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ABSTRACT
Preference assessments have been proven to be an effective assessment that is often
used to determine preferences for individuals with developmental disabilities. The
multiple stimulus without replacement preference assessment was used with typically
developing children. The current study compared assessors of the preference
assessments: familiar and non-familiar. There were five participants exposed to a
total of ten sessions. The researcher wanted to see if there was a consistency among
the rank order of the items chosen across sessions with the familiar person
administering the preference assessment. The researcher also wanted to see if the
items chosen as reinforcers were different when the familiar person was the assessor
compared to the non-familiar person. The results of the current did not support the
hypothesis due to the variability between the rank orders of the items chosen and the
assessors. There are several limitations that may have contributed to the findings that
were discussed such as not using a reinforcer assessment to confirm the validity of the
reinforcing value of the selected item.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Research has shown that stimulus preference assessment (SPA) may be used
to determine preferred items for individuals that may be used in reinforcement-based
programs. The two types of SPAs are referred to as selection-based and durationbased SPAs. Selection-based preference assessments involve items presented
individually, in pairs, or in an array assortment. Once an item is chosen, the
participant is allowed to interact or consume the item for a brief period of time
(approximately 30 seconds). Duration-based SPAs involve presenting the items either
individually or in an array of multiple items and then having the participants have free
access to engage with the item(s) for a specific duration of time (approximately five
minutes).
Preference assessments are important in the field of applied behavior analysis
because it allows the opportunity of finding items that children enjoy. Once preferred
items are identified, the items can be used in a protocol to promote motivation for a
child to engage in target or desired behaviors. Looking at familiarity and nonfamiliarity provides research to support the idea that certain people in a child’s
environment will influence their choices.
Four Different Types of Preference Assessments
There are four types of selection-based SPAs. In 1985, Pace, Ivancic,
Edwards, Iwata, and Page established the single stimulus preference assessment.
1

2

Fisher, Piazza, Bowman, Hagopian, Owens, and Slevin (1992) created the pairedstimulus preference assessment. Later, Windsor, Piché, and Locke (1994) established
the multiple-stimulus with replacement preference assessment. Lastly, DeLeon and
Iwata established the multiple-stimulus without replacement procedures in 1996.
Pace et al. (1985) examined a single-presentation format with six individuals with
developmental disabilities (DD). They used sixteen stimuli: a light, mirror, song,
beep, coffee, flower, juice, cracker, vibration, battery, fan, heat, cool, rock, clap, and
hug. Each session included 20 trials and within each trial, the participant was
presented a stimulus. If the participant approached the item, it was recorded. The
participant was given five seconds of access to the item. If they did not approach the
item, the item was removed and the next was presented. The second study consisted
of ten trials, which focused on examining the validity of the previously chosen items
as reinforcers. During each trial, the therapist presented a vocal request and a gesture
for the desired response. The participants and setting were consistent with the first
experiment. Since all four participants interacted with all of the stimuli, they were
found to be reinforcing. However, they responded more frequently towards the highhigh stimuli, which suggests that the paired-stimulus procedure was able to more
accurately identify reinforcers than the single-stimulus method. This is suggested due
to the fact that with a choice between two stimuli, the participants continued to
choose the stimulus that was already a highly preferred item. The authors
recommended that future studies should continue research to determine if the
identified reinforcers from this procedure can be enhanced by another type of
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procedure or technique in order to see if the items can function as reinforcers to
develop and maintain complex behaviors; thus accounting for false positives.
Fisher et al. (1992) extended the research conducted by Pace et al. (1985) to
account for the study’s limitations. Fisher introduced a two-step process and
examined a paired-stimulus preference assessment by using 16 stimuli with four
participants with developmental disabilities. Initially, they conducted a singlestimulus preference assessment as conducted by Pace et al. (1985). During phase one,
the sixteen stimuli were presented to the participant ten times for eight sessions. One
session included four stimuli presented five times in a counterbalanced order. During
each trial, if the participant approached a stimulus they would be allowed five
seconds of access. If there was no approach, the therapist would give the participant
another chance to sample the stimulus for five seconds and after sampling the item it
would be placed in front of the participant for another five seconds. During the
paired-stimulus assessment, the same 16 stimuli were presented in pairs and the
stimuli were paired randomly for 120 pairs. Each trial consisted of two stimuli
presented at the same distance from the participant. If the participant approached an
item, they would have five seconds of access and the other stimuli would be removed.
If both were chosen, they would be blocked. During baseline, the participants had
access to all stimuli for ten seconds. During treatment, the sessions were conducted
with two stimuli positioned in each of the boxes on the floor or directly next to each
of the chairs. The results indicated nine stimuli were highly preferred in the pairedstimulus presentation in phase one. In phase two, the concurrent operant phase, the
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stimuli for high-high produced higher levels of in-chair or in-square behavior. Inchair or in-square behavior refers to the stimuli being placed in a box (square) or in a
chair in front of the participant and the participant was give five seconds to move into
the box or chair independently. The participant was then given a verbal, physical,
gestural prompt every five seconds until the participant displayed the target behavior.
Once the participant displayed the target behavior, the participant was given access to
the stimulus for ten seconds.
A concurrent operant reinforcer assessment uses two or more reinforcers
previously chosen and they are presented as a response to a target behavior. In the
Fisher et al. (1992) study, the concurrent operant reinforcer assessment allowed the
participant’s preferences to be compared in a paired setting without provoking the
problem behavior by providing the antecedent during the attention, tangible, and
escape conditions. Thus, items selected more frequently were attributed to stimuli that
were selected on a high percentage of the different trials depending on availability
(Fisher et al., 1992).
To continue the research of preference assessments, Windsor, Piché, and
Locke (1994) conducted a study to compare the preference information obtained from
learners using two presentation methods: paired and group presentation. Another aim
of the study was to determine how the information from each assessment matched the
preference rankings provided by staff who worked directly with the individuals.
Windsor et al. (1994) utilized the multiple-stimulus with replacement (MSW)
presentation method where the client was instructed to select one of the stimuli
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presented randomly in an array. During this procedure, preferences were determined
by calculating the percentages of trials each stimulus was selected by the client. There
were eight adults with severe to profound disabilities that participated in this study.
The stimuli used in the assessments were selected from staff reports of clients’
preferences, which included various foods and beverages. The results of this study
showed that although the MSW presentation required less time to conduct, it also
resulted in less stable preference rankings over the two month period when compared
to the paired-stimulus procedure. Another suggestion from this study was that clients
may have chosen specific preferred foods due to the fact that they were not normally
available to the client during their daily routine.
In addition to the SS, PS and MSW procedures, a third was developed based
on the work of Fisher et al. (1992) and Windsor et al. (1994). Deleon and Iwata
(1996) developed a variation of the multiple-stimulus format, in which selections
were made without replacement (MSWO). A MSWO includes choosing from an
array of items. Once an item is chosen, it is unavailable during the next presentation.
This procedure is repeated until all items have been selected. This type of procedure
encourages individuals to choose from the less preferred items. The participants were
seven individuals with profound developmental disabilities. There were two
experiments in this study. In experiment one, each participant was exposed to five
consecutive sessions of each procedure for a total of 15 sessions. The order of
procedures varied across participants: MSWO, SS, and MSW; MSWO, MSW, and
PS; MSW, PS, and MSWO and PS, MSWO, and MSW. For experiment one, there

6

were moderate to high rank-order correlations between the multiple-stimulus without
replacement and paired-stimulus procedures with a similar number of identified
reinforcers. The multiple-stimulus without replacement procedure was comparable to
the multiple-stimulus with replacement procedure in the amount of time that it took,
but only half of the time required to complete the paired-stimulus procedure. A range
of edible and tangible items was used during stimuli presentations. In experiment two,
the reinforcing effects of the stimuli that were never selected (both edible and
tangible) in the MS procedure was studied by arranging items as consequences for
responding according to various schedules. The stimuli used in the paired stimulus
and multiple-stimulus without replacement procedures were found to function as
reinforcers for arbitrary responses. The results of this study suggest that the multiplestimulus procedure without replacement may share the respective advantages of the
other methods (PS and MSW) while taking significantly less time than other
procedures.
Various Stimuli Used in Preference Assessments
A variety of stimulus types have been used in SPA; however, the majority
comes from four categories: tangible, edible, activity, and social. DeLeon, Iwata, and
Roscoe (1997) were interested in whether food items were preferred over leisure
items. An example of a leisure item in this study was the Connect Four game. There
were fourteen participants and fourteen stimuli. Thirteen of the participants had been
diagnosed with profound mental retardation and one had been diagnosed with
moderate mental retardation. Seven were food stimuli and seven were leisurely
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stimuli. All participants participated in three preference assessments–one contained
all food stimuli, the second contained the leisurely stimuli, and the third contained
both food and leisurely stimuli of the highest rank from the two previous assessments.
The experimenters also conducted a reinforcer assessment to see if the leisurely item
ranked fourth below three food items functioned as a reinforcer. The results found
that food items were highly preferred during a combined food and leisurely
assessment, even though leisurely items were highly preferred in the absence of food.
The authors of this study proposed two possible reasons for this effect. First,
participants were usually deprived of food, which could make it a more effective
stimulus. Second, food requires less response effort to consume.
To further the research conducted by DeLeon et al. (1997), Bojak and Carr
(1999) conducted another study to replicate the displacement of leisure stimuli by
food in a MSWO procedure. The authors also extended the research by conducting
the MSWO assessments before and after meals. This study used four adult
participants, who were diagnosed with severe mental retardation. Eight food stimuli
and eight leisurely stimuli were presented to each participant. During the first phase
of the study, each participant completed two MSWO assessments, one with the food
stimuli and the other with the leisurely stimuli. The third MSWO assessment
contained the four most preferred items from the previous two assessments. The
second phase of the study consisted of conducting the combined MSWO assessment
for five consecutive days before and after the evening meal. The researchers found
that the food stimuli were ranked highest among the participants. Although this study
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accounted for the effects in the DeLeon et al. (1997) study, there were no differences
shown by adding in the food consumption periods. This is critical because the authors
wanted to account for the idea that if the participants were deprived of food, it made
the food items more reinforcing. Bojak and Carr (1999) provided two reasons for the
outcome. First, they thought that the evening meals were not of sufficient quantity or
quality to promote satiation. Satiation is when an item that was once desirable
becomes undesirable due to the increased amount of access to that item (Pierce &
Cheney, 2013). The second reason the authors presented was that the movement of
food was due to a lower response effort that is required to consume the food not the
effects of needing or wanting food.
Daly et al. (2009) studied preference assessments using a MSWO to determine
preferred leisurely activities in a classroom. The four participants in this study had
been classified with behavior disorders, who were in special education classes. The
teacher selected eight activities including: Gameboy, going to the library, walking
around the school, drawing on paper, playing cards with the experimenter, playing in
the gym, listening to the radio, and using the computer. The name of each activity
was written on a notecard. Three MSWO preference assessments (two-choice, threechoice, and four-choice) were conducted with each participant and the preferred items
were ranked one to seven. The results suggested that although all the participants
completed problems during the reinforcement conditions, the number of problems
completed varied as well as the consistency in the amount that they completed across
the two-choice, three-choice, and four-choice conditions. These researchers also
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found it interesting that during the two-choice condition, the low-preference activity
was chosen most often when paired with the control condition (do nothing). This
suggests that without a more reinforcing activity, the low-preference activity can still
be a potent reinforcer.
The Effects of Motivating Operations on Preference Assessments
Previous research has investigated the influence of specific antecedent events
on preference assessment outcomes, including motivating operations (Gottschalk et
al. 2000). A motivating operation is defined as an antecedent event or change in the
environment that changes the effectiveness of a reinforcer and at the same time
changes the rate of responses for behaviors that produce the reinforcement (Pierce &
Cheney, 2013). Regarding establishing operations, Gottschalk et al. (2000) examined
whether deprivation and satiation had an affect on the preference assessments.
Satiation is when a stimulus that was once reinforcive becomes less reinforcive when
access to it is unlimited. Deprivation is when a stimulus becomes more reinforcive
when access was limited. The participants were four individuals diagnosed with
muscular dystrophy and autism, autism and a seizure disorder, and autism. Four
edible items were used in 24 paired-stimulus combinations. In the control condition,
the participants had access to each of the four edible items. It was regulated by a 24hour period of time prior to the preference assessment by only allowing the
participant access to premeasured portions of each stimulus at three scheduled times.
In the satiation condition, an identical 24-hour period of regulated access to all four
stimuli was followed by a ten-minute period of free access to one of the stimuli. In
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the deprivation condition, the participant received regulated access to three of the four
stimuli for 24 hours prior to the assessment and was deprived of the fourth stimulus
for 48 hours prior to the preference assessment. For each participant, four preference
assessments were conducted under deprivation conditions (one for each stimulus),
four assessments were conducted under satiation conditions (one for each stimulus),
and three preference assessments were conducted under control conditions. Results
indicated that deprivation resulted in an increase of preference, where satiation
resulted in a decrease of preference. Based on this, we can assume satiation and
deprivation will influence the outcomes of preference assessments. In addition, the
results also suggested that low-preference stimuli might serve as effective reinforcers
in settings where access is restricted.
McAdam et al. (2005) analyzed whether the effects of satiation and
deprivation had an affect on the preference assessments for leisure or play items. Six
participants were used in this study, three with either moderate or severe mental
retardation and three typically developing children. Two high and two moderately
preferred items were used for each participant during the control, deprivation, and
satiation conditions. During the control condition, the participants received regulated
(equal) access to each of the four items by allowing either 10-min (participants with
developmental disabilities) or 20-minute (typically developing children) access to
each item immediately prior to conducting the preference assessment. During the
deprivation condition, the participants received either 10 minutes or 20 minutes of
regulated (equal) access to three of the four items immediately prior to the start of the
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preference assessment. The participants were deprived of the fourth item for 24 to
144 hours (range, 24 to 48 hours for persons with disabilities; range, 24 to 144 hours
for typically developing children) prior to the preference assessment. In the satiation
condition, the participants were provided with either a 10- or 20-minute period of free
access to one of the four items immediately prior to conducting the preference
assessment. The participants were deprived of the other three items for 24 to 144
hours. It was found that at least one item was never selected following the satiation
condition, although all items were either highly or moderately preferred. In addition,
these results also suggest that future research should explore the influences of
deprivation on the various items and the interventions designed to increase
engagement.
Assessor Influence on Preference Assessments
Looking at how different assessors correlate to the outcomes of preference
assessments is important because it provides the opportunity to evaluate the influence
assessors have over participants’ choices. The benefits of knowing if different
assessors influence choices in a preference assessment allows professionals to know
when to have certain people conduct each assessment. For example, if there is a
specific behavior program being implemented in the classroom that requires a
preference assessment, the professional may choose to have the teacher or the
classroom aid conduct the assessment rather than another classroom aide from a
different classroom or the professional. There was only one study found to examine
the differences between familiarity across assessors or settings. This study focused on

12

functional analyses and not solely on the preferences assessments in relation to
familiarity (Thomason-Sassi, Iwata, & Fritz, 2013).
Therapist presence has been shown to exert influence over participant
behavior in some studies (Thomason-Sassi et al. 2013). In this study, different
assessors were referred to as therapists. Thomason-Sassi et al. (2013) wanted to
extend previous research that illustrated examples of teachers and caregivers
conducting sessions during functional assessments (Cooper, Wacker, Sasso, Reimers
& Donn, 1990; Cooper et al., 1992; Derby, Wacker, Berg, DeRaad, Ulrich, Amus, &
Stoner, 1997). Their goal was to see whether the use of familiar therapists (parents or
other caregivers) or familiar settings (home or classroom) hinders the ability to
identify reinforcers through functional analyses (FA). Functional analyses are usually
conducted in controlled settings to avoid any confounding effects, such as extraneous
sources of reinforcement. The purpose of the Thomason-Sassi et al. (2013) study was
to examine and compare the results of FAs conducted under controlled conditions to
those with more familiar stimuli, such as caregivers and therapists in their homes.
Participants were referred to an outpatient clinic to treat their problem behavior with
one or both of their parents. The participants were either diagnosed with cerebral
palsy, Autism Spectrum Disorder, Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder and/or
developmental delays. The sessions occurred in the clinic or the client’s home either
once a week or bi-weekly and consisted of the typical FA conditions (alone or ignore,
attention, play, demand and tangible). The FAs were conducted using a multielement
design with the first two FAs for each client. They also used a reversal design and
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staff conducted the first FA in the clinic setting for all clients. Results suggested the
differences in therapists and settings did not affect the outcomes of the FA. Another
implication from this study was the differences in consistency with the
implementation of the procedures by caregivers and staff. Even though all staff were
previously trained in implementing FAs, consistency across all caregivers was
lacking.
Different environmental factors may influence the preferences of reinforcers
for children. There are many factors that influence a child’s choice of reinforcers.
These could be the location, extraneous variables in the room (e.g., amount of people,
noises), familiarity with the adults in their environment, and other available
reinforcers. Items chosen in the school setting may have different reinforcing value in
the home when children are with their parents and familiar individuals. The setting in
which the child is given the preference assessment may influence which item is
chosen, as well as, who conducts the preference assessment may also influence what
is chosen.
Research Hypothesis
The purpose of the current study was to determine if familiarity with the
assessor influenced the outcome of the preferences assessment. Familiarity is defined
as the history of contacts between the assessor and the participant. The more
opportunities for contact make that person more familiar. It was hypothesized that the
participants would choose different items as reinforcers depending on who conducted
the preference assessment (familiar versus unfamiliar person). It was also
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hypothesized that the items chosen would be consistent across sessions when the
familiar person was the assessor and more variable when the unfamiliar person was
the assessor.

CHAPTER II
METHOD
Participants
The participants were five typically developing children with ages ranging
from three to seven years old. The participants were recruited by using a posting on a
social media outlet. The researchers used typically developing children because there
was no indication from previous research that preference assessments would not work
with children other than those with developmental delays. For the purpose of the
current study, the names of all five participants have been changed to protect their
confidentiality. Flynn was a 3-year-old boy who was not enrolled in school at the
time of the study. Erica was a 7-year-old girl who was enrolled in a general education
second grade class. Allison was a 4-year-old girl who was enrolled in a general
education dual-language kindergarten class. Jake was a 4-year-old boy who was not
enrolled in school at the time of the study. Peyton was a 5-year-old girl who was
enrolled in a general education transitional kindergarten classroom. Based off of
parent report, all children had successfully met all developmental milestones thus far
and had no developmental delays. The study took place at each child’s home in a
designated room determined by the parent. Extraneous variables like noise, people,
and distractions were minimized. Only the necessary people and items in the
designated room. At then end of the study, each participant was provided the
opportunity to pick one toy out of all the toys presented during sessions one through
15
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ten to keep. In addition, each parent who given a $20 Target or Walmart gift card for
their participation in the study.
Procedure
Each child was exposed to a total of ten sessions across ten days (one session
per day). The sessions lasted no more than 20 minutes for each child each day. The
parent conducted five sessions and the professional conducted five sessions to
determine the outcomes of the preference assessments. The order of the assessors was
counterbalanced and varied to reduce order effect (Appendix A) Sessions were
conducted in a room with no other children present and only the items required for
the MSWO preference assessment. Once informed consent (Appendix B) was given
by the parents and before any training or sessions with the child, the parents
completed a survey adopted from the Reinforcer Assessment for Individuals with
Severe Disabilities (Appendix C) with the professional to generate a list of preferred
items for each child (Fisher, Piazza, Bowman, & Amari, 1996). Parents were trained
to conduct preference assessment sessions with their children to ensure treatment
fidelity between familiar and unfamiliar persons. The independent variable was the
assessor type: familiar assessor (parent) and the unfamiliar assessor (professional).
The dependent variable was the order of the items chosen by the participants in each
preference assessment session.
Parent Training
Each parent was trained by the professional on the specific way to conduct a
MSWO preference assessment prior to a session with the child. The parents were
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required to complete the “Parent Training Criteria” (Appendix D) with 80% accuracy
across two sessions prior to a session with the child.
Script for Assessors
To ensure treatment fidelity, all parents were trained the same way. While the
parent presented the array of toys, they were instructed to say, “Pick one.” After the
child selected a toy, the assessor said “Oh great, you like the ___. Here you go!”
When the interval of free access to the toy ended, the assessor said “OK time is up.
I’ll take that now.”
Free Access Prior to MSWO Preference Assessment
Prior to beginning the assessment, the child sat at the table and had access to
all toys. For all six toys, the assessor showed the child how each worked (e.g., how to
turn it on, how the buttons work, etc.) and then placed it on the table. If the child
selected the toy, they were allowed ten seconds of free access. This was repeated for
each toy. If the child did not approach the toy after five seconds, the assessor verbally
prompted the child to sample the toy and waited. If the child selected the toy, the
child was allowed ten seconds of free access. After the ten seconds of access, the
assessor removed the toy from the table. If the child did not select the toy, the
assessor moved on to the next toy. This continued until all six toys were presented
individually and the child had the opportunity to sample each toy prior to the MSWO
preference assessment.
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MSWO Preference Assessment
There were 10 sessions conducted per child–five with the parent and five with
the professional. Each session lasted no longer than 30 minutes each. One MSWO
preferences assessment was one session.
Once the preference assessment began, the assessor arranged the toys in a
randomized sequence in a straight line on the table, each approximately two inches
apart. At the start of the session, the child was seated at the table or they were brought
to the table. The assessor instructed the student to select one toy by saying, “pick
one.” If a toy was selected, the child was allowed 30 seconds of access to the toy.
Once the child made a selection, they were blocked from accessing any other items
while having free access with the selected toy. If the child made contact with more
than one toy, they were given the one they touched first. The item selected was
removed from the line up for the subsequent trials during that session. Prior to the
beginning of the next trial, the sequencing of the remaining items were rotated by
taking the item at the left end of the line and moved to the right end and then shifted
the other items so they are equally spaced on the table. The second trial began by the
assessor saying, “pick one.” This continued until all items were selected or until the
child made no selection within 30 seconds from the beginning of the trail. If no
selection was made, the session was terminated and the remaining items were
recorded as “not selected.” Results for the MSWO preference assessment were
graphed after each session in rank order.
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Debriefing
Following the completion of the study, the debriefing form was provided to
the parents (Appendix E). The parents were given a list of readings to refer back to so
they could learn more about preference assessments. In addition, the researcher left
contact information for the researcher and her thesis chair with the parents.
Response Measurement/Experimental Design
MSWO Preference Assessment
For the MSWO preference assessment, a choice was operationally defined as
the participant making contact with the item. A trained observer recorded each
selection and recorded the choices 1-6. One equaled the participant’s first picked item
that session and six equaled the participant’s last picked item that session. An
alternating treatments design was used to control for order effects. Six items were
used for each MSWO preference assessment.
Interobserver Reliability
A second observer collected preference data used to calculate interobserver
reliability across 90% of the preference assessments. Interobserver reliability was
collected by calculating agreements divided by agreements plus disagreements
multiplied by 100. Interobserver reliability was 100% during all of the preference
assessments.

CHAPTER III
RESULTS
The data were organized by rank order. The low numbers indicated the item
was more preferred and the higher numbers indicated the item was less preferred. For
example, a 1 means the child picked the item first and a 2 means the item was picked
second and a 6 means the item was picked last. In addition, items chosen first and
second were preferred and items chosen fifth and sixth were not preferred and items
chosen third and fourth were neutral. The average ranking was calculated by
averaging the rank order numbers for each toy for each assessor. Each MSWO
preference assessment was presented ten times (five for each assessor) with one
assessment conducted per day. The same six items were presented in each assessment
for sessions 1-4 for all participants. In order to minimize satiation, the researcher
either changed all toys for sessions 5-10 or only changed some of the toys for
sessions 5-10 for each participant. The researcher decided to change the toys after
getting feedback from the participants requesting different toys. In addition, the
researcher decided to change all or multiple toys to make the task more interesting
over time.
Table 1 depicts the average rankings per item for Flynn. The item differed
most across assessors was the slinky. The average ranking for the slinky was 2 with
the parent as the assessor and 4 with the professional meaning it was more preferred
with the parent and less preferred with the professional. All other items were about
20
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equally preferred with the average rankings differing between .2 to 1. The Play-Doh
and the Paw Patrol coloring book were the items with consistent average rankings
across both assessors of 1 and 6, respectively. Preference was not affected by who
conducted the assessment for these items.
Figure 1 shows the results from sessions one through four of the MSWO
preference assessment for Flynn. Figure 2 shows the results from sessions five
through ten of the MSWO preference assessment for Flynn. The fire truck was the
only item consistent among all ten sessions. For sessions five through ten, the other
five items were replaced but the fire truck was retained. The clearest most preferred
item for Flynn was the Play-Doh. Flynn chose Play-Doh first during all four sessions
it was presented and it did not matter who the assessor was. The clearest least
preferred item was the Paw Patrol coloring book. Flynn chose the coloring book sixth
during all four sessions it was presented and it did not matter who the assessor was.
For the slinky, Flynn chose it second with the parent as the assessor both times it was
presented and third and fifth with the professional as the assessor. This indicated that
for Flynn, the slinky was more preferred when the parent was the assessor than when
the professional was the assessor. For the Star Wars book, Flynn chose it sixth for all
three sessions it was presented with the parent and sixth two times and fourth one
time with the professional as the assessor. This indicated that the Star Wars book was
less preferred across the sessions it was presented regardless of who was the assessor.
In addition, for the Minions book, Flynn chose it fifth all three times it was presented
with the parent as the assessor and fifth two times and third one time when the
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professional was the assessor. In general, Flynn’s choices were more consistent with
the parent for these items but the differences between assessors was not great.
Table 1:
Averages Per Item for Flynn
Item
Play-Doh
Fire Truck
Soccer Ball
Frozen Keychain
Slinky
Paw Patrol Coloring Book
Little Pony
Bounce Ball
Basketball
Star Wars Book
Minions Book

Parent
1
2.8
4.5
4
2
3
2.6
3.3
1.7
6
5

Professional
1
3
3.5
4.5
4
3
2
3
2.7
5.3
4.3

Figure 1: Results from sessions 1-4 of the multiple stimulus without replacement
preference assessment for Flynn.
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Figure 2: Results from sessions 5-10 of the multiple stimulus without replacement
preference assessment for Flynn.
Table 2 depicts the average rankings per item for Erica. The items with the
most variability across assessors were the Monster High doll and the Sophia the 1st
activity book. The Monster High doll had an average ranking of 3 with the parent and
5 with the professional as the assessor. The Sophia the 1st activity book had an
average ranking of 6 with the parent and a 4 with the professional as the assessor. All
other items were about equally preferred with the average rankings differing between
.5 to 1. The bubbles were the only item with a consistent average ranking of 2.5
across both assessors.
Figure 3 shows the results from sessions one through four of the MSWO
preference assessment for Erica. Figure 4 shows the results from sessions five
through ten of the MSWO preference assessment for Erica. The items were the same
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during the first four sessions. After the fourth session, all six items were replaced with
different items. The item that was indicated as most preferred for Erica was the fire
truck. Erica chose the fire truck first during the first and second session and sixth
during the third session with the parent as the assessor. Erica chose the fire truck first
the first session and then second two times after with the professional as assessor. By
choosing first and second, the item can be assumed to be highly preferred. The item
that was clearly indicated as least preferred was the baby doll. Erica chose the baby
doll sixth during two sessions and fifth during one session with the parent as the
assessor. With the professional as the assessor, Erica chose the baby doll sixth during
two sessions and fourth during one session. For the Sophia the 1st activity book, Erica
chose it sixth with the parent as the assessor both times it was presented and sixth and
second with the professional as the assessor. This indicated that the activity book was
consistently less preferred when the parent presented it than when the professional
presented it. In addition, Erica chose the Frozen keychain consistently across sessions
with the professional as the assessor. During the two sessions the Frozen keychain
was presented, Erica chose it fifth making it a least preferred item.
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Table 2
Averages Per Item for Erica
Item
Parent Professional
Monster High Doll
3
5
Bounce Ball
1.5
2
Bubbles
2.5
2.5
Play-Doh
3.5
2.5
Frozen Keychain
4.5
5
Sophia the 1st Activity Book
6
4
Fire Truck
2.7
1.7
Slinky
2.7
2
Merida Doll
3.3
4.3
Soccer Doll
3
2.3
Mickey Mouse Coloring Book
3.7
5.3
Baby Doll
5.7
5.3

Figure 3: Results from sessions 1-4 of the multiple stimulus without replacement
preference assessment for Erica.
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Figure 4: Results from sessions 5-10 of the multiple stimulus without replacement
preference assessment for Erica.
Table 3 depicts the average rankings per item for Allison. The items with the
most variability across the assessors were the slinky and the Sophia the 1st activity
book. The slinky had an average ranking of 2 with the parent and 4 with the
professional as the assessor. The Sophia the 1st activity book had an average ranking
of 4 with the parent and 2.3 with the professional. All other items were about equally
preferred with the average rankings differing by .2 or .8 or somewhere in between if
at all. The Shopkins book was consistent across assessors with the average ranking of
2.5.
Figure 5 shows the results from sessions one through four of the MSWO
preference assessment for Allison. Figure 6 shows the results from sessions five

27

through ten of the MSWO preference assessment for Allison. The items were the
same during the first four assessments. After the fourth session, three items were
replaced with different items. The item indicated as most preferred was the slinky.
With the parent as the assessor, Allison chose the slinky second across all three
sessions it was presented. With the professional as the assessor, Allison chose the
slinky first, first, and then sixth during the three sessions it was presented. The item
can be assumed as highly preferred because throughout most of the sessions it was
chosen first or second. There was no clearly indicated item that was least preferred.
For the slinky, because Allison chose it second across three sessions with the parent
as the assessor and first or sixth with the professional as the assessor, it can be
inferred that there was consistency between the item chosen and the parent as the
assessor.
Table 3
Averages Per Item for Allison
Item
Merida Doll
Shopkins Book
Play-Doh
Soccer Ball
Little Pony
Baby Doll
Slinky
Bounce Ball
Sophia the 1st Activity Book

Parent Professional
4.4
4
2.5
2.5
2.4
2.6
4.2
5
3.5
4
5.5
5
2
4
3
3.3
4
2.3
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Figure 5: Results from sessions 1-4 of the multiple stimulus without replacement
preference assessment for Allison.

Figure 6: Results from sessions 5-10 of the multiple stimulus without replacement
preference assessment for Allison.
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Table 4 depicts the average rankings per item for Jake. The items with the
most variability across assessors were the Mickey Mouse coloring book and Star
Wars book. The Mickey Mouse coloring book had an average ranking of 2.5 with the
parent as the assessor and 4 with the professional. The Star Wars book had an average
ranking of 3.5 with the parent as the assessor and a 5 with the professional. All other
items were about equally preferred with the average rankings differing between .5 to
1.5. The coloring book was the only item with a consistent average ranking of 5.3
across both assessors.
Figure 7 shows the results from sessions one through four of the MSWO
preference assessment for Jake. Figure 8 shows the results from sessions five through
ten of the MSWO preference assessment for Jake. The items were the same during
the first four sessions. For sessions five through ten, all items were replaced with new
items. The item that was most preferred was the slinky. Jake chose the slinky first and
third during the sessions with the parent as the assessor and first and second with the
professional as the assessor. By choosing first and second a majority of the sessions,
the item can be assumed as highly preferred. The clearest least preferred item was the
Paw Patrol coloring book. Jake chose the coloring book sixth, sixth, and fourth during
the three sessions with the parent as the assessor and sixth, sixth, fourth during the
three sessions with the professional as the assessor. In addition to the coloring book,
the baseball showed the most consistency in rankings between the two assessors.
With the parent as the assessor, the baseball was chosen fifth twice and third once.
With the professional as the assessor, the baseball was chosen third, fifth, and third.

30

Table 4
Averages Per Item for Jake
Item
Slinky
Mickey Mouse Coloring Book
Bubbles
Soccer Ball
Race Car
Star Wars Book
Play-Doh
Bounce Ball
Baseball
Frozen Keychain
Fire Truck
Paw Patrol Coloring Book

Parent Professional
1.5
2.5
3
5.5
4.5
3.5
3.7
2
4.3
3.3
3
5.3

2
4
2
4.5
4
5
2.3
2.3
3.7
3
4.3
5.3

7

Jake

6

RANK ORDER

5

Session 1: Professional

4
Session 2: Parent
3
Session 3: Professional

2

Session 4: Parent

1
0
Slinky Mickey Bubbles Soccer Race Car Star
Mouse
Ball
Wars
Coloring
Book
book
ITEMS

Figure 7: Results from sessions 1-4 of the multiple stimulus without replacement
preference assessment for Jake.
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Figure 8: Results from sessions 5-10 of the multiple stimulus without replacement
preference assessment for Jake.
Table 5 depicts the average rankings per item for Peyton. The items with the
most variability across assessors were the soccer ball and the Minions whistle. The
average ranking for the soccer ball was 3.5 with the parent as the assessor and 6 with
the professional. For the Minions whistle, the average ranking was 4.5 with the parent
as the assessor and 2 with the professional. All other items were about equally
preferred with the average rankings differing between .4 to 1. The fire truck and
slinky had consistent average rankings of 3.3 across both assessors.
Figure 9 shows the results from sessions one through four of the MSWO
preference assessment for Peyton. Figure 10 shows the results from sessions five
through ten of the MSWO preference assessment for Peyton. The items were the
same during the first four sessions. For sessions five through ten, all items were
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replaced with new items. The item that was most preferred was the Sophia the 1st
activity book. Peyton chose the activity book fifth, second, and first across the three
sessions with the parent as the assessor and fifth, first, and first across the three
sessions with the professional as the assessor. Since the rankings of one and two
indicated highly preferred, the activity book can be inferred as being highly preferred
since it was chosen first or second most often. The item that was clearly indicated as
least preferred was the soccer ball. Peyton chose the soccer ball first and sixth during
the two sessions with the parent as the assessor. With the professional as the assessor,
Peyton chose the soccer ball sixth during the two session it was presented. This
indicated that Peyton chose the soccer ball last most of the sessions inferring it was a
least preferred item. Furthermore, Peyton’s choices with the soccer ball were more
consistent with the professional. In addition, Peyton’s choices with the Minions
whistle were more consistent with the professional, as well, with a ranking of two in
both sessions it was presented.
Table 5
Averages Per Item for Peyton
Item
Soccer Ball
Play-Doh
Frozen Keychain
Baby Doll
Merida Doll
Minions Whistle
Shopkins Book
Slinky
Monster High Doll
Fire Truck
Sophia the 1st Activity Book
Bounce Ball

Parent
3.5
3.5
3.5
3
3
4.5
2.7
3.3
4.7
3.3
2.7
4.3

Professional
6
3
3
3.5
3.5
2
3.3
3.3
5.3
3.3
2.3
3.3
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Figure 9: Results from sessions 1-4 of the multiple stimulus without replacement
preference assessment for Peyton.

Figure 10: Results from sessions 5-10 of the multiple stimulus without replacement
preference assessment for Peyton.

CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
The objective of the current study was to compare the outcomes of the
MSWO preference assessment between two assessors. The first hypothesis was that
the participants would choose different items as reinforcers when the more familiar
assessor (parent) conducted the preference assessment versus the less familiar
assessor (professional). It was also hypothesized that the items chosen would be
consistent across sessions when the parent was the assessor and vary when the
professional was the assessor.
The results of the current study did not conclusively support the predictions
made in the hypothesis due to the variability between sessions in the rank order of the
chosen items with each assessor. The variability was probably due to multiple sources
of control for choice with typically developing children. There appeared to be more
than just assessor familiarity that influenced which toy was picked. For some of the
participants, the toy determined the preference ranking no matter who conducted the
assessment. For others, the assessor may have influenced which toy they picked but
this seemed to be toy dependent. There were no clear indicators that the assessor
influenced all choices across all sessions. The findings of the MSWO preference
assessment were similar to the previous research evaluating assessor influence on
preference assessment stating that the assessor had minimal influence on the
outcomes of the preference assessment (Thomason-Sassi et al. 2013).
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Similar to previous research evaluating the effects of motivating operations on
the outcomes of preference assessments (Gottshalk et al., 2000; McAdams et al.,
2005; Thomason-Sassi et al., 2013), extraneous variables, such as location and
distractions were taken into consideration. With the presentation room consistent
across assessors, the participants did not have clear consistencies in the outcomes of
the assessments. To control for satiation with the items, the researchers changed all
toys or only changed a couple of toys after four sessions.
To control for order effects, the assessment condition order was
counterbalanced. Even with the balanced order of the assessors, some participants
chose the item in the same ranking. For example, Allison chose the Merida doll sixth
during sessions three and four with the parent as the assessor first and then the
professional. Erica, chose the bounce ball first during sessions three and four with the
parent as the assessor and then the professional. Jake chose the Paw Patrol coloring
book sixth during sessions five through eight with the assessors alternating between
professional and parent. Peyton chose the fire truck third during sessions seven
through ten alternating professional and parent as the assessors. Flynn chose the Paw
Patrol coloring book sixth during sessions one and two with the professional as the
assessor and during sessions three and four with the parent as the assessor. This
indicated that even though the treatment order was counterbalanced, the items chosen
in a certain rank order were not dependent on who the assessor was, but rather on
some other variable.
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Motivating operations (MO) are relevant to preference assessment outcome
variability. Motivating operations are defined as antecedent events or changes in the
environment that influence the effectiveness of a reinforcer. In this study it was
hypothesized that assessor related MOs would be significant enough to consistently
influence preference choices. The variability within sessions of each assessor indicate
that this was not the case. Thus, different MOs have to be taken into consideration. It
is a faulty assumption to say that a child’s preference will remain stable across time
for the moderately reinforcing toys. Depending on where the child is, an item that was
once reinforcing may not hold that same reinforcing value in a different context. For
example, an iPad may be very reinforcing during a boring car ride; however, the iPad
may not be as reinforcing on the playground when there is an opportunity to play an
exciting game with peers. The potential for social reinforcement may weaken the
reinforcing value of the iPad in this context. Previous research has shown that social
contacts can act as powerful reinforcers for typically developing children (Kohls,
Herpertz-Dahlmann, & Konrad, 2008; Kohls, Peltzer, Herpertz-Dahlmann & Konrad,
2009; Luczynski & Hanley, 2009). Therefore, the reinforcing value of the selected
item may change depending on who the child is with after the preference assessment
is conducted.
Novelty could also impact the reinforcement effect of certain items. Previous
research has indicated that novel reinforcing stimuli produce more responses
(Berlyne, Koenig, & Hirota, 1966; Houillon, Lorenz, Boehmer, Rapp, Heinz,
Gallinat, & Obermayer, 2013). In addition, Laurent (2008) argued that a response is
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less related to the reward itself and more related to the novelty associated with the
reward. Thus, when looking at the preference rank order of the items selected, novelty
must be taken into consideration when looking at the effects of reinforcement.
Playing with the item prior to the first preference assessment or after playing with the
item for multiple preference assessment sessions could influence the reinforcing value
of that item.
Preference assessments assert that items chosen first or second are highly
preferred and items chosen fifth or sixth are least preferred. One would assume that
the items the children chose to keep at the end of this study would follow their
observed preferences from the previous preference assessments. However, this did
not always occur. For instance, Flynn chose to keep the slinky at the end of his
sessions. Initially, Flynn chose the slinky fifth during session one. During sessions
two, three, and four, he chose the slinky third, second, and second. This would
indicate that the slinky was least preferred and gradually went up in rank order
making it more preferred. Erica chose to keep the baby doll at the end of all of the
sessions. The first time she was presented with the baby doll during session five, she
chose it sixth, which indicated it was least preferred. During sessions six, seven,
eight, nine, and ten, she picked it sixth, sixth, sixth, fifth, and fourth, respectively.
This indicated that the item started out least preferred and slowly moved its way up
but never to the highly preferred range. However, in the end, that was the toy she
picked to keep. With Allison, she chose to keep the Merida doll at the end of all of the
sessions. The first time she made a choice, she chose the Merida doll first. During
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sessions two, three, and four, she picked it third, sixth, and sixth, respectively. This
indicated that her preference had switched from high to low during testing but in the
end the Merida doll was the one she wanted to keep. Peyton chose to keep the soccer
ball at the end of her sessions. She initially chose the soccer ball first during session
one, indicating highly preferred. However, during two, three, and four, she chose it
sixth indicating it least preferred. However, in the end the soccer ball was the toy she
chose to keep. Due to the fact that the items the children chose to keep at the end of
the study did not follow their patterns of preference, it can be inferred that there were
other subtler variables controlling choice during the preference assessments. Some
participants chose the one they preferred most first while others seemed to save the
best for last.
In addition, the use of typically developing children needs to be discussed.
Since preference assessment research has not typically investigated MSWO
preference assessment methods with typically developing children, the current study
was a way to test the validity of these methods with this population. We know that
preference assessments with non-typically developing children require consistency in
implementation to be successful. With typically developing children, this might not
be true. Depending on their histories and exposure to different toys, variety might be
more reinforcing. With typically developing children, their preferences often change,
which makes doing this type of assessment for consistent reinforcers less meaningful.
In addition, typically developing children have access to many activities and toys
throughout the day. These children may not need the whole 30-second interval of

39

access to the chosen item. They may be ready to move to the other toys sooner. The
researcher noticed that the typically developing children knew what was coming next.
The children would prompt the assessor to move the toy on the left to the opposite
side and shift the other toys over. The children also requested new toys or requested
to have one or two of the old toys in the new array. With typically developing
children satiation appeared during the study. As a way to combat satiation, the
researcher switched toys in the second array. However, the children still would ask
for different toys. This could influence their preference ranking and not be a true
indicator of the consistent reinforcement value of the items chosen. They could be
just “window shopping” during the preference assessment and sampling various items
to see what they were like before making final choices.
The variability in this study is evidence that one needs to carefully rethink
what a preference assessment really is. Instead of a preference assessment being an
assessment that produces a consequence that is supposed to maintain its reinforcing
value in different contexts for different responses, a preference assessment should be
used to find items that can be used as reinforcers for a child while looking at the
different settings and responses needed. The preference assessment must be
continuously updated to ensure the validity of the reinforcing value of each item
depending on the context where it will be used.
The overall accuracy of the preference assessments is questionable. The
uncontrolled variables made preferences change over time. In addition, the validity of
the reinforcers was not measured by testing if they would maintain or increase some
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arbitrary response that reliably produced them as a consequence. Therefore, it is
unclear if an item would really be useful as reinforcement for each child.
Limitations and Future Research Considerations
The current study had several limitations. The first limitation was a small,
homogenous sample size. Future research should consider using a larger, more
diverse sample when conducting the MSWO preference assessments to promote
generalizations in the findings. Another limitation was lack of control over the
characteristics of the familiar assessor. For example, there was only one male (father)
assessor. This is important because fathers may influence children’s choices
differently than mothers. Lehto, Ray, Haukkala, Yngve, Thorsdottir, and Roos
(2015), reported that children’s higher liking of vegetables was predicted by the
vegetable intake of their fathers. Future research should consider having equal ratio of
male and female parents as the assessors to see if gender is a variable influencing a
child’s selections. In addition, future research should consider looking at the
differences in preference rankings across parents. When focusing on the preference
rankings across parents, future researchers should consider using a survey with each
parent to evaluate what items the child plays with while spending time with each
parent or which books the child likes each parent to read, etc. By doing this survey, it
will allow the researchers to determine the motivating operations related to the items
chosen, especially with younger children.
Another potential limitation of this current study was the lack of a
reinforcement assessment follow-up. A reinforcement assessment typically involves

41

having the child perform a task to earn the chosen item. This would determine the
reinforcement value of that specific item.
The location of the assessments may be another limitation to the current study.
For all five participants, the assessments were conducted in a designated room in their
own house. This room was a part of their natural environment and chosen by the
parent. The items chosen during the assessments conducted in this room may not hold
true reinforcing value because the children’s other items in the room may have been
more interesting. It would have been beneficial to conduct the assessments in both a
novel environment, as well as, their natural environment to determine if the setting
influenced choice of items.
Future research with language proficient children should interview the child
and allow each to provide a list of items they enjoy and do not enjoy. To make it
more interesting or relevant to typically developing children, future researchers could
add a final item or activity to be earned once all of the assessments are completed.
This would give the children something to work towards and provide additional value
to the preference assessment. The final consequence would help the child stay
motivated to complete all of the sessions.
Future research should consider deviating from the exact procedure of the
MSWO preference assessment when working with typically developing children.
Instead of utilizing the exact procedure, future researchers could ask the children to
put the items in order of one through six. One being highest preferred and six being
their lowest preferred or vice versa. The children could do this each day and the
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researchers could ask the children why their rankings are different or the same from
the day to day. By doing this, it allows the children to focus of what they actually
prefer rather than focusing on how the MSWO procedure works.
Lastly, the verbal repertoires and more advanced social characteristics of
typically developing children must be addressed in preference assessment methods by
future researchers. Language proficient children could explain their reasoning for
their preference choices, say what they would do in the future to get their choices as
consequences, say what was attractive or not attractive about the items they chose
first and last and even give their views on the preference assessment procedure in
general.
Conclusion
Preference assessments have been proven to be an effective method for
determining putative reinforcers for individuals with developmental disabilities.
There are four methods of preference assessments; single-stimulus preference
assessment, paired-stimulus preference assessment, multiple stimulus with
replacement preference assessment, and multiple stimulus without replacement
preference assessment. Multiple stimulus without replacement preference assessments
are beneficial because they take less time to administer and the protocol is less
complex to administer. The current study compared the familiarity of the assessors
with the those they assessed on preference. The purpose of this study was to
determine if items were ranked differently when the familiar person was the assessor
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compared to the non-familiar assessor. It was also of interest if there was more
consistency in the ranking order with the familiar assessor.
The major finding of this study was that preference assessments designed for
special needs children are not as predictive with typically developing children. There
are many things that need to be changed to take advantage of the typically developing
child’s verbal repertoire. Future research should investigate how best to modify the
MSWO preference assessment protocol to take advantage of these repertoires. In
addition, future research should look at the toy the child decides to keep at the end of
the research and see how it correlates to its rank order during the preference
assessments. This could indicate that motivating operations shift throughout the
preference assessment. Also, the role of novelty and predictability in preference
assessments should be clarified as to how they might affect choice during preference
assessment procedures.
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APPENDIX A
PARTICIPANTS COUNTERBALANCED TREATMENT ORDER
Participants Counterbalanced Treatment Order (10 sessions each)
Participant 1

Participant 2

Participant 3

Participant 4

Parent
Parent
Professional
Professional
Parent
Professional
Professional
Parent
Professional
Parent
Parent
Professional
Parent
Professional
Parent
Professional
Professional
Parent
Parent
Professional
Professional
Parent
Professional
Professional
Parent
Parent
Professional
Parent
Professional
Parent
Professional
Parent
Parent
Professional
Parent

51

Participant 5

Professional
Parent
Parent
Professional
Professional
Professional
Professional
Parent
Professional
Parent
Parent
Professional
Parent
Parent
Professional
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APPENDIX B
INFORMED CONSENT
1.   The main purpose of this research study will be to investigate preference
assessments. Preference assessments are used to determine potential items (e.g. toys,
games) that may be reinforcing for your child. The assessment we will be utilizing
presents several items at the same time to your child. Your child will get to pick the
favored item each time and play with it briefly. We will keep track of which items
your child picks first, second, third, etc. and determine a preference ranking (most
liked to least liked) across several days. From the assessments, we will be able to
determine if your child chooses different items depending on who administers the
assessment. If you agree to have your child participate, the assessments will be
completed over the course of 10 days. Your child’s participation would not exceed
more than 30 minutes on any single day.
2.   You are free to discontinue the participation of your child at any time during the
course of the study.
3.   Participation in this research study does not guarantee any benefits for your child.
However, possible benefits include determining what items your child likes most to
least. This includes determining what items might be most to least useful as potential
little rewards for desired behavior at home or at school.
4.   You will be given additional information about the study after your child’s
participation is completed.
5.   If you agree to have your child participate in the study, it will be conducted over the
course of ten days at your home in a designated room determined by you (the
parent). This includes conducting the preference assessment with both assessors.
6.   If you agree to have your child participate in the study, you (the parent) are agreeing
to go through a training session with the researcher to be an assessor of the
preference assessment, as well as, assist with the study by being an assessor.
7.   All data from this study will be kept from inappropriate disclosure and will be
accessible only to the researcher and her faculty advisor.
8.   After completion of this study, each parent will receive a $20 Target gift card and
each participant will be given the opportunity to pick one toy to keep. In addition, all
remaining toys will be donated to Sierra Vista Child and Family Services at 2925
Niagra St. Suite 3 Turlock, CA 95382.
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9.   While we do not anticipate any risks to your child, potential risks could include the
possibility of participants engaging in problem behaviors. Examples of problem
behaviors may include physical aggression (e.g. hitting, kicking), self-injurious
behavior (e.g. head hitting, biting self), and other maladaptive behaviors (e.g.
throwing papers/items, loud vocalizations, and crying).
10.   The present research is designed to reduce the possibility of any negative
experiences as a result of participation. Risks to participants are kept to a minimum.
However, if your participation in this study causes you any concerns, anxiety, or
distress, please contact the Student Counseling Center at (209) 667-3381 to make an
appointment to discuss your concerns.
11.   This research study is being conducted by Stevee Sakuda, a graduate student in the
Masters of Science, Psychology program at California State University, Stanislaus.
The faculty supervisor is Dr. Bruce Hesse, Professor of Psychology, Department of
Psychology and Child Development, California State University, Stanislaus. If you
have questions or concerns about your participation in this study, you may contact
the researcher through Dr. Bruce Hesse at (209) 667-3255.
12.   You may obtain information about the outcome of the study following completion of
the study by contacting Dr. Bruce Hesse.
13.   If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, you may
contact the Campus Compliance Officer of California State University Stanislaus at
IRBadmin@csustan.edu.
14.   You will be provided with an unsigned copy of this consent form at the beginning of
the study.
15.   By signing below, you are indicating that you have freely consented to have your
child participate in this research study.
16.   By the child signing his or her name below, he or she is indicating that they have
freely consented to participate in this research study.
CHILD’S NAME PRINTED: ___________________________________
CHILD’S SIGNATURE:
DATE: __________________
PARENT/LEGAL GUARDIAN SIGNATURE:
DATE: __________________
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APPENDIX C
SURVEY ADOPTED FROM THE REINFORCER ASSESSMENT FOR
INDIVIDUALS WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES
Student’s Name: ________________________
Date: ___________________________
Recorder: ___________________________
The purpose of this structured interview is to get as much specific information as
possible from the informants (e.g., teacher, parent, caregiver) as to what they believe
would be useful reinforcers for the student.
I would like to get some information on _________’s preferences for different items.
1.   Some children really enjoy looking at things such as a TV. What are the things
you think ________ most likes to watch?

Response(s) to probe questions:
_____________________________________________________________________
2. Some children really enjoy certain toys or objects such as puzzles, toy cars,
balloons, comic books, flashlight, bubbles, etc. What are _________’s favorite
toys or objects? Response(s) to probe questions:

Response(s) to probe questions:
_____________________________________________________________________
3. What are five other items or activities that __________ really enjoys? Response(s)
to probe questions:
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Response(s) to probe questions:
_____________________________________________________________________
Fisher, W. W., Piazza, C. C., Bowman, L. G., & Amari, A. (1996). Integrating
caregiver report with a systematic choice assessment. American Journal on Mental
Retardation, 101, 15–25.
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APPENDIX D
PARENT TRAINING CRITERIA
Parent must meet 80% of this criterion across two sessions prior to conducting a
session with the child.
Please check if completed:
1. Present all items in an array

☐

2. Did the parent allow child access with selected toy?
3. Was the selected item removed from the array?

☐

☐

4. After a selection, did the parent move the item on the left to the end of the line and
shift the other items?

☐

5. If no toys are chosen within 30 seconds of the beginning of the trial, did the parent
remove all toys?

☐
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APPENDIX E
DEBRIEFING FROM
Thank you for your child’s participation in this study! Our main interest was
to compare the items chosen between the two preference assessors. We were
interested in seeing if your child preferred different items when you did the
assessment as compared to a nonfamily assessor. The preference assessment we used
was the multiple-stimulus without replacement assessment. The multiple-stimulus
without replacement procedure provides the child with an opportunity to pick items
they prefer from an array of items. Once an item is selected, it will be removed from
the array of items for the remainder of the session. This procedure also allows
professionals to create a hierarchy of preferred items for a specific child. Our
hypothesis was that there would be a difference in the child’s selections. The results
of this study will help professionals advise parents and teachers on some useful
characteristics of children’s preferences. This provides professionals with the
opportunity to assist and advise parents and/or teachers with how to motivate children
to complete tasks and follow directions.
All of the information we collected in this study will be kept safe from
inappropriate disclosure and there will be no way of identifying your responses in the
data archive. We are not interested in anyone’s individual responses; rather, we want
to look at the general patterns that emerge when all of the participants’ responses are
put together. We ask that you do not discuss the nature of the study with others who
may later participate in it, as this could affect the validity of our research conclusions.
Following the completion of our research, an individualized report will be available
that will include a list of the top selections your child chose with the parent as the
assessor and with the researcher as the assessor as well as the conclusions drawn from
the study.
If you have any questions about the study or would like to learn about the general
results, you may contact me (Stevee Sakuda) through my thesis chair, Dr. Bruce
Hesse, at (209) 667-3255. If you have questions about your child’s rights as a
research participant, you may contact the Campus Compliance Officer of CSU
Stanislaus at IRBadmin@csustan.edu. If participation in the study caused you any
concern, anxiety, or distress, you may contact the Student Counseling Center at (209)
667-3381.
If you would like to learn more about this research topic, we suggest the following
references:
DeLeon, I. G., & Iwata, B. A. (1996). Evaluation of a multiple-stimulus presentation
format for assessing reinforcer preferences. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 29, 519-533. doi:10.1901/jaba.1996.29-519
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DeLeon, I. G., Iwata, B. A., & Roscoe, E. M. (1997). Displacement of leisure
reinforcers by food during preference assessments. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 30, 475-484. doi:10.1901/jaba.1997.30-475
Gottschalk, J. M., Libby, M. E., & Graff, R. B. (2000). The effects of establishing
operations on preference assessment outcomes. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 33, 85-88. doi:10.1901/jaba.2000.33-85
Thomason-Sassi, J. l., Iwata, B. A., & Fritz, J. N. (2013). Therapist and setting
influences on functional analysis outcomes. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 46, 79-87. doi:10.1002/jaba.28

