55

decrease disruptive behavior. Results of previous studies (e.g., Halphen von Shulz,
2014; LeGray et al., 2013; LeGray et al., 2010) indicate that procedures specifically
designed to increase AEB (i.e., differential reinforcement of alternative behavior) are
effective for increasing AEB as well as decreasing disruptive behaviors. So, future
research should seek to increase AEB, as AEB is often incompatible with disruptive
behaviors. Similarly, a fourth limitation to the present study involves the operational
definitions of OOA behavior and AEB. Specifically, AEB for two participants (i.e., Ron
and Hermione) required them to be sitting or lying on their cot. So, if Ron or Hermione
were standing or jumping on their cot at any time during an interval, they were not
considered to be engaging in AEB. However, because their legs and buttocks’ were
within the cot area, they were not coding as engaging OOA. Thus, function-based NCR
and DRO were not as effective as they could have beeen for increasing AEB. This was
an efficacy study (Lee, Horvath, & Hunsley, 2013), however, so we sought to maximize
internal validity at the expense of external validity. That is, the specific purpose of this
study was to evaluate the relative efficacy of function-based NCR vs. DRO for
decreasing one target disruptive behavior, while increasing AEB was secondary concern.
A fifth limitation involves the low social validity scores for FBA and intervention
procedures. While previous research (e.g., Halphen von Shulz, 2014; LeGray et al.,
2013; LeGray et al., 2010) indicates that teachers find FBA and function-based
intervention procedures to be acceptable, this study did not. A possible explanation for
this is that duration of FBA and intervention procedures for all participants lasted
approximately two to three months. So as to decrease the duration of study procedures,

future research should evaluate the effectiveness and social validity of indirect and direct
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FBA procedures (i.e., no experimental analysis) for developing and evaluating function-
based interventions. Sixth, a threat to internal validity in Hermione’s intervention
procedures warrants discussion. Specifically, Hermione’s BFA indicated that escape
from her cot was the function of OOA behavior. However, as indicated on both NCR and
DRO protocols, Ms. Granger frequently had to use the three-prompt hierarchy (i.e.,
physical prompt, physical plus verbal prompt, and then physical guidance) to return
Hermione to her cot, which inadvertantly provided Hermione with teacher attention. So,
NCR and DRO procedures involved escape to attention more often than just escape from
task demands, making it unclear if the BFA accurately identified the true function of
Hermione’s OOA behavior. It is important to note, however, that the results of all three
participants’ FAIR — TP Il matched the results of their functional analysis. So, itis
possible the that function of Hermione’s OOA behavior was escape from task demands
(i.e., naptime).

Finally, this study’s methodologies are atypical of procedures utilized for
preschool children engaging mild disruptive behavior (e.g., OOA, inappropriate
vocalizations). FBAs are generally conducted for children who have failed to respond to
Tier 2 supports, prior to receiving Tier 3 supports. This study, however, conducted
experimental analyses to determine the function of participants’ OOA behavior, in spite
of never receiving Tier 2 supports, limiting external validity.

Conclusion

The purpose of the present sutdy was to extend the FBA literature by evaluating

the relative efficacy of function-based NCR vs. DRO for decreasing disruptive behavior

and increasing AEB. While there are several limiations to the present study, the results
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suggest that both function-based NCR and DRO were effective for improving preschool-
age children’s behavior in a classroom setting. Moreover, this study extends the FBA
treatment utility literature in that FBA and function-based intervention procedures were
conducted in a novel setting (i.e., naptime) for two participants (i.e., Ron and Hermione).
Finally, the current study, with a focus on children of typical development, provides
support for the use of function-based NCR and DRO for improving the behavior of

children in a preschool classroom setting.
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APPENDIX A
PARENT CONSENT FORM

Title of Study: A Comparison of Two Function-Based Interventions: NCR vs. DRO in a
Preschool Classroom

Study Site:  C.D.l. Head Start Serving Forrest County, MS

Name of Researcher & University affiliation: Zachary C. LaBrot, B.A.
The University of Southern Mississippi

Dear Parent,

We are conducting a research study to look at different methods for helping students with
behavior problems at school. The methods we will use include designing a specific
intervention for your child and observing your child in a number of settings. We will use
the information from teachers and observations to develop a behavior intervention plan to
help improve your child’s classroom behavior.

As a participant, your child will receive a comprehensive behavioral assessment and
positive behavioral intervention. The study would take place in your child’s classroom
during various classroom activities. Sessions will last about 30 minutes and will take
place 3 — 5 times per week for the next month or two. The methods being used are all
effective and acceptable in school settings. We are asking your permission for your child
to be included in this study. Participants in the study may show improvements in
classroom behavior by showing decreases in inappropriate behavior and increases in
appropriate behavior. There are minimal risks involved with participation in this study
outside what normally occurs in a classroom (for example, a temporary increase in
disruptive behavior). If you decline participation for your child, it will not affect the
services provided to your child at school.

Will this information be kept confidential?

Your child’s name and behavior information will be kept confidential. To protect your
child’s privacy, he or she will be assigned a number. This number will be placed on all
paper work. At no time will any paperwork contain your child’s name. Please note that
these records will be held by a state entity and therefore are subject to disclosure if
required by law.

Who do I contact with research questions? If you should have any questions about this
research project, please feel free to contact Zachary LaBrot, B.A. at 601-266-5255 or Dr.
Brad A. Dufrene at 601-266-5256. If you have any questions regarding your rights as a
research participant, please feel free to contact the USM Institutional Review Board at
601-255-5509.
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What if I do not want to participate?
Please understand that your participation is voluntary, your refusal to participate will
involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled, and you may

discontinue you and your child’s participation at any time without penalty or loss of
benefits.

What if I DO want my child to participate? If you would like your child to participate,
please sign the bottom of this sheet. You may keep the second copy for your records.

Your Child’s Name

Parent Signature Date

Investigator Signature Date
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APPENDIX B

TEACHER CONSENT FORM

Title of Study: A Comparison of Two Function-Based Interventions: NCR vs. DRO in a
Preschool Classroom

Study Site:  C.D.l. Head Start Serving Forrest County, MS

Name of Researcher & University affiliation: Zachary C. LaBrot, B.A.
The University of Southern Mississippi

Dear Teacher,

We are conducting a research study to examine how various assessment and observation
procedures affect the development of effective interventions for children who exhibit
behavior problems at school. We will conduct teacher interviews, record reviews, and
observe child behavior during various conditions.

As a participant, you will receive assistance with regard to a comprehensive behavioral
assessment and positive behavioral support plan for a student referred for behavior
problems in the classroom. The study would take place in your classroom during various
classroom activities. Sessions will last about 30 minutes and will take place 3 — 5 times
per week for the next month or two. The procedures being used are all effective and
acceptable in school settings. We are asking your permission to include information from
your involvement in the assessment and intervention process for this study. Students in
the study may show improvements in classroom behavior as evidenced by decreased
disruptive behavior and increased appropriate behavior as a result of a comprehensive
assessment and implementation of a positive behavioral support plan. There are minimal
risks for students involved in this study outside typical response to intervention in young
children (e.g., temporary increase in disruptive behavior). If you decline participation it
will not affect the services provided to you or the referred child at your school.

Will this information be kept confidential?

Your name and behavior information will be kept confidential. To protect your and the
student’s privacy, you will be assigned a number. This number will be placed on all
paper work. At no time will any paperwork contain your name. Please note that these
records will be held by a state entity and therefore are subject to disclosure if required by
law.

Who do | contact with research questions? If you should have any questions about this
research project, please feel free to contact Zachary LaBrot, B.A. at 601-266-5255 or Dr.
Brad A. Dufrene at 601-266-5256. If you have any questions regarding your rights as a
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research participant, please feel free to contact the USM Institutional Review Board at
601-255-5509.

What if | do not want to participate?

Please understand that your participation is voluntary, your refusal to participate will
involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled, and you may
discontinue your participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits.

What if I DO want to participate? If you would like to participate, please sign the bottom
of this sheet. You may keep the second copy for your records.

Participant Signature Date

Investigator Signature Date
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INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
118 College Drive #5147 | Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001
Phone: 601.266.5997 | Fax: 601.266.4377 |www.usm.edu/research/institutional.review.board

NOTICE OF COMMITTEE ACTION

The project has been reviewed by The University of Southern Mississippi Institutional Review
Board in accordance with Federal Drug Administration regulations (21 CFR 26, 111),
Department of Health and Human Services (45 CFR Part 46), and university guidelines to
ensure adherence to the following criteria:

The risks to subjects are minimized.

The risks to subjects are reasonable in relation to the anticipated benefits.
The selection of subjects is equitable.

Informed consent is adequate and appropriately documented.

Where appropriate, the research plan makes adequate provisions for monitoring
the data collected to ensure the safety of the subjects.

Where appropriate, there are adequate provisions to protect the privacy of
subjects and to maintain the confidentiality of all data.

Appropriate additional safeguards have been included to protect vulnerable subjects.

Any unanticipated, serious, or continuing problems encountered regarding risks to
subjects must be reported immediately, but not later than 10 days following the event. This
should bereported to the IRB Office via the “Adverse Effect Report Form”.

If approved, the maximum period of approval is limited to twelve months.

Projects that exceed this period must submit an application for renewal or continuation.

PROTOCOL NUMBER: CH14040801

PROJECT TITLE: A Comparison of Two Function-Based Interventions: NCR vs. DRO in a
Preschool Classroom

PROJECT TYPE: Change to a Previously Approved
Project RESEARCHER(S): Zachary LaBrot
COLLEGE/DIVISION: College of Education and
Psychology DEPARTMENT: Psychology

FUNDING AGENCY/SPONSOR: N/A

IRB COMMITTEE ACTION: Expedited Review
Approval PERIOD OF APPROVAL: 10/22/2014 to
10/21/2015

Lawrence A. Hosman, Ph.D.

Institutional Review Board
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FUNCTIONAL INFORMANT RECORD FOR TEACHERS-PRESCHOOL VERSION

Functional Assessment Informant Record for Teachers - Preschool Version Il

Teacher

Information Teacher Name:

Please Circle One:

FAIR-TPII 1

School:

Gender: Male Female Area: General Education Special Education
Race/ African
. . . Caucas . . . .
Ethnicit America Asian . Hispanic Native American Other
ian
y: n
Age: 22-25 26-29 30-33 34-37 42-45 46-49 50-53 54-57 58-61 62-65 66+

YearsTeaching: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

14 15 16 17 18 19 20+

Grade Level/Age You Are Teaching (If you teach more than one
grade, please circle all that apply):

2y/o 3y/o 4y/o 5y/o  Pre-
K K
. High
Highest Degree: Bachelors  Masters Doctorate
School

Experience with Functional Behavior

Assessment: 1 = No experience

1 2 3
4 5

5 = Very Experienced

Experience with

Classroom Consultants: 1 = No Experience

5 = Very Experienced

1 2 3
4 5
Child
X Child's name:
Information

Briefly list below the student's typical daily
schedule of activities.

Time  Activity Time Activity




Please indicate good days and times to observe. (At least two

observations are needed.)

Observation #1
Date

Observation #2

Date:
Time
: Time:
Child
Information

Observation #3 (Back-up)

Date:

Time:

Child's Name:

Gender: Male Female Grade:

Age:

Race/
African

Ethnicity Asian

. Caucasian
American

Hispanic Native American

Other

o General Special
Classification:

Education Education

Ruling:

Please do not reference the child by name. Please put "he" or "she" or the student's

initials.

1. Describe the referred child. What is he/she like in the classroom? (Write down

what you believe is the most important information about the referred child.)

Pick a second child of the same sex who is also difficult to teach.

2. What makes the
referred child more difficult than
the second child?

3. a. Is the child's developmental age consistent with their chronological age?

b. What is your estimate of the
student's developmental age?

a. Are the child's social skills
4. age appropriate?
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b. If there are social skills
problems, are there
behavioral excesses, deficits,
or both?

5. a. What percentage of requests will the child comply with the first time asked?

b. What percentage of requests will the student eventually comply with?
c. When compliant, how accurately does the child complete the request (0% -
100%)?
Does the child receive any
6. regular medications?

Yes No If yes, briefly explain:

Does the child have any
7. specific medical concerns?

Yes No If yes, briefly explain:

Please describe the child's
8 strengths.

9. What procedures have you tried in the past to deal with this child's problem behavior?

Have previous procedures been
10. successful? Why? Why not?

Describe your current class-wide
11. behavior management plan.

Problem
Behaviors

Please circle 1 to 3 problem behaviors and rank the behaviors in
order of severity

with 1 being the most severe and 3 being the least

severe.
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Potential Problem Behaviors (only circle 3; rank in order of
severity 1= most; 3 = least )
Aggressive Behavior (e.g., hitting, kicking,

pushing others) 123
Non-compliance (e.g., not following teacher
instructions) 123
Inappropriate Vocalizations (e.g., talking out of turn,
inappropriate volume) 123
Out of seat/area (e.g., out of
designated area) 123
Playing with objects (e.g., playing with non-task
related objects) 123
Disrespectful to adults (e.g., sassing, arguing
with adults) 123
Tantrum (e.g., falling to floor
screaming) 123
Off-task behavior (e.g., not attending to
instruction) 123
Eloping (e.g., leaving the
classroom) 123
Verbal aggression (e.g., verbal threats/insults
toward others) 123
Stereotypy (e.g., hand-flapping,
body rocking) 123
Self-injurious behavior (e.g., head
banging, skin picking) 123
Other
. 123
Rate how manageable the
1. behavior is:
a. Problem
Behavior 1 1 2 4 5
Manageable Unmanageable
b. Problem
Behavior 2 1 2 4 5
Manageable Unmanageable
c. Problem
Behavior 3 1 2 4 5
Manageable Unmanageable
Rate how disruptive the
2. behavior is:
a. Problem
Behavior 1 1 2 4 5
Mildly Very
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a. Problem

Behavior 2 1 2 3 4 5
Mildly Very

a. Problem

Behavior 3 1 2 3 4 5
Mildly Very

How often does the behavior occur per day
(please circle)?

a. Problem <1l 4- 7-
Behavior 1 -3 6 9 10-12 >13
a. Problem <1 5- 8-
Behavior 2 -4 6 9 11-12 >14
a. Problem <1l 6- 9-
Behavior 3 -5 6 9 12-12 >15

How long does the problem
behavior last?

<1 1- 6-
a. Problem . >10
K mi 5 10 .
Behavior 1 . . min
n min  min
<1 1- 6-
a. Problem . >10
) mi 5 10 _
Behavior 2 . . min
n min  min
<1 1- 6 -
a. Problem . >10
K mi 5 10 .
Behavior 3 . . min
n min  min
How many months has the behavior
been present?
a. Problem 1- 3- .
. <1 entire school year
Behavior 1 2 4
a. Problem 1- 3- .
) <1 entire school year
Behavior 2 2 4
a. Problem 1- 3- .
) <1 entire school year
Behavior 3 2 4

For each problem behavior, provide an appropriate replacement behavior that you would like



the child to exhibit instead of the
problem behavior.

a. Problem
Behavior 1

a. Problem
Behavior 2

a. Problem
Behavior 3

Antecedents:
Behavior 1: Behavior 2: Behavior 3:

0= never happens 1= happensalittle 2 =happenssome 3=

happens very often

Please circle the corresponding number for each of the three Behavior
behaviors listed. Behavior 1  Behavior 2 3

I Academic Task Demands

Does the behavior occur more often during a certain type or 012
1 activity? 0123 0123 3

3 Does the behavior occur more often during difficult activities? 0 1 2 3 0123 3

1. Transitions
Does the behavior occur more often when a request is made 012
5 to stop an activity? 0123 0123 3
Does the behavior occur more often during transition 012
7 periods? 0123 0123 3
1l. Person
Does the behavior occur more often when a specific person is 012
9 not there? 0123 0123 3

V. Academic Settings

012
11 Does the behavior occur more often in small group? 0123 0123 3
012

13 Does the behavior occur more often in one-to-one activities? 0123 0123 3
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V. Non-Classroom Settings

15 Does the behavior occur more often on the playground? 0123 0123 3

17 Does the behavior occur more often on the bus? 0123 0123 3

VI. Presentation Style

19 Does the behavior occur more often when instructions/tasks 012
are presented verbally? 0123 0123 3

21 Does the behavior occur more often when instructions/tasks 012
are presented visually? 0123 0123 3

VII. Time of Day

Does the behavior occur more during nap time? 0123 0123 3

VIII. Other
Does the behavior occur more often when a disruption occurs 012
25 inthe normal routine? 0123 0123 3

Are there any other behaviors that usually precede the 012
27 problem behavior? 0123 0123 3

29  Are there any events occurring in the child's home that seem 012
to precede the occurrence of the behavior at school? 0123 0123 3
Consequences:
Please circle the corresponding number for each of the three Behavior
behaviors listed. Behavior 1  Behavior 2 3

I Positive Reinforcement: Access to Activities and Items
Does someone provide the child with access to an activity
1 after the behavior has occurred? 0123 0123 0123
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Does the child take possession of a toy or item during or
3  after the behavior occurs? 0123 0123 0123

Negative Reinforcement: Escape, Delay, Reduction or
1. Avoidance of Demands
Are on-going activity demands terminated during or after
5 the behavior has occurred? 0123 0123 0123

7 s the start of a new activity delayed after the behavior has
occurred? 0123 0123 0123

9 Are activities ever altered or changed as a result of the
behaivor? 0123 0123 0123

1l. Positive Reinforcement: Access to Attention

Does the child receive negative attention from peers during
11  or after the behavior is exhibited? 0123 0123 0123

Does the child receive negative attention from teachers
13 duringor

after the behavior is exhibited? 0123 0123 0123

Does the teacher interrupt the child while the behavior is
15 being exhibited? 0123 0123 0123

Is the child restrained by an adult during or after the
17  behavior has occurred? 0123 0123 0123

V. Negative social reinforcement

Are upcoming social interactions with teachers avoided
19 after the behavior is exhibited? 0123 0123 0123

Are upcoming social interactions with peers avoided after
21 the behavior is exhibited? 0123 0123 0123
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V. Automatic Reinforcement

Does the student appear to become calm or relaxed shortly
23 following the behavior? 0123 0123 0123

VI. Other Problems
25 Are there other problem behaviors that often occur after
the behavior is exhibited? If yes, describe:

0123 0123 0123

VII. Intervention
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APPENDIX E
ASSESSMENT RATING PROFILE-REVISED (ARP-R)
Please circle the number that best describes your agreement or disagreement with each

statement.
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Statement

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

This was an acceptable
assessment strategy for the child’s
problems

[

N

SN

(o]

Most teachers would find this
approach to assessment
appropriate for problems in
addition to this child’s current
problems

This assessment proved effective
in identifying the child’s
problems

| would suggest the use of this
assessment to other teachers

I would be willing to receive
assessment results such as those
described with a student
transferring into my school

The assessment would be
appropriate for a variety of
children

The assessment was a fair way to
identify the child’s problems

This assessment was reasonable
for the problems described

| liked the assessment procedures
used in this assessment

10.

This assessment was a good way
to handle the child’s problems

11.

Overall, this assessment was
beneficial for the child

12.

This assessment was helpful in
the development of intervention
strategies

1

2

3

Adapted from Eckert, Hintze, & Shapiro, 1999
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BEHAVIOR INTERVENTION RATING SCALE (BIRS; Elliot & Treuting, 1991)
Please circle the number that best describes your agreement or disagreement with each

statement.
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Statement

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly

Agree

13.

This would be an acceptable
intervention for the child’s
problem behavior.

[

N

SN

(o]

14.

Most teachers would find this
intervention appropriate for
behavior problems in addition to
the one described.

15.

The intervention should prove
effective in changing the child’s
problem behavior.

16.

| would suggest the use of this
intervention to other teachers.

17.

The child’s behavior problem is
severe enough to warrant use of
this intervention.

18.

Most teachers would find this
intervention suitable for the
behavior problem described.

19.

| would be willing to use this in
the classroom setting.

20.

The intervention would not result
in negative side-effects for the
child.

21.

The intervention would be
appropriate for a variety of
children.

22.

The intervention is consistent
with those | have used in
classroom settings.

23.

'The intervention was a fair way to
handle the child’s problem
behavior.

24,

The intervention is reasonable for
the behavior problem described.




Statement

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

25.

| like the procedure used in the
intervention.

-

N

w

S

(o]

26.

The intervention was a good way
to handle this child’s behavior
problem.

27.

Overall, the intervention would be
beneficial for the child.

28.

The intervention would quickly
improve a child’s behavior.

29.

The intervention would produce a
lasting improvement in the child’s
behavior.

30.

The intervention would improve a
child’s behavior to the point that
it would not noticeably deviate
from other classmates’ behavior.

31.

Soon after using the intervention,
the teacher would notice a
positive change in the problem
behavior.

32.

The child’s behavior will remain
at an improved level even after
the intervention is discontinued.

33.

Using the intervention should not
only improve the child’s behavior
in the classroom, but also in other
settings (e.g., other classrooms,
home).

34.

When comparing this child with a
well-behaved peer before and
after the use of the intervention,
the child’s and the peer’s behavior
would be more alike after using
the intervention.

35.

The intervention should produce
enough improvement in the
child’s behavior so the behavior
no longer is a problem in the
classroom.

36.

Other behaviors related to the
problem behavior are likely to be
improved by the intervention.
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APPENDIX G
FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS PROTOCOL

Student Name: Teacher:

Session: Date:

Condition: ESCAPE TO ATTENTION

Operational Definition and Measurement of Target Behaviors

Target Behavior: Identified through consultation with teachers
Definition: Based on the topography of the problem behavior
Dependent Measure: Partial Interval Recording

Data Collection Procedures and Other Behavioral Definitions

1. Target Behavior = Partial Interval Recording

Session Duration: 10 minutes
Setting: Classroom
Type of activity: Determined through consultation with teachers

Materials: Any Work-related Materials
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Procedures:
1. Instruct the child to sit in his or her designated area.
2. Say “[Child’s Name], it’s time to listen and do some work.”

3. Teacher will present student with instructions typical of the academic activity.
[Present class activity that in the past has been related to the occurrence of the
target behavior].

4. Wait 5 seconds for independent initiation of activity

e If student independently initiates task, the teacher will provide praise and
deliver next command as needed.

e If student does not initiate within 5 seconds, the teacher will use a verbal
and gestural prompt (for example, say “[student, answer the question.]”
while pointing to the teacher) and wait 5 seconds for initiation.

o If student complies with the verbal/gestural prompt within 5
seconds, the teacher will provide praise and move to the next
command as needed.

o If the student does not comply within 5 seconds, the teacher will
use physical guidance to have student comply (e.g., say, “Student,
answer the question,” while using gestural prompts to assist in
handing you the pencil.)

= DO NOT PRAISE STUDENT IF PHYSICAL
GUIDANCE IS NEEDED.

5. Contingent on each occurrence of target behavior:

e Remove work-related materials and provide a 30 second break and
disapproving comments (or specific type of attention identified in the
descriptive analysis).

e Repeat the instruction after 30s of a break and attention.

e Divert attention back to work.

6. Contingent on compliance with a verbal or verbal and gestural prompt:
a. Provide descriptive praise
b. REMEMBER: Do not provide praise if physical guidance was
required.
c. Point to the next problem and repeat instruction.

7. Do not respond to any other problem behavior.
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APPENDIX H

FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS PROTOCOL

Student Name: Teacher:

Session: Date:

Condition: TANGIBLE

Operational Definition and Measurement of Target Behaviors

Target Behavior: Identified through consultation with teachers
Definition: Based on the topography of the problem behavior
Dependent Measure: Partial Interval Recording

Data Collection Procedures and Other Behavioral Definitions

1. Target Behavior = Partial Interval Recording

Session Duration: 10 minutes

Setting: Classroom

Type of activity: Determined through consultation with
teachers

Materials: Child’s preferred item/toy (allow the student

free access). Have all preferred items
present.
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Procedures:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Say, “[Child’s name], would you like to play with 7

Interact with the target child for 2 minutes or until he or she is engaged with the
preferred item.

After the child is engaged with the preferred item, take the item away and place it
in the child’s view but out of his or her reach.

Instruct the child to sit in his or her assigned seat [present class activity that in the
past has been related to the occurrence of the target behavior].

Say “[Child’s Name], it’s time to listen and do some work.”

The teacher will then begin the activity that in the past has been related to the
occurrence of the target behavior.

Contingent on occurrence of the target behavior:
a. Present the child with the preferred item for a period of 30 seconds.

Do not respond to any other problem behavior.
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APPENDIX |
FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS PROTOCOL

Student Name: Teacher:

Session: Date:

Condition: ATTENTION

Operational Definition and Measurement of Target Behaviors

Target Behavior: Identified through consultation with teachers
Definition: Based on the topography of the problem behavior
Dependent Measure: Partial Interval Recording

Data Collection Procedures and Other Behavioral Definitions

1. Target Behavior = Partial Interval Recording

Session Duration: 10 minutes

Setting: Classroom

Type of activity: Determined through consultation with
teachers

Materials: Task-related items
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Procedures:

1. Instruct the child to sit in the designated area. [Present class activity that in the
past has been related to the occurrence of the target behavior].

2. Say “[Child’s Name], it’s time to listen and do some work.”

3. Divert your attention from the child to other work (e.g., desk work, assisting
other children).

5. Contingent on each occurrence of target behavior:
e Provide a disapproving comment (or specific type of attention
identified in the descriptive analysis)
e Interact with the student for 30 seconds.
e Then divert your attention again back to the work at your desk.

6. Do not respond to any other problem behavior.
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APPENDIXJ
FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS PROTOCOL

Student Name: Teacher:

Session: Date:

Condition: ESCAPE

Operational Definition and Measurement of Target Behaviors

Target Behavior: Identified through consultation with teachers
Definition: Based on the topography of the problem behavior
Dependent Measure: Partial Interval Recording

Data Collection Procedures and Other Behavioral Definitions

1. Target Behavior = Partial Interval Recording

Session Duration: 10 minutes
Setting: Classroom
Type of activity: Determined through consultation with teachers

Materials: Any Work-related Materials
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Procedures:
1. Instruct the child to sit in his or her designated area.
2. Say “[Child’s Name], it’s time to listen and do some work.”

3. Teacher will present student with instructions typical of the academic activity.
[Present class activity that in the past has been related to the occurrence of the

target behavior].

4. Wait 5 seconds for independent initiation of activity

e If student independently initiates task, the teacher will provide praise and
deliver next command as needed.

e If student does not initiate within 5 seconds, the teacher will use a verbal
and gestural prompt (for example, say “[student, answer the question.]”
while pointing to the teacher) and wait 5 seconds for initiation.

o If student complies with the verbal/gestural prompt within 5
seconds, the teacher will provide praise and move to the next
command as needed.

o If the student does not comply within 5 seconds, the teacher will
use physical guidance to have student comply (e.g., say, “Student,
answer the question,” while using gestural prompts to assist in

handing you the pencil.)
= DO NOT PRAISE STUDENT IF PHYSICAL
GUIDANCE IS NEEDED.

5. Contingent on each occurrence of target behavior:
e Remove work-related materials and provide a 30 second break.
e Repeat the instruction after the 30 second break.
e DO NOT PROVIDE STUDENT WITH ANY ATTENTION.

6. Contingent on compliance with a verbal or verbal and gestural prompt:
d. Provide descriptive praise
e. REMEMBER: Do not provide praise if physical guidance was

required.
f. Point to the next problem and repeat instruction.

8. Do not respond to any other problem behavior.
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APPENDIX K

FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS PROTOCOL

Student Name: Teacher:

Session: Date:

Condition: CONTROL

Operational Definition and Measurement of Target Behaviors

Target Behavior: Identified through consultation with teachers
Definition: Based on the topography of the problem behavior
Dependent Measure: Partial Interval Recording

Data Collection Procedures and Other Behavioral Definitions

1. Target Behavior = Partial Interval Recording

Session Duration: 10 minutes

Setting: Classroom

Type of activity: Preferred toy (e.g., magazines, puzzles,
books)

Materials: Student’s preferred materials/toys (allow the

student free access). Have all preferred
items present.
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Procedures:

2.

3.

Say, “[Student’s name], would you like to play with these ?”

Seat student at the designated area.

Interact with the student by providing a neutral comment every 30 seconds or
by responding to each appropriate response from the student.

Provide descriptive praise for appropriate nonacademic activity engagement.

Provide any assistance necessary using a least-to-most prompt for appropriate
toy play if requested or needed.

Do not respond to any problem behavior.
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APPENDIX L
CONTINGENCY REVERSAL PROTOCOL

Student Name: Teacher:

Session: Date:

Operational Definition and Measurement of Target Behaviors

Target Behavior: Identified through consultation with teachers
Definition: Based on the topography of the problem behavior
Dependent Measure: Partial Interval Recording

Data Collection Procedures and Other Behavioral Definitions

2. Target Behavior = Partial Interval Recording

Session Duration: 10 minutes

Setting: Classroom

Type of activity: Identified through consultation with teachers
Materials: Any Work-related Materials

Procedures:  Designed after the identification of the functional analysis condition with
the highest occurrence of problem behavior
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APPENDIX N

PREFERENCE ASSESSMENT PROTOCOL

Student Name: Teacher:

Session: Date:

PREFERENCE ASSESSMENT

Setting: Classroom

Materials: Child’s preferred items/toys. Have all

preferred items present.
Procedures:

1) Prior to the session, the teacher will identify four highly preferred tangible items.
Items will be listed on the reinforcement menu in addition to a picture of each
item next to its label.

2) Say, “[Child’s name], what would you like to play with 7”7

3) Once the child has chosen one item from the menu, the teacher will complete the
tangible condition protocol.
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APPENDIX O

NCR PROTOCOL

Student Name: Teacher:

Session: Date:

Protocol: NON-CONTINGENT REINFORCEMENT

Operational Definition and Measurement of Target Behaviors

Target Behavior: Identified through consultation with the teacher

Definition: Developed based on the topography of the problem
behavior

Dependent Measure: Momentary Time Sampling

Data Collection Procedures and Other Behavioral Definitions

1. Target Behavior = Moment Time Sampling

Session Duration: 10 minutes

Setting: Classroom

Type of activity: Identified through consultation with teachers
Materials: Any Work-related Materials

Procedures:

1. When the NCR component of the intervention begins, the teacher will engage in
his/her scheduled instruction.

2. Every 30 seconds the identified reinforcer is delivered regardless of the child’s
behavior.

3. All problem behavior is ignored.
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APPENDIX P
DRO PROTOCOL

Student Name: Teacher:

Session: Date:

Protocol: DRO

Operational Definition and Measurement of Target Behaviors

Target Behavior: Identified through consultation with the teacher

Definition: Developed based on the topography of the problem
behavior

Dependent Measure: Momentary Time Sampling

Data Collection Procedures and Other Behavioral Definitions
1. Target Behavior = Moment Time Sampling

Session Duration: 10 minutes

Setting: Classroom

Type of activity: Identified through consultation with teachers
Materials: Any Work-related Materials

Procedures:

1. When the DRO component of the intervention begins, the teacher will engage in
his/her scheduled instruction.

2. If the child of interest engages in the targeted inappropriate behavior, the timed
interval will reset and the child will not receive the identified reinforcer.

3. Provided that the child does not engage in the target behavior for a specified
interval, the teacher will deliver reinforcement.

4. All other problem behaviors will be ignored.
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APPENDIX Q

PROCEDURAL INTEGRITY FOR FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS CONDITIONS

Student: Session:
Teacher: Date:
Observer: Condition: TANGIBLE

This form is used to assess the level of procedural integrity for each implemented
functional analysis tangible condition. Record if the researcher behaviors were
implemented as planned (Yes) or not implemented as planned (No) during each FA
control condition.

YES NO N/A

1. Participant is seated in their assigned seat.

2. Teacher has restricted student access to preferred
items available in the classroom

3. Teacher presents the student with identified activity

4. Contingent on problem behavior, teacher presents
student with preferred item for 30 seconds

5. Teacher does not respond to other problem behavior

6. Teacher does not present academic demands to the student

. Repebted steps 3-5 for each 30 second interval
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APPENDIX R

PROCEDURAL INTEGRITY FOR FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS CONDITIONS

Student: Session:
Teacher: Date:
Observer: Condition: ATTENTION

This form is used to assess the level of procedural integrity for implemented
functional analysis attention condition. Record if the researcher behaviors were
implemented as planned (Yes) or not implemented as planned (No) during each FA
attention condition.

YES NO N/A
1. Participant is seated in the designated area of target activity

2. Teacher presents task-related items to child

4. Teacher interacts with the student until the student engages
in the task

5. Teacher says, “It’s time to start the activity, it’s time to listen
and do some work”

6. Teacher diverts attention to his/her work materials

7. Contingent on student exhibiting target behavior

a. Teacher provides a disapproving comment

b. Interacts with the student for 30 seconds

c. Following 30 seconds of interaction, teacher diverts
his/her attention back to the work materials

8. Teacher does not respond to any other problem behavior

J Redeated steps 3-5 for each 30 second interval




APPENDIX S

PROCEDURAL INTEGRITY FOR FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS CONDITIONS

Student: Session:
Teacher: Date:
Observer: Condition: ESCAPE

This form is used to assess the level of procedural integrity for each implemented
functional analysis escape condition. Record if the researcher behaviors were
implemented as planned (Yes) or not implemented as planned (No) during each FA
demand condition.

YES NO N/A
1. Participant is within designated area of target activity

2. Teacher presents student with identified task demand

3. Teacher provides verbal instructions to student to complete
the identified task

4. Teacher waits 5 seconds for compliance
a. The student complies
I. Teacher provides descriptive praise
ii. Teacher moves to the next demand

b. The student does not comply within 5 seconds
I. Teacher restates the instructions with verbal and
gestural prompts
ii. Teacher waits 5 seconds for compliance
A. Student complies
1. Teacher provides descriptive
praise
2. Teacher moves to the next
demand

B. Student does not comply
1. Teacher restates the instructions
and provides hand-over-hand
guidance

5. Teacher does not respond to any other problem behavior

6. When student exhibits problem behavior
a. Teacher removes task demand for 30 seconds
b. After 30 seconds, teacher represents the task demand
o Redeated steps 3-5 for each 30 second interval
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APPENDIX T

PROCEDURAL INTEGRITY FOR FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS CONDITIONS

Student: Session:
Teacher: Date:
Observer: Condition: CONTROL

This form is used to assess the level of procedural integrity for each implemented
functional analysis control condition. Record if the researcher behaviors were
implemented as planned (Yes) or not implemented as planned (No) during each FA
control condition.

YES NO N/A

1. Participant is within designated area of target activity

2. Teacher provided student with access to preferred
materials available in the classroom

3. Teacher provides neutral attention every 30 seconds

4. Teacher does not respond to problem behavior

5. Teacher does not present academic demands to the student

Repeated steps 3-5 for each 30 second interval
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APPENDIX U

PROCEDURAL INTEGRITY FOR NCR IMPLEMENTATION

Student: Session:
Teacher: Date:
Observer: Protocol: NCR

This form is used to assess the level of procedural integrity for each implemented
DRA intervention. Record if the teacher behaviors were implemented as planned
(Yes) or not implemented as planned (No) during each group instruction session.

YES NO N/A

1. Reinforcement is delivered every 30 seconds,
despite the problem behavior.

2. All other behavior is ignored.
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APPENDIX V

PROCEDURAL INTEGRITY FOR DRO IMPLEMENTATION

Student: Session:
Teacher: Date:
Observer: Protocol: DRO

This form is used to assess the level of procedural integrity for each implemented
DRA intervention. Record if the teacher behaviors were implemented as planned
(Yes) or not implemented as planned (No) during each group instruction session.

YES NO N/A

3. Following the occurrence of the targeted inappropriate
behavior, reinforcement was withheld

4. Followinga __ second absence of the targeted
inappropriate behavior reinforcement was provided

5. All other behaviors were ignored.
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APPENDIX W

PROCEDURAL INTEGRITY FOR CONTROL IMPLEMENTATION

Student: Session:
Teacher: Date:
Observer: Protocol: CONTROL

This form is used to assess the level of procedural integrity for the control condition.
Record if the teacher behaviors were implemented as planned (Yes) or not
implemented as planned (No) during each group instruction session.

YES NO N/A

1. Researcher reminded the teacher to only use
typical teaching techniques

2. Teacher maintained normal teaching methods
and classroom management techniques

3. Teacher refrained from using DRO or NCR
during the session
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