these supports ensured that 

students contacted reinforcement for meeting the school-wide expectations and the classroom 

rules. It is likely that most elementary school students would benefit from incorporation of 

procedures such as these in their classrooms. It is also noted that many teachers within the 

school, including Teacher 1, were utilizing group contingency procedures, with varying levels of 

adherence to evidence-based practices. Training all teachers within the school to implement 

group contingency procedures effectively may be beneficial and would clearly push this 

intervention more into the Tier 1 realm. Further clarification is needed to determine how these 

procedures are best conceptualized within the PBIS framework. 

 The use of group contingency procedures can be effectively incorporated within general 

education classroom settings. These findings support group contingency interventions as 

effective and highly acceptable to both students and teachers. These interventions should be 
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considered when teachers indicate the need for supports for several students but are concerned 

about factors such as fairness, accountability, and efficacy. The present study indicated that all 

four group contingency types were effective in promoting increased engagement and reduced 

disruption; teachers should choose the contingency type that they like the best as this my 

improve student outcomes, teacher implementation, and maintenance of effective classroom 

management strategies. 
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Appendix A: Teacher/Classroom Selection Interview 

The purpose of this study is to find out whether different group contingency interventions result 

in better outcomes for classrooms. We will be looking at measures of disruptive and appropriate 

behaviors as well as teacher and student ratings indicating how acceptable each intervention is. 

We are also interested in looking at how teachers use data to guide their decisions when 

implementing group contingency procedures. Group contingencies are commonly used in 

educational settings and have been supported through extensive research as evidence-based 

practices. 

Are you concerned about disruptive behaviors in your classroom? 

What behaviors (not dangerous)? 

When do these behaviors occur (2+ instructional periods)?  

How often do these behaviors occur (Daily/Almost Daily)?  

How many students engage in these disruptive behaviors (2+)? 

Can you provide some information about specific students who often disrupt your 

classroom? 

Student 

Initials 

Disruptive Behavior Instructional 

Periods 

How often Engagement 

   Daily 

Almost Daily 

Weekly 

Less than once a 

week 

High 

Average 

Low 

   Daily 

Almost Daily 

Weekly 

Less than once a 

week 

High 

Average 

Low 

   Daily 

Almost Daily 

Weekly 

Less than once a 

week 

High 

Average 

Low 

   Daily 

Almost Daily 

Weekly 

Less than once a 

week 

High 

Average 

Low 
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Based on the information you have provided, I think your classroom would be a good fit for my 

study. Let me tell you a little more about group contingencies. There are several variations but all 

are based on using rewards to efficiently manage the behavior of a group. Students learn to self-

monitor their behavior and to encourage peers to do the same.  

To implement these procedures you would make a brief statement to the class before conducting 

your lesson as usual As you teach, you would mark any rule-violation with a tally on the board 

(usually next to a child’s name). At the end of the designated time period you would use this 

information to determine who gets a reward. The type of contingency will initially change each 

day but eventually you can choose which contingency you like best. You may be asked to switch 

to a different type of group contingency or to make changes to your preferred contingency if 

your class is not adequately progressing toward your goal. I will briefly describe each type of 

contingency. 

During independent group contingencies some students will get a reward while others may not. 

Access to the reward will be determined by each student’s own behavior. For example, any 

student with 1 or fewer tallies will get the reward. 

During interdependent group contingencies the reward will be given to the whole class or to no 

one. This reward is determined by the behavior of the class as a group. For example, the class 

gets the reward if there are no more than 3 total marks on the board. 

During dependent group contingencies the reward will also be given to the whole class or to no 

one. This time the reward would be determined by the behavior of one randomly selected 

student. Only you would know who this student is unless he/she has earned the reward for 

everyone. For example, the class gets a reward if the chosen student has 1 or fewer marks on the 

board. 

We will also include another condition which is a combination of the other three. This time no 

one knows how the reward will be determined until the end of the intervention period. During 

this condition you provide a statement, conduct class, and track rule violations as usual. At the 

end of the designated time period you select the type of contingency from a container and then 

follow procedures for determining access to the reward based on your selection. 

The criteria and rewards will vary each day to ensure that students are more likely to be 

motivated. If you choose to participate, you will receive training on each of these procedures and 

will have a written guide to refer to throughout participation. 

Do you have any questions? 

Have you ever used group contingency procedures before? 

Are you interested in implementing group contingencies in your classroom? 

Have you ever used data-driven decision making using a visual aid before? 

If so, I will go over the informed consent with you so that you can have all of the information 

you need before deciding whether or not to participate in this research. 
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Appendix B: Data Sheet 

Date: ___/___/___  Observer: ____________________________ 

Start time: _______   End time: _______  Primary / Secondary 

Class: _____________________      Attendance: _________________ 

 

Clearly mark (circle, /, or x) each behavior that occurs within each 15s interval. You may mark 

more than one or no behaviors within each interval. 

D (disruption): ___________________________________________________ 

A (number of students engaged in appropriate behavior):________________________________ 

 

1 D 2 D 3 D 4     D 1 min. 

5 D 6 D 7 D 8     D 2 min. 

9 D 10 D 11 D 12     D           A= 3 min. 

13 D 14 D 15 D 16     D 4 min. 

17 D 18 D 19 D 20     D 5 min. 

21 D 22 D 23 D 24     D           A= 6 min. 

25 D 26 D 27 D 28     D 7 min. 

29 D 30 D 31 D 32     D 8 min. 

33 D 34 D 35 D 36     D           A= 9 min. 

37 D 38 D 39 D 40     D 10 min. 

41 D 42 D 43 D 44     D 11 min. 

45 D 46 D 47 D 48     D           A= 12 min. 

49 D 50 D 51 D 52     D 13 min. 

53 D 54 D 55 D 56     D 14 min. 

57 D 58 D 59 D 60     D           A= 15 min. 

61 D 62 D 63 D 64     D 16 min. 

65 D 66 D 67 D 68     D 17 min. 

69 D 70 D 71 D 72     D           A= 18 min. 

73 D 74 D 75 D 76     D 19 min. 

77 D 78 D 79 D 80     D 20 min. 

81 D 82 D 83 D 84     D           A= 21 min. 

85 D 86 D 87 D 88     D 22 min. 

89 D 90 D 91 D 92     D 23 min. 

93 D 94 D 95 D 96     D           A= 24 min. 

97 D 98 D 99 D 100     D 25 min. 

101 D 102 D 103 D 104     D 26 min. 

105 D 106 D 107 D 108     D           A= 27 min. 

109 D 110 D 111 D 112     D 28 min. 

113 D 114 D 115 D 116     D 29 min. 

117 D 118 D 119 D 120     D           A= 30 min. 

Contingency: Independent / Dependent / Interdependent / Random: _______________ 

Criteria: ________________________________  Met? Yes / No 

Total teacher recorded rule violations: _________________ 
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Appendix C: Group Contingency Implementation Checklist 

 

Teacher Code: _______ Date: ______________ Recorder: _________                                                                      

Contingency Type:  Independent / Dependent / Interdependent/ Random: ____________      

 

 

 

Interventions 

Was the 

intervention 

implemented? 

(Adherence) 

Was the 

intervention 

done 

accurately? 

(Quality) 

Fidelity Score 

Y/Y = 2 

Y/N = 1 

N/N = 0 

NA/NA = NA 

Determines contingency type and reads script to 

students 

1) Reviews rules 

2) Explains how reward will be determined (correct 

contingency and criteria) 

3) Identifies start and end of implementation 

Y / N / NA Y / N / NA 

 

Tracks rule violations using check marks/tallies 

throughout entire instructional period 

1) Marks by names (independent, dependent, and random)  

2) Marks without names (interdependent) 

Y / N / NA Y / N / NA 
 

Marks rule violations consistent with defined classroom 

rules 

1) Marks for most rule violations (may miss 1-2) 

2) Does not mark for behaviors that are not consistent 

with defined rules 

Y / N / NA Y / N / NA 

 

Signals end of implementation period  

1) Appropriate duration (20-60 minutes) 

Y / N / NA Y/ N / NA 
 

Selects (or allows a student to select) randomized 

elements in the following order: 

1) Contingency type (random only) 

2) Criteria (all conditions) 

3) Student (dependent only, teacher must select) 

Y / N / NA Y / N / NA 
 

Compares recorded rule violations to criteria to 

determine if a reward is earned 

1) Accurately compares number of individual rule 

violations to individual number on selected criteria 

(dependent, independent) 

2) Accurately compares total number of classroom rule 

violations to group number on selected criteria 

(interdependent) 

Y / N / NA Y / N / NA 

 

Selects (or allows a student to select) the Mystery 

Motivator  Y / N / NA Y/ N / NA  
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1) Only after determining that one or more students have 

earned access to the reward 

2) Announces the selected student when reward is earned 

(dependent) 

Provides access to Mystery Motivator 

1) All students if the criteria are met (dependent and 

interdependent) 

2) Only to students meeting the criteria (independent)  

3) Includes praise related to the school-wide expectations 

and classroom rules 

Y / N / NA Y/ N / NA 

 

Withholds access to the Mystery Motivator  

1) No one gets access if criteria are not met (dependent 

and interdependent) 

2) Students who did not meet the criteria do not access the 

reward (independent) 

3) Includes encouragement to try again next time 

4) No negotiating/bargaining 

Y / N / NA Y/ N / NA 

 

Records Data 

1) Marks total number of rule violations on BRS 

2) Uses correct color (GC exposure condition only) 

Y / N / NA Y/ N / NA  

    

Implementation Scores (Total Y’s/Total Y’s + N’s in 

column)  

   

 

Total Implementation/Fidelity Score  

(Total Y’s/Total Y’s + N’s across 2 domains) 

 

 

Implementation scoring key:  

1) Determines Contingency type and reads script to students 

Adherence: Reads any part of the script describing the correct contingency (as determined by 

the schedule) 

Quality: Reads full script, including a review of the rules, an explanation of how the reward 

will be determined, and identifying when the implementation will start and end. (Mark ‘N’ if 

any part is missing) 

 

2) Tracks rule violations using check marks/tallies throughout entire instructional period 

(Mark ‘NA’ for both if no rule violations occur) 

Adherence: Teacher marks occurrences of rule violations at any point during the specified 

time period 

Quality: Teacher correctly marks either by a student’s name (independent, dependent, or 

random) or without the student names (interdependent) throughout the entire time period 



81 

 

3) Marks rule violations consistent with defined classroom rules (Mark ‘NA’ for both if no 

rule violations occur) 

Adherence: Marks are provided for most rule-violations  

Quality: Teacher does not miss many rule violations and does not provide marks on the board 

for behaviors that are not consistent with the defined rule-violating behaviors (Mark “N’ if 

the teacher makes 2 or more errors- missing 2 occurrences, incorrectly marking 2 

occurrences, etc.) 

 

4) Signals end of implementation period 
Adherence: Teacher tells students when the group contingency period is over 

Quality: Teacher implemented group contingency intervention for appropriate duration (20-

60 minutes) 

 

5) Selects (or allows student to select) randomized elements 
Adherence: Teacher or student selects the contingency type, criteria, and or student as 

appropriate for the contingency type implemented.  

Quality: Teacher or student selects components in the recommended order and only selects 

components appropriate for the current condition. Only the teacher selects a target student for 

the dependent contingency.  

 

6) Compares recorded rule violations to criteria to determine if a reward is earned 
Adherence: Teacher compares the recorded rule violations to the criteria selected 

Quality: Teacher accurately determines whether the whole class has earned reinforcement by 

comparing the total number of rule violations to the criteria (interdependent) or comparing 

the selected student’s problem behavior to the criteria (dependent). The teacher accurately 

determines which students have earned access to the reward by comparing each student’s 

rule violations to the criteria (independent). (Mark ‘N’ if the teacher makes an incorrect 

comparison or adds incorrectly) 

 

7) Selects (or allows a student to select) the Mystery Motivator (Mark ‘NA’ for both if a 

reward was not earned AND was not selected) 
Adherence: Teacher selects (or asks a student to select) a reward 

Quality: Teacher only selects (or asks a student to select) a reward when one or more 

students meet criteria for accessing the reward. The teacher announces and recognizes the 

student who has earned access to the reward for dependent contingencies. (Mark ‘N’ if a 

reward is selected before determining whether it was earned or following the 

determination that it was not earned) 
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8) Provides access to Mystery Motivator (Mark ‘NA’ for both of the Mystery Motivator is 

not earned AND no one accesses the Mystery Motivators) 
Adherence: Teacher provides access to the selected Mystery Motivator immediately or 

identifies a time before the next group contingency period during which the reward will be 

provided. (Mark ‘N’ if the selected item is not provided or scheduled to be provided 

within 24 hours). 
Quality: Only students meeting criteria access the Mystery Motivator and the teacher 

provides praise related to expectations and rules. (Mark ‘N’ if either of these statements is 

not true) 
 

9) Withholds access to the Mystery Motivator (Mark ‘NA’ for both if all students earn 

AND are given access to the Mystery Motivator) 
Adherence: Teacher does not provide access to the Mystery Motivator for students who did 

not meet the criteria 

Quality: The teacher includes an encouraging statement but does not negotiate or bargain 

with students regarding access to the reward. (Mark ‘N’ if the teacher does not encourage 

or bargains with students) 

 

10) Records Data 

Adherence: Teacher marks the number of rule violations on the Behavior Rating Scale 

Quality: Teacher uses the color matching the contingency implemented and connects points 

of the same color 
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Appendix D: Adapted Intervention Rating Profile–15 (IRP-15) 

 

Adapted from the IRP-15 Copyright, 1982. Brian K. Martens & Joseph C. Witt 

 

Independent Group Contingencies 

 

The next page contains questions related to Independent Group Contingencies. You are welcome to look 

at the data you have collected as well as your Group Contingency Guide while responding to these 

questions. The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain information that will aid in the selection of 

classroom interventions. These interventions will be used by teachers of children with behavior problems. 

 

Remember, during the Independent Group Contingency, each child’s behavior determined whether or not 

he/she gained access to the Mystery Motivator. During these sessions you marked each rule violation next 

to a specific student’s name. At the end of the implementation period, you selected a criteria and looked at 

the marks next to each student’s name to determine who gained access to the reward and who did not. 

Some students gained access while others did not. 

 

If you are not sure which type of contingency the following questions refer to, please ask the researcher to 

clarify before completing the questions on the following page. 
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Please circle the number that best describes your agreement or disagreement with each statement using 

the scale below. 

 

1= Strongly  2= Disagree  3= Slightly  4= Slightly  5= Agree  6= Strongly  

      disagree                               disagree        agree          agree  

 

1. This would be an acceptable intervention for the problem behavior in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

2. Most teachers would find this intervention appropriate for behavior problems in addition to those 

described. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

3. This intervention should prove effective in changing the overall problem behavior in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

4. I would suggest the use of this intervention to other teachers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

5. The problem behavior in my class is severe enough to warrant use of this intervention. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

6. Most teachers would find this intervention suitable for the behavior problems in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

7. I would be willing to use this intervention in the classroom setting. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

8. This intervention would not result in negative side effects for children in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

9. This intervention would be appropriate for a variety of children and classrooms. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

10. This intervention is consistent with those I have used in classroom settings. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

11. This intervention was a fair way to handle the problem behavior in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

12. This intervention is reasonable for the behavior problems in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

13. I liked the procedures used in this intervention. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

14. This intervention was a good way to handle the problem behaviors in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

15. Overall, this intervention would be beneficial for my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Interdependent Group Contingencies 

 

The next page contains questions related to Interdependent Group Contingencies. You are welcome to 

look at the data you have collected as well as your Group Contingency Guide while responding to these 

questions. The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain information that will aid in the selection of 

classroom interventions. These interventions will be used by teachers of children with behavior problems. 

 

Remember, during the Interdependent Group Contingency, access to the Mystery Motivator was 

determined by the behavior of the class as a group. During these sessions you marked each rule violation. 

At the end of the implementation period, you selected a criteria and looked at the total number of rule 

violations to determine if the class would access the reward. You provided the reward to everyone or to 

no one, depending on whether the class met the selected criteria. 

 

If you are not sure which type of contingency the following questions refer to, please ask the researcher to 

clarify before completing the questions on the following page. 
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Please circle the number that best describes your agreement or disagreement with each statement using 

the scale below. 

 

1= Strongly  2= Disagree  3= Slightly  4= Slightly  5= Agree  6= Strongly  

      disagree                               disagree        agree          agree  

 

1. This would be an acceptable intervention for the problem behavior in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

2. Most teachers would find this intervention appropriate for behavior problems in addition to those 

described. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

3. This intervention should prove effective in changing the overall problem behavior in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

4. I would suggest the use of this intervention to other teachers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

5. The problem behavior in my class is severe enough to warrant use of this intervention. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

6. Most teachers would find this intervention suitable for the behavior problems in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

7. I would be willing to use this intervention in the classroom setting. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

8. This intervention would not result in negative side effects for children in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

9. This intervention would be appropriate for a variety of children and classrooms. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

10. This intervention is consistent with those I have used in classroom settings. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

11. This intervention was a fair way to handle the problem behavior in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

12. This intervention is reasonable for the behavior problems in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

13. I liked the procedures used in this intervention. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

14. This intervention was a good way to handle the problem behaviors in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

15. Overall, this intervention would be beneficial for my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Dependent Group Contingencies 

 

The next page contains questions related to Dependent Group Contingencies. You are welcome to look at 

the data you have collected as well as your Group Contingency Guide while responding to these 

questions. The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain information that will aid in the selection of 

classroom interventions. These interventions will be used by teachers of children with behavior problems. 

 

Remember, during the Dependent Group Contingency, one randomly selected child’s behavior 

determined whether or not the whole class gained access to the Mystery Motivator. During these sessions 

you marked each rule violation next to a specific student’s name. At the end of the implementation 

period, you selected a criteria and a student and looked at the marks next to the selected student’s name to 

determine whether the whole class gained access to the reward. The student was allowed to select a 

Mystery Motivator if his/her behavior earned the class a reward but the student was not publicly identified 

if his/her behavior did not meet the criteria for reinforcement. You provided the reward to everyone or to 

no one, depending on whether the selected student met the criteria. 

 

If you are not sure which type of contingency the following questions refer to, please ask the researcher to 

clarify before completing the questions on the following page. 
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Please circle the number that best describes your agreement or disagreement with each statement using 

the scale below. 

 

1= Strongly  2= Disagree  3= Slightly  4= Slightly  5= Agree  6= Strongly  

      disagree                               disagree        agree          agree  

 

1. This would be an acceptable intervention for the problem behavior in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

2. Most teachers would find this intervention appropriate for behavior problems in addition to those 

described. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

3. This intervention should prove effective in changing the overall problem behavior in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

4. I would suggest the use of this intervention to other teachers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

5. The problem behavior in my class is severe enough to warrant use of this intervention. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

6. Most teachers would find this intervention suitable for the behavior problems in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

7. I would be willing to use this intervention in the classroom setting. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

8. This intervention would not result in negative side effects for children in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

9. This intervention would be appropriate for a variety of children and classrooms. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

10. This intervention is consistent with those I have used in classroom settings. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

11. This intervention was a fair way to handle the problem behavior in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

12. This intervention is reasonable for the behavior problems in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

13. I liked the procedures used in this intervention. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

14. This intervention was a good way to handle the problem behaviors in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

15. Overall, this intervention would be beneficial for my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Randomized Group Contingencies 

 

The next page contains questions related to Randomized Group Contingencies. You are welcome to look 

at the data you have collected as well as your Group Contingency Guide while responding to these 

questions. The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain information that will aid in the selection of 

classroom interventions. These interventions will be used by teachers of children with behavior problems. 

 

Remember, during the Randomized Group Contingency, neither you nor your students knew whose 

behavior would determine access to the Mystery Motivator until after the implementation period. During 

these sessions you marked each rule violation next to a specific student’s name. At the end of the 

implementation period, you selected a contingency type and criterion. You then followed the procedures 

for the selected contingency type to determine who gained access to the Mystery Motivator. Sometimes 

access was determined by each individual child’s behavior, one classmate’s behavior, or the total 

behavior of the class as a whole.  

 

If you are not sure which type of contingency the following questions refer to, please ask the researcher to 

clarify before completing the questions on the following page. 
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Please circle the number that best describes your agreement or disagreement with each statement using 

the scale below. 

 

1= Strongly  2= Disagree  3= Slightly  4= Slightly  5= Agree  6= Strongly  

      disagree                               disagree        agree          agree  

 

1. This would be an acceptable intervention for the problem behavior in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

2. Most teachers would find this intervention appropriate for behavior problems in addition to those 

described. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

3. This intervention should prove effective in changing the overall problem behavior in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

4. I would suggest the use of this intervention to other teachers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

5. The problem behavior in my class is severe enough to warrant use of this intervention. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

6. Most teachers would find this intervention suitable for the behavior problems in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

7. I would be willing to use this intervention in the classroom setting. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

8. This intervention would not result in negative side effects for children in my class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

9. This intervention would be appropriate for a variety of children and classrooms. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

10. This intervention is consistent with those I have used in classroom settings. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

11. This intervention was a fair way to handle the problem behavior in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

12. This intervention is reasonable for the behavior problems in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

13. I liked the procedures used in this intervention. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

14. This intervention was a good way to handle the problem behaviors in my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

15. Overall, this intervention would be beneficial for my classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 



91 

 

Appendix E: Teacher Preference Questionnaire 

 

Now I would like you to think about all of the group contingency interventions you 

implemented. You are welcome to look at the data you have collected as well as your Group 

Contingency Guide while responding to these questions. The purpose of this questionnaire is to 

obtain information that will aid in the selection of classroom interventions. In addition this 

survey should help you compare the interventions so that you can determine which type of group 

contingency you prefer to implement. Each intervention is summarized below: 

 

Independent Group Contingency: Each child’s behavior determined whether or not he/she 

gained access to the Mystery Motivator. During these sessions you marked each rule violation 

next to a specific student’s name. At the end of the implementation period, you selected a criteria 

and looked at the marks next to each student’s name to determine who gained access to the 

reward and who did not. Some students gained access while others did not. 

 

Interdependent Group Contingency: Access to the Mystery Motivator was determined by the 

behavior of the class as a group. During these sessions you marked each rule violation. At the 

end of the implementation period, you selected a criteria and looked at the total number of rule 

violations to determine if the class would access the reward. You provided the reward to 

everyone or to no one, depending on whether the class met the selected criteria. 

 

Dependent Group Contingency: One randomly selected child’s behavior determined whether 

or not the whole class gained access to the Mystery Motivator. During these sessions you marked 

each rule violation next to a specific student’s name. At the end of the implementation period, 

you selected a criteria and a student and looked at the marks next to the selected student’s name 

to determine whether the whole class gained access to the reward. The student was allowed to 

select a Mystery Motivator if his/her behavior earned the class a reward but the student was not 

publicly identified if his/her behavior did not meet the criteria for reinforcement. You provided 

the reward to everyone or to no one, depending on whether the selected student met the criteria. 

 

Randomized Group Contingency: Neither you nor your students knew whose behavior would 

determine access to the Mystery Motivator until after the implementation period. During these 

sessions you marked each rule violation next to a specific student’s name. At the end of the 

implementation period, you selected a contingency type and criterion. You then followed the 

procedures for the selected contingency type to determine who gained access to the Mystery 

Motivator. Sometimes access was determined by each individual child’s behavior, one 

classmate’s behavior, or the total behavior of the class as a whole. 
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Please circle the number that best describes your agreement or disagreement with each statement 

using the scale below. Please let the researcher know if you have any questions. 

 

1= Strongly  2= Disagree  3= Slightly  4= Slightly  5= Agree  6= Strongly  

      disagree                               disagree        agree          agree  

 

 

 Independent Interdependent Dependent Randomized 

This intervention was easy 

to do. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 

This intervention was fair 

to all students. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 

This intervention was not 

intrusive or disruptive. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 

This intervention reduced 

problem behavior in my 

class overall.  

1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 

This intervention reduced 

one of more individual 

student’s problem 

behavior. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 

This intervention increased 

engagement of my class 

overall. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 

This intervention increased 

engagement of one or more 

individual students. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 

My students enjoyed this 

intervention. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 

Students encouraged each 

other during this 

intervention 

1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 

Students did not bully each 

other during this 

intervention. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 

I enjoyed this intervention. 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 1  2  3  4  5  6 

 

Now, I would like you to decide which group contingency is your favorite. This will be the 

intervention you implement each day for the next few weeks. 

 

My favorite group contingency intervention is: _______________________________ 

 

What factors were most important to you in making this decision? ________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 



93 

 

Next please take a few minutes to tell us things you like and things you don’t like about each of 

the following: 

 

Group contingencies (in general) 

  

I liked…. 

 

 

 I didn’t like….  

 

 

 

Independent group contingencies 

 

I liked…. 

  

 

 I didn’t like….  

 

 

 

Interdependent group contingencies 

 

I liked…. 

 

 

 I didn’t like….  

 

 

 

Dependent group contingencies 

 

I liked…. 

 

 

 I didn’t like….  

 

 

 

Randomized group contingencies 

 

I liked…. 

 

 

 I didn’t like….  
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Appendix F: Student Group Contingency Preference Survey 

 

Verbal instructions: 

 

Now that you have been working for group rewards for a while, I would like you to think about 

each of the group reward types we have tried. I want to see which was your favorite and why. 

This information will help us pick the best way to encourage students in other classrooms to do 

their best. You may choose not to answer the questions and can return the blank paper when they 

are collected. Please be honest when you answer. You will not get in trouble for any of your 

answers or if you do not answer at all. I will remind you what happened with each type of group 

reward. You will get a different paper for each type. Do you have any questions before we get 

started? 

 

Independent Group Contingency: The first one I want you to think about is the type of group 

reward where your own behavior determined whether or not you got the Mystery Motivator. If 

you broke a rule, the teacher put a mark next to your name. At the end the teacher looked at your 

marks and if you met the criteria for the day, you got the reward. If you had too many marks you 

did not get the reward. Usually some students got the reward and some didn’t. Please look at 

your form. The first question says, “Did you like this type of group reward?” Circle “yes” if you 

liked it or “no” if you did not. The next question asks, “Did this type of group reward help you 

learn better?” Circle “yes” if it helped you or “no” if it did not. The third question asks “Did this 

group reward make you and your classmates help each other more?” Circle “yes” if you and your 

classmates helped each other more when your teacher used this type of group reward or “no” if 

you and your friends did not help each other more with this group reward. The last question asks 

“Were your classmates ever mean to you because of this type of group reward?” Circle “yes” if 

someone was mean to you during this type of group reward or “no” if no one was ever mean to 

you because of this type of group reward. Does anyone have any questions? 

 

Interdependent Group Contingency: The next questions will be about the type of group 

reward where your reward was determined by the behavior of the class as a group. During this 

type of group reward the teacher put a mark on the board anytime any student broke a rule. At 

the end, he/she looked at the total number of rule violations and everyone got a reward if the 

class did not have too many marks. If there were too many marks on the board, no one got a 

reward. Please look at the new form. The questions are the same as last time, but your answers 

might be different. Please circle “yes” or “no” to tell us if you liked THIS type of group reward, 

if it helped you, if you and your classmates helped each other more, and if anyone was mean to 

you because of this type of group reward. Raise your hand if you have any questions. 

 

Dependent Group Contingency: The next type of group reward I would like you to think about 

is the type when the whole class’ reward was determined by one student. The student may have 

been you or may have been a classmate. If you broke a rule, the teacher put a mark next to your 

name. With this group reward type a student was selected at the end of the subject and if he/she 

did not have too many marks. The teacher told you who it was and gave everyone a reward. If 

he/she had too many marks, the teacher did not tell anyone who it was and no one got the 

reward. Please look at the new form. The questions are the same as last time, but your answers 

might be different. Please circle “yes” or “no” to tell us if you liked THIS type of group reward, 
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if it helped you, if you and your classmates helped each other more, and if anyone was mean to 

you because of this type of group reward. Raise your hand if you have any questions. 

 

Randomized Group Contingency: In the last type of group reward we have used, no one knew 

what would determine if you got a reward until the end. If you broke a rule, the teacher put a 

mark next to your name. At the end the teacher picked one of the other types of group rewards. 

Sometimes whether or not you got a reward was determined by your own behavior, one 

classmate’s behavior, or the total behavior of the class as a whole. This type of group reward 

mixes together the other three. Please look at the new form. The questions are the same as last 

time, but your answers might be different. Please circle “yes” or “no” to tell us if you liked THIS 

type of group reward, if it helped you, if you and your classmates helped each other more, and if 

anyone was mean to you because of this type of group reward. Raise your hand if you have any 

questions. 

 

Favorite Contingency: The last form is different from the others. I will read each item to you. 

Please circle the number next to the one that is your favorite and only choose one answer. 

Number 1 says “My favorite was when my reward was decided by my own behavior”. Circle 

number 1 if that was your favorite. Number 2 says “My favorite was when my reward was 

decided by the behavior of the whole class”. Circle number 2 if that was your favorite. Number 3 

says “My favorite was when my reward was decided by the behavior of the classmate whose 

name was chosen”. Circle 3 if that was your favorite. Number 4 says “My favorite was when all 

of the group rewards were mixed up and I didn’t know how my reward would be decided until 

the end.” Circle 4 if that was your favorite. Please make sure you only circled one number. Does 

anyone have any questions? 
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Student Survey Form 

 

Independent Group Reward 

 

1) Did you like this type of group reward?  Yes No 

 

2) Did this type of group reward help you learn better?   Yes No 

 

3) Did this group reward make you and your classmates help each other more? Yes No 

 

4) Were your classmates ever mean to you because of this type of group reward?  

Yes No 

Interdependent Group Reward 

 

1) Did you like this type of group reward?  Yes No 

 

2) Did this type of group reward help you learn better?   Yes No 

 

3) Did this group reward make you and your classmates help each other more? Yes No 

 

4) Were your classmates ever mean to you because of this type of group reward?  

Yes No 

Dependent Group Reward 

 

5) Did you like this type of group reward?  Yes No 

 

6) Did this type of group reward help you learn better?   Yes No 

 

7) Did this group reward make you and your classmates help each other more? Yes No 

 

8) Were your classmates ever mean to you because of this type of group reward?  

Yes No 

 

Random Group Reward 

 

1) Did you like this type of group reward?  Yes No 

 

2) Did this type of group reward help you learn better?   Yes No 

 

3) Did this group reward make you and your classmates help each other more? Yes No 

 

4) Were your classmates ever mean to you because of this type of group reward?  

Yes No 
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Favorite Group Reward 
 

1) My favorite was when my reward was decided by my own behavior. 
 

2) My favorite was when my reward was decided by the behavior of the whole 
class.  
 

3) My favorite was when my reward was decided by the behavior of the classmate 
whose name was chosen 

 
4) My favorite was when all of the group rewards were mixed up and I didn’t know 

how my reward would be decided until the end 
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Appendix G: Mystery Motivator Menu 

Please review the suggested items below and cross of any items you do not feel are appropriate 

for CLASS-WIDE reinforcement. Please also write in any items that are not listed that you 

would like to include. Keep in mind that these Mystery Motivators would be provided to 

everyone or to no one depending on whether the criteria were met. 

 School-wide token 

 Sticker 

 Homework pass 

 Social time 

 Extra time for 

o Recess 

o Computers 

o Other: ____________________________________________________________ 

 Eat lunch outside 

 Reading outside 

 Music/Dance time 

 Listen to music during independent work 

 Movie/video in class 

 Classroom game 

o Jeopardy 

o Educational games: _________________________________________________ 

o Heads-up 7-up 

o Board games 

o Other: ____________________________________________________________ 

 Talent show (perform a favorite activity for classmates) 

 School supplies  

o Pencils, erasers, crayons, markers, scissors, bookmarks, stencils, activity books 

o Other: ____________________________________________________________ 

 Small toys  

o Bracelets, marbles, balls, slinky, bubbles, balloons, Silly Putty, Play-Doh, action 

figures, puzzle, book, stuffed animal 

o Other: ____________________________________________________________ 

 Edibles  

o Candy (variety) 

o Popcorn 

o Pretzels 

o Other: ____________________________________________________________ 

 Other 

o __________________________________________________________________ 

o __________________________________________________________________ 
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Please review the suggested items below and cross of any items you do not feel are appropriate 

for INDIVIDUAL reinforcement. Please also write in any items that are not listed that you 

would like to include. Keep in mind that these Mystery Motivators would be provided to each 

student that meets the selected criteria. Some students will get access to the item/activity while 

others will not. 

 School-wide token 

 Sticker 

 Homework pass 

 Social time 

 Extra time for 

o Recess 

o Computers 

o Other: ____________________________________________________________ 

 Eat lunch outside 

 Reading outside 

 Music/Dance time 

 Listen to music during independent work 

 Movie/video in class 

 Classroom game 

o Jeopardy 

o Educational games: _________________________________________________ 

o Heads-up 7-up 

o Board games 

o Other: ____________________________________________________________ 

 Talent show (perform a favorite activity for classmates) 

 School supplies  

o Pencils, erasers, crayons, markers, scissors, bookmarks, stencils, activity books 

o Other: ____________________________________________________________ 

 Small toys  

o Bracelets, marbles, balls, slinky, bubbles, balloons, Silly Putty, Play-Doh, action 

figures, puzzle, book, stuffed animal 

o Other: ____________________________________________________________ 

 Edibles  

o Candy (variety) 

o Popcorn 

o Pretzels 

o Other: ____________________________________________________________ 

 Other 

o __________________________________________________________________ 

o __________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix H: Group Contingency Guide 

 
Check schedule to see which type of contingency to implement today 

 

Step Independent Interdependent Dependent Random 

 

Read Script 

(may change 

wording as 

long as you 

identify 

rules, the 

time frame, 

the range of 

criteria, and 

how the 

reward is 

determined) 

“We are going to work 

for a group reward 

today that is decided 

by your own behavior. 

You may get the 

reward if you have less 

than _, _, or _ marks. 

We will find out which 

number will be the 

most at the end of _. 

Who can remind us 

what the classroom 

rules are? What are 

some examples of 

following the rules? 

What are some 

examples of not 

following the rules? 

We will start now and 

we will stop to see who 

gets the reward at the 

end of ______” 

“We are going to 

work for a group 

reward today that 

is decided by the 

whole class’ 

behavior. 

Everyone will get 

the reward if the 

class has less than 

_, _, or _ marks. 

We will find out 

which number 

will be the most at 

the end of _____. 

Who can remind 

us what the 

classroom rules 

are? What are 

some examples of 

following the 

rules? What are 

some examples of 

not following the 

rules? We will 

start now and we 

will stop to see 

who gets the 

reward at the end 

of ______” 

“We are going to 

work for a group 

reward today that 

is decided by one 

student’s 

behavior. I will 

pick a student’s 

name at the end of 

___. Everyone 

will get the 

reward if the 

student have less 

than _, _, or _ 

marks. We will 

find out which 

number will be 

the most at the 

end of _____. 

Who can remind 

us what the 

classroom rules 

are? What are 

some examples of 

following the 

rules? What are 

some examples of 

not following the 

rules? We will 

start now and we 

will stop to see 

who gets the 

reward at the end 

of ______” 

“We are going to 

work for a group 

reward today but 

we won’t know 

how the reward 

will be decided 

until the end. You 

may get a reward 

if you or a 

classmate has less 

than _, _, or _ 

marks or the class 

has less than _, _, 

or _ marks. We 

will find out 

which number 

will be the most at 

the end of _____. 

Who can remind 

us what the 

classroom rules 

are? What are 

some examples of 

following the 

rules? What are 

some examples of 

not following the 

rules? We will 

start now and we 

will stop to see 

who gets the 

reward at the end 

of ______” 

 

Mark Rule 

Violations 

Place a mark on the 

board next to the 

student’s name each 

time a student breaks a 

rule (according to the 

definitions) 

Place a mark on 

the board each 

time a student 

breaks a rule 

(according to the 

definitions) 

Place a mark on 

the board next to 

the student’s name 

each time a 

student breaks a 

rule (according to 

the definitions) 

Place a mark on 

the board next to 

the student’s name 

each time a 

student breaks a 

rule (according to 

the definitions) 

 

Tell students when the group reward period is over (after the subject or 20-60 min.) 
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Step Independent Interdependent Dependent Random 

 

Select 

Randomized 

Elements 

Teacher/Student picks 

criteria.  

Teacher/Student 

picks criteria.  

Teacher/student 

picks criteria.  

 

Teacher picks 

student 

Teacher/Student 

picks contingency 

type.  

 

Select random 

elements and 

follow procedures 

for selected 

contingency type  

  

Compare rule 

violations to 

criteria 

Compare each 

student’s marks to the 

individual criterion.  

 

Decide who (if anyone) 

gets the reward. 

Add up all of the 

marks and 

compare to the 

group criterion.  

 

Decide if the 

criterion is met. 

Compare the 

selected student’s 

marks to the 

individual 

criterion.  

 

Decide if the 

criterion is met. 

 

 

Select 

Mystery 

Motivator (if 

earned) 

If anyone has met the 

criterion, 

Teacher/student selects 

a MM 

If the class has 

met the criterion, 

Teacher/student 

selects a MM 

If the student has 

met the criterion, 

he/she selects a 

MM 

 

 

Provide 

Mystery 

Motivator (if 

earned) 

Only students who met 

criterion access the 

reward 

 

Praise and refer to 

rules and expectations 

All students 

access reward if 

criterion is met 

 

Praise and refer to 

rules and 

expectations 

All students 

access reward if 

criterion is met 

 

Praise and refer to 

rules and 

expectations 

 

 

Do not 

provide 

Mystery 

Motivator (if 

not earned) 

Withhold reward from 

any students who did 

not meet criterion 

 

Encourage to try again 

next time but do not 

bargain 

Withhold reward 

from whole class 

if did not meet 

criterion 

 

Encourage to try 

again next time 

but do not bargain 

Do not identify 

selected student.  

 

Withhold reward 

from whole class 

if did not meet 

criterion 

 

Encourage to try 

again next time 

but do not bargain 

 

 

Mark data on Behavior Rating Scale (use correct color and connect same-colored points) 

Independent = Red; Interdependent = Green; Dependent = Blue; Random = Purple 

 

 



102 

 

Appendix I: Student Introduction Outline 

 

 Group Rewards 

o Introduce researchers 

 Doing our best 

o Expectations and Rules 

 Independent Group Reward 

o Information 

 Your own behavior will decide if you get a reward 

 You will participate in ____ and follow all of the rules 

 If you break a rule you get a mark next to your name 

 At the end, the teacher picks a number that will be the rule for seeing who gets 

the reward 

 Some people will get it and some people will not. 

o Demonstration 

 Mark violations 

 Introduce “Criteria (rules)”  

 Who gets a reward? 

 Introduce “Mystery Motivators”  

 Interdependent Group Reward 

o Information 

 Everyone’s behavior will decide if everyone gets a reward 

 You will participate in ____ and follow all of the rules 

 If anyone breaks a rule the teacher puts a mark on the board 

 At the end, the teacher picks a number that will be the rule for seeing who gets 

the reward 

 Everyone will get it  OR no one will get it 

o Demonstration 

 Mark violations 

 Review “Criteria (rules)”  

 Who gets a reward? 

 Review “Mystery Motivators” 

 Dependent Group Reward 

o Information 

 One person’s  behavior will decide if  everyone gets a reward 

 You will participate in ____ and follow all of the rules 

 If you break a rule you get a mark next to your name 

 At the end, the teacher picks a number that will be the rule for seeing who gets 

the reward 

 Then the teacher will pick a student’s name to see who’s behavior will decide 

 Everyone will get it  OR no one will get it 
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o Demonstration 

 Mark violations 

 Introduce “Student” selection 

 Review “Criteria (rules)”  

 Who gets a reward? 

 Review “Mystery Motivators” 

 Random Group Reward 

o Information 

 This type combines all three of the other types 

 No one knows how the reward will be decided until the end 

 You will participate in ____ and follow all of the rules 

 If you break a rule you get a mark next to your name 

 At the end, the teacher picks one of the three group reward types: 

Independent, interdependent, or dependent 

 Then the teacher will follow the same steps as before 

o Demonstration 

 Introduce “Group Reward Type” selection 

 Review Independent, Dependent, and Interdependent contingencies 

 What should you do? 

o Always do your best!  

 Sometimes your class will be working together- your behavior counts towards 

everyone’s reward! 

 Sometimes it will be up to you to earn your own reward 

 Sometimes it will be up to you to earn everyone’s reward 

o Help each other 

  Sometimes the behavior of your classmates will decide if you get a reward! 

o No blaming others 

 You may lose the chance to get the reward if you threaten, hurt, or say mean 

things to your classmates 

o No complaining or asking for rewards 

 The teacher’s marks and decisions are final 

  You can always try again next time! 

 Any Questions? 
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Appendix J: Behavior Rating Scale 

Classroom:          

 

 

 

Target Behavior D
a
te

 

               

D
is

r
u

p
ti

o
n

 

1 8 +  

1 6 -1 7  

1 4 -1 5  

1 2 -1 3  

1 0 -1 1  

8 - 9  

6 - 7  

4 - 5  

2 - 3  

0 - 1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

E
n

g
a

g
e

m
e

n
t 

 

Be s t  d ay  

 

 

 

A v e r age   

 

 

 

 

Wo r s t  d ay  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

1 0  

9  

8  

7  

6  

5  

4  

3  

2  

1  

 

KEY:  Black = No contingency Red = Independent  Blue = Dependent  Green = Interdependent  Purple = Randomized
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Appendix K: Permission for use of IRP-15 

Brian Martens, the primary author of the IRP-15 survey instrument was contacted via e-mail. 

The adapted version of this instrument used in this study is provided in Appendix D. The 

following response, indicating permission to use the instrument, was provided and included an 

attached file of the IRP-15 survey instrument.  
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Appendix L: USF IRB Approval 
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