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ABSTRACT
Positive reinforcement, in the form of praise, is one of the most powerful tools used
in effective programming by classroom staff for all types of educational
environments. It is not only important for staff to use praise but to also specify the
behavior for which the praise is being given. Increasing behavior specific praise in
different educational settings was the aim of this current study. Two settings were
observed in which a MotivAider tactile prompting device was worn. This device
prompted the teacher and one instructional assistant to provide behavior specific
praise once every minute during a 10 minute session. The researcher recorded the
frequency of behavior specific praise, non-behavior specific praise and corrective
statements delivered to students by each participant. It was discovered that using the
MotivAider increased the amount of behavior specific praise delivered by all staff
members whilst they were receiving the prompt themselves. It was also demonstrated
that some participants reacted to the other participant’s increased frequency of praise,
in that setting, when they themselves were not receiving the tactile prompt. A third
finding was that an increase in the frequency of praise statements did not result in a
decrease in the frequency of corrective statements.
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INTRODUCTION
Positive reinforcement is a powerful tool for those who intend to exert control
over others behavior. Skinner (1974) stated that positive reinforcement works just as
well if not more effectively, and with less resistance, than when punishment is used to
control the behavior of others. Praise is one of the most common forms of positive
reinforcement. There are over five decades of research supporting effective,
classroom-based, behavior management strategies. These include the effectiveness of
using praise to improve the classroom environment and to manage student’s
challenging behavior (Gable, Hester, Rock & Hughes 2009; Hester, Hendrickson &
Gable, 2009). Classroom environments, that are not instructionally rich or
academically supportive and that use ineffective schedules of reinforcement, often
lead to students demonstrating challenging behaviors (e.g., Carr, Taylor & Robinson,
1991; Levy & Vaughn, 2002; Van Acker, Grant, & Henry, 1996). These contexts fail
to provide contingencies that promote and maintain appropriate behavior.
Gunter, Denny, Jack, Shores and Nelson (1993) stated that it is more logical to
establish a supportive classroom environment that uses preventative tactics, such as
praise, to promote appropriate behaviors, rather than using reactive tactics
(Thompson, Marchant, Anderson, Prater, Gibb, 2012; Myers, Simonsen, & Sugai,
2011). When using a proactive approach the teacher becomes an ‘active agent of
prevention’ who regulates positive environments that promote and maintain
appropriate behavior.
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Praise in the Classroom
Praise statements are a form of feedback (Emmer, 1987/1988, p. 32) that
portray to students that their behavior is favorable, appropriate and acceptable
(Rismiller, 2004). Musti-Rao and Hayden (2011) defined praise as an affirmative
statement delivered contingent upon an individual completing an academic or social
behavior. Other forms of feedback may inform the student that their behavior is
unacceptable or incorrect. This may define terms such as a reprimand, redirect or a
corrective statement (Rismiller, 2004).
Praise has been stated and found to be one of the most effective strategies to
increase desired behavior and decrease challenging behavior (Chalk & Bizo, 2004;
Good & Brophy, 1987; Kellam, et al., 2008; Strain & Joseph, 2004; Sutherland,
Wehby & Copeland, 2000; Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 2004). The effects of using
praise have been reported since the earliest publication in the Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis (Madsen, Becker, & Thomas, 1968). This study was said to have
demonstrated a functional relationship between the increase of teacher’s praise and
the decrease in student’s disruptive behaviors (Sutherland, Wehby & Copeland 2000).
There are a significant amount of studies demonstrating that high rates of
teacher praise decreases inappropriate or off-task behavior and increases appropriate,
on-task behavior (Zimmerman & Zimmerman 1962; McAllister, Stachowiak, Baer &
Conderman, 1969; Hall, Lund & Jackson 1968; Broden, Bruce, Mitchell, Carter &
Hall, 1970; Shores, Cegelka & Nelson, 1973; Ferguson & Houghton, 1992;
Sutherland, Wehby & Copeland, 2000); such as, following and engaging in
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instructions (Goetz, Holmberg & LeBlanc, 1975; Hall, et al., 1971; Broden, Bruce,
Mitchell, Carter & Hall, 1970) and increased academic achievement (Gable & Shores,
1980; Louiselli & Downing, 1980; Blaney 1983; Sutherland & Wehby, 2001; Alber,
Heward, & Hippler, 1999; Craft, Alber & Heward, 1998).
The literature demonstrates that contingent teacher praise is a powerful tool
and if used frequently and effectively can produce appropriate and successful
classroom and academic behaviors (Rismiller, 2004). Findings from studies
examining the rate of teacher’s praise are, however, incongruent with the findings of
research mentioned above. Teachers’ use of praise are infrequent and inconsistent
(Craft, Alber & Heward, 1988; White, 1975; VanAcker, Grant & Henry, 1996;
Shores et al, 1993; Wheby, Symons & Shores, 1995; Brophy, 1981). The lowest rate
of teachers’ praise statements reported in these studies was 0.2 praise statements per
hour (Wheby, Symons & Shores, 1995; Brophy, 1981) and the highest rate resided at
between 6 and 12 praise statement per hour (White, 1975). Therefore, when class
sizes are large, students often did not receive even one praise statement each per day.
Negative, teacher-student, interactions have been observed to lead to students
exhibiting problem behaviors (Gunter & Coutinho, 1997; Shores, Gunter & Jack,
1993). Sugai and Horner (2002) stated that 4:1 was the desired ratio of positive to
negative teacher-student interactions, which was agreed upon by Myers, Simonsen,
and Sugai, (2011), and extended to include a requirement of 6 praise statements for
every 15 minutes. This rate of praise is used as a standard for effective practice
(Sutherland, Wehby & Copeland 2000; Myers, Simonsen, & Sugai, 2011). Their
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findings and others also depicted that not only the quantity but the quality of teachers’
praise statements are determinants of increasing appropriate behavior (Moore-Partin,
Robertson, Maggin, Oliver, & Wehby, 2010).
Different Educational Settings
Special Education
High rates of negative or neutral interactions and high rates of commands
have been directly observed between teachers of students at risk of Emotional and
Behavioral Disorders (EBD) (Lago-DeLello, 1998; Shores, et al., 1993; Wehby,
Symons & Shores, 1995). These students receive more attention for inappropriate
behavior than they receive for appropriate behavior (Lago-DeLello, 1998; Shores et
al, 1993; Nelson & Roberts, 2004; Russell & Lin, 1977).
There is a vast amount of research supporting the effectiveness of praise in
general education (eg. Broden, Bruce, Mitchell, Carter, Hall, 1970; Ferguson &
Houghton, 1992; Hall, Lund & Jackson, 1968; Hall, Panyan, Rabon & Broden, 1968).
Sutherland, Wehby and Copeland, (2000), however, were the first to investigate the
effects of praise within an EBD population. Praise rates for this population and
students with learning handicaps or disabilities have frequently been reported as low
(Gable, Hendrickson, Young, Shores, Stowitschek, 1983; Shores, et al., 1993;
Wehby, Symons, & Shores, 1995). Nelson and Roberts (2004) reported students with
EBD received lower rates of praise and a minimum of six times more reprimands than
their normally functioning peers.
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Alternative Education
Moore-Partin, et al., (2010) highlighted that a positive proactive approach to
promoting appropriate behavior is important in school settings where poverty is high
and resources are low, which is often the case in alternative education settings.
Alternative education refers to non-traditional education (National
Association of State Boards of Education [NASBE], 1994) and is designed for
students at risk of failing education in public school settings (Aron, 2006). It is now
commonly used for students who exhibit significant challenging behaviors (Unruh,
Bullis, Todis, Waintrup, & Atkins, 2007). These aggressive and disruptive behaviors
are often reinforced by the social contingencies involved in teacher attention (Van
Acker, Grant & Henry, 1996; McKercher & Thompson, 2004).
Using a positive, rather than punitive, strategy is a more effective behavior
management system (Mayer, 1995) that should be used in alternative education
(Tobin and Sprague 1999, 2000). The Day Treatment Model is an example of such a
strategy (Hick & Munger, 1990). This model, using a ratio of 4:1 positive to negative
statements, delivered by educational staff, reduced inappropriate behavior by teaching
and reinforcing appropriate behavior. It was observed that there was an increase in
academic achievement along with increased positive behaviors at home and a 65%
decrease in contact with the judicial system was observed.
Considering alternative education became a widespread movement in the
1960’s (Odysseyware, 2010), research is limited for this educational setting (Tobin &
Spargue 1999, 2000; Cox 1999; Cox Davidson & Bynum, 1995; Duke & Griedorn

6

1999; Guerin & Denti 1999; Nicholas & Utesch 1998; Raywid. 1990, 1998). One
study by Foley and Pang (2006) highlighted that general and special education
teachers in alternative education need to adopt effective behavioral management
systems. Jolivette, McDaniel, Sprague, Swain, Bradway and Park-Ennis, (2012)
reported that although research is limited, effective classroom management is one of
the ‘universal characteristics’ of positive programming within alternative education
settings and positively reinforcing systems including praise are needed.
Behavior Specific Praise and nonBehavior Specific Praise
Praise statements should include informative feedback about the
successfulness of the behavior demonstrated (Moore-Partin, et al., 2010). To be
effective, praise should be directly linked to the desired behavior performed (Brophy
1981; Skinner, 1953; Smith & Rivera, 1993; Walker, 1979). Praise can be
categorized as Behavior Specific Praise (BSP) or non-Behavior Specific Praise
(nBSP). BSP can be defined as a verbal response, following a student’s behavior that
specifies the behavior for which the praise is being delivered. nBSP is verbal praise
that does not describe the behavior that the student is being praised for. Sutherland
and Wheby, (2001) defined BSP as including academic or social specific praise (e.g.
‘well done, for putting your hand up’; ‘it’s great that you held the door open for
others’). Cavanaugh (2013) defined BSP as “verbal acknowledgement of expected
appropriate social and academic behavior exhibited by students” (p.113).
Increasing BSP has been shown to have multiple effects on student behavior,
for example in increasing on-task behavior, compliance and task engagement
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(Fullerton, Conroy & Correa, 2009; Sutherland & Wehby, 2001) and reducing the
rates of off-task behavior (Austin & Soeda, 2008), as well as, the rates of disruptive
behavior (Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Martin, 2007). Musti-Rao and Hayden (2011)
highlighted that using BSP builds positive teacher-student interactions and allows for
feedback to be given to students about behavior that the teacher wants to improve.
After reviewing the literature, Brophy (1981), determined that BSP was the
most effective form of praise and yet only a small percentage of the total amount of
praise given is BSP (Sutherland, Wehby & Copeland, 2000). Anderson, Evertson and
Brophy, (1979), reported this to be as low as 5%. Teachers have also reported that
BSP changed students’ attitudes, changed the behavior of the class and created a
positive classroom environment (Thompson, Marchant, Anderson, Prater, & Gibb,
2012).
Thompson, Marchant, Anderson, Prater and Gibb, (2012) exclusively
measured increasing frequency of teacher’s BSP. These researchers used an
electronic tactile cueing device to prompt and increase BSP (MotivAider, Behavioral
Dynamic, 2013).
Tactile Prompt Device
The use of external cueing devices as prompts has been studied and shown to
be effective, in the classroom, since the 1960s (Hall, Lund & Jackson, 1968). Such
external cues can act as a personal reminder to deliver contingent BSP to the students
engaged in desirable behaviors. It is important for the cueing device to be portable,
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unobtrusive and discrete. Musti-Rao and Hayden (2011) listed the MotivAider
(Behavioral Dynamics, 2013) as one such device.
The MotivAider, created by Dr. Steve Levinson of Behavioral Dynamics
(Leibs, 2013) over 20 years ago (Flaute, Peterson, VanNorman, Riffle, & Eakins,
2005), is a discrete, battery-operated, three ounce device that can be easily attached to
an individual’s belt or waistband (Flaute, Peterson, VanNorman, Riffle & Eakins,
2005; Leibs, 2013). It delivers vibratory prompts at pre-set time intervals. These
prompts are paired, through training, with a behavior that is to be changed or adopted.
MotivAiders have been used in personal growth, healthcare, sport, business and, of
course, educational settings (Leibs, 2013).
MotivAiders have been used to prompt practitioners to attend to aspects of
student’s behavior (Frieder, Grunkemeyer & Holloway, as cited in Cooper, Heron, &
Heward, 2007) and to increase teacher praise, which resulted in an increase in student
on-task behavior and decrease of challenging behavior (Anderson, Lindberg, Young,
Marchant & Fisher 2005).
How One Staff Member’s Praise Behavior
Affects Another Staff Member’s
As part of an effective teaching strategy as outlined by Heward (2003), a
procedure is needed to ensure that there is a transfer from cues and prompts, as
stimulus control during instruction, to more naturally occurring stimuli. This could
occur for staff member’s praise giving behavior. Increasing praise by using
prompting devices during intervention could be maintained by being in the presence
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of another staff member who consistently gives praise. The stimulus control,
therefore, transfers from the device to a more natural occurring, nonintrusive stimuli
of others in the environment giving praise (Sutherland, Wehby & Copeland, 2000);
and is maintained by an increased positive classroom-environment and interactions
(Thomas, Nielson, Kuypers, & Becker, 1968; Musti-Rao & Haydon, 2011). The
contingency, when not receiving a prompt from a device, is others in the environment
giving more praise and less corrective statements would be the antecedent prompts
for the second staff member to engage in similar behavior. Then receiving positive
feedback from student or staff interactions and long term target and academic
achievements, would be the consequences which maintain the behavior change.
Mowery (2008) did observe an effect of one staff member’s response to
receiving a tactile prompt (MotivAider) in the presence of another staff member.
This study leads to the question of whether one staff member’s praise giving can
influence that of another. To date, it appears this question has not been investigated
in the literature.
Research is lacking on the impact of natural implementers such as teachers
and instructional aides rather than researchers or supervisors. Cavanaugh (2013)
highlighted the importance of research into the use of praise and the benefits for staff,
students, schools and districts.
In the current study, brief exposure and training in using BSP statements was
used, along with the MotivAider prompting device, rather than merely providing
feedback to teachers at the end of sessions. Allday, Hinkson-Lee, Hudson, Neilsen-
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Gatti and Russell (2012) conducted a study in a general education classroom where
teachers only had brief exposure and training in an intervention to increase BSP
delivery for students with EBD. It was found that this training increased BSP, student
task engagement and decreased the use of corrective statements. The current study
sought to replicate and extend these results to a different population.
The intervention target of the current study was to increase BSP. This study is
similar to Thompson, et al., (2012), with the following differences; nBSP is not
excluded and there is a focus on an alternative education setting and an EBD
classroom setting. This study aims to take a proactive, rather than a reactive
approach, to increase praise giving behavior of classroom staff.
The aim of the current study was to establish whether or not a staff member’s
frequency of BSP increases in the presence of another staff member who is receiving
a tactile prompt (MotivAider) to deliver BSP to a student or group of students.
It was hypothesized that training about BSP and receiving tactile prompts (with
training for those prompts) would increase the BSP given by classroom staff. A
second hypothesis was that increased BSP of one staff member will increase the BSP
of the second staff member; that there would be a change from baseline data and there
will be an interaction effect. A third hypothesis was that increasing the frequency of
BSP statements and total praise statements (TPS) would decrease the frequency of
corrective statements (CS).

METHODOLOGY
Participants
Four individuals participated in this study: A special needs middle school
alternative education teacher (T1) and her instructional assistant (IA1) in one
classroom setting (C1), and a special needs middle school teacher (T2), for children
with an educational classification of emotional disturbances, and his instructional
assistant (IA2) in the second setting (C2). Three participants were female, T2 was
male. All participants were between thirty and fifty years of age and live in Central
California. These individuals were included as they were confronted with frequent
challenging behaviors five days a week while working in the two settings. All
participants were given an information sheet and consent form (Appendix 1) to
complete prior to any data collection and a debrief information sheet (Appendix 2)
upon conclusion of this research.
Settings
Setting One
The first setting was a special education classroom, on an alternative education
campus, located in the Central Valley of California. The class consisted of one
teacher, one instructional assistant and 15 students aged between 11 and 16 years. All
the students were expelled from their general education settings and a small number
of students were on probation orders from the juvenile hall. No student data
were recorded for the purpose of this research. The classroom consisted of individual
11
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desks for each student, two group tables that seated six individuals and a desk each for
the teacher and instructional assistant. A school day was 3 hours and 20 minutes on
Mondays and 4 hours for Tuesday through Friday. A number of sessions were run
each day this research was conducted. It was aimed for three sessions to be run on a
Monday and six sessions on Tuesdays and Thursdays. Including baseline, there were
32 sessions in this setting.
Setting One
The second setting was a special day class for children with an educational
classification of emotional disturbances, on a comprehensive middle school campus,
located in the Central Valley of California. This class consisted of one teacher, two
instructional assistants, a counselor and 8 students aged between 11 and 14 years. No
student data were recorded for the purpose of this research. The classroom consisted
of individual desks for each student and two group desks towards the back of the
room that seated four individuals. A full school day was 6 hours long, 5 days a week.
Including baseline there were 31 sessions in this setting.
Sessions in both settings were conducted during whole class instruction when both
participants were within proximity to hear each other, not when one or the other or
both were out of the room or when they were working with fewer individuals at
separate group tables. If one of the participants left the room for less than five
minutes, during a data collection session, then that session was paused until the
participant returned. If they left the room for longer than five minutes, then data
collected for the first five minutes was counted and doubled to represent the 10
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minute session. This occurred in three sessions in C1 during baseline (sessions, 1, 4
and 6) and twice during intervention (sessions 10 and 17) and it did not occur in C2.
If a participant left the room for longer than 5 minutes within the first 5 minutes then
that session was discontinued and the data were discarded. This occurred in three
sessions in C2 during baseline and did not occur for any other sessions during this
study.
Apparatus
The apparatus for this investigation was a MotivAider (Behavior Dynamics,
2013); a vibratory tactile prompting device. This device was set to one minute
intervals and paired with the delivery of BSP. (For a picture of a MotivAider see
Appendix 3).
In order to pair the MotivAider’s prompt with BSP brief training was
conducted following a baseline phase. This training involved using discussion and
example sheets, which included examples and non-examples of BSP statements, to
portray a clear definition of a BSP statement (Appendix 4). The examples were
drawn from statements used in the two settings as noted by the researcher during
baseline. Pairing the prompt with delivering BSP was also practiced to help the
participants feel more comfortable with the MotivAider prompting their behavior.
The researcher set criteria for participants to deliver 3 original examples of
BSP statements during the discussion part of training. An additional 3 original
examples were required while wearing the MotivAider and receiving the prompt
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during role play. The role play involved one participant playing the role of
themselves and the other playing the role of a student.
Design
A single subject baseline-followed-by-alternating treatment design was used.
The alternating treatment design consisted of three conditions: A) No Prompt
condition (NP) when neither participant received the prompt; B) Tactile Prompt
condition (TP) when the participant themselves received the prompt, and C) Other
Prompted condition (OP), when a participant was not receiving the prompt
themselves, but the other participant in that setting was receiving the prompt.
Therefore, when one participant was in the TP condition the other participant in that
setting was in the OP condition. The schedule for arranging the presentation for these
conditions throughout the day, across different activities and different days was
predetermined prior to conducting the research, however due to logistics in the
classroom environments this could not always be followed. Baseline data was taken
before the independent variables of the training and the use of the MotivAider were
initiated. Baseline data were collected under the same conditions as the NP condition
where MotivAiders were not worn by either participant.
An event recording data collection system was used to record each instance of
BSP, nBSP and corrective statements (CS), (dependent variables) delivered by both
participants in each setting. The frequencies of the dependent variables were recorded
on a tally-mark data sheet (Appendix 5). The rates of each type of statement
delivered per minute were calculated, by dividing the frequency recorded during the
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10 minute session by 10 or the 5 minute sessions by 5. The total praise statement
(TPS) percentage of feedback was also calculated, as well as the percentage of TPSs
that were BSP.
A second observer also recorded data during 52.4% of sessions in order to
collect inter-observer agreement (IOA) data across the different conditions and
classrooms. IOA data was collected across both classrooms for 55% of all baseline
sessions and 51% of all intervention sessions. The IOA data for baseline and
intervention for each setting is displayed in Table 1. Overall IOA was 88% with a
range of 53-100% agreement.
Procedure
Data collection was conducted during whole class instructional time when
students were situated at their individual desks and the teacher and instructional
assistant were both in the room. During the 10 minute session the teacher and
instructional assistant performed their usual roles (walking around the room, giving
instruction or guidance to students when it was needed) and the researcher completed
the data sheet.
Baseline
Extended baseline data was taken for 12 sessions in C1 and 10 sessions in C2,
over 1-2 school days, before the intervention training was implemented and
alternative treatment conditions began. Baseline data was taken to establish naturally
occurring frequencies and rates of the teacher and instructional assistants’ feedback
statements to the students and what types of statements they used.
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Training
The training sessions followed baseline in each setting. During training
participants were given time to familiarize themselves with the MotivAider devices.
They were each given one of the devices and instructed to attach it to their clothes
where they felt it was comfortable. The researcher set the device to vibrate, at a fixed
time of one minute. The participants were also shown how to turn the device to ‘run’
mode and how to turn it off. This enabled them to work the device independently.
This training also entailed pairing the vibratory prompt with BSP. As part of
their employment training all participants had previously been trained in BSP,
however, the researcher briefly reviewed what was defined as BSP and provided them
with sheets outlining examples and non-examples of BSP statements. The researcher
then told the participants of the association between the MotivAider and BSP: that
upon receiving the vibratory prompt they were to deliver a BSP statement to a student
or a group of students. This pairing was practiced through role play during training
so that the participants felt comfortable with the prompt and praise association, and so
that the researcher knew the devices were working and could be detected by the
participants.
Alternating Treatments
There were three conditions conducted across different times of the day,
different subject areas and activities. The three conditions were No Prompt (NP),
Tactile Prompt (TP) and Other Prompted (OP), as stated above. When the teacher
was in the TP condition, the instructional assistant was in the OP condition and vice
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versa. Neither participant received the tactile prompt during the NP condition. The
total number of alternating treatment sessions were 20 in C1 and 21 in C2.
An important consideration for the settings investigated was that the
MotivAider prompt used needed to be minimally intrusive and disruptive to the
classroom environment. Both MotivAiders in each setting were set to one minute by
the researcher prior to the onset of the first session of each day and given to the
participants to attach to their clothing where they felt comfortable (both teachers
chose to put the device in their trouser pockets and both instructional assistants chose
to wear it on their waistband).
When a participant was in the TP condition the researcher instructed them to
set their MotivAider to ‘run’. The researcher observed them doing so and started
recording data 1 minute after this, for 10 minutes. Once the 10 minute session was
completed the researcher instructed the participant to switch their MotivAider to stop
running and observed them as they did so. Including baseline, data were collected for
a total of 32 sessions in C1 and 31 sessions in C2.

RESULTS
Most of the data collected in this study is summarized in Tables 1-12 situated
at the end of this paper, as well as, Figures 1-12 located throughout this section.
Below, the main findings are highlighted in detail.
The teacher in the first setting gave 11 Behavior Specific Praise (BSP)
statements during baseline and 99 during alternating treatments. The instructional
assistant in this setting gave 1 BSP during baseline and 34 during alternating
treatment. In the second setting the teacher gave 3 BSP during baseline and 88
following training and the instructional assistant gave 2 BSP during baseline and 99
during alternating treatment. The percentage of statements delivered during baseline
and intervention, that were praise statements and the percentage of these praise
statements that were BSP was calculated for each participant (Table 2 and 3). All
participants’ percentage of praise statements increased during intervention compared
to baseline. The range of the increases was 139%-240%. The percentage of these
praise statements being BSP also increased with a larger range, 141%-563%.
The percentage of sessions with at least one BSP statement, given per session,
increased for all participants, following baseline and brief training (Table 4). No BSP
statements were given during 80% of baseline sessions, whereas only 35% of sessions
following training consisted of no BSP statements being delivered. This
demonstrates an overall average increase of 45% in the amount of at least one BSP
statement being delivered per session, from baseline to treatment sessions across all
18
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participants. Revealing that this intervention was effective in increasing the
frequency of BSP statements delivered.
The average number of BSP statements per session increased for all
participants following intervention (see Table 5). The frequency of non-Behavior
Specific Praise (nBSP) statements also increased for three out of the four participants
with the exception being T1. However, T1 had the largest increase in Total Praise
Statements (TPS); from an average of 7.25 before intervention to 9.35 during
intervention. T1 was also the only participant who demonstrated a decrease in
Corrective Statements (CS). For all other participants, when an increase in TPS
occurred there was also an increase in CS. Therefore, these results do not support the
hypothesis that increasing the frequency of BSP and TPS statements will decrease the
frequency of CS, as was found by Allday, Hinkson-Lee, Hudson, Neilsen-Gatti and
Russell (2012). However, all participants were observed to deliver a greater ratio of
TPS than CS following intervention (Table 6); demonstrating that relative to
increases in CS, TPS increased at a higher rate.
The rate of BSP, nBSP and CSs per minute increased during intervention for
all participants except for T1’s nBSP and CS (Tables 7 and 8). As discussed above,
however, T1’s rate of TPS delivered per minute does increase from baseline. The
highest rate of BSP per minute was observed to be delivered by T1 during
intervention (0.485) and the lowest rate was delivered by IA1 during baseline; being
at 0.008 BSP statements per minute.
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The data in the tables, mentioned above, support the first hypothesis stated in
this paper; that there would be an increase in BSP following training and while the
participant received a tactile prompt. They do not however, suggest support for the
hypothesis that increasing the frequency of BSP would decreases the frequency of CS
delivered.
Figures 1-12 visually display the frequency of statements delivered by each
participant during baseline and alternating treatment sessions in the two settings.
These graphs are described below in relation to supporting or not supporting the
hypotheses investigated in this study; the increase of praise, BSP and nBSP,
following training and while receiving a tactile prompt (TP), the interaction, carryover effect of one staff member’s behavior on a second staff member and the decrease
in the frequency of CS delivered.
Frequency of Statements in C1
Behavior Specific Praise
Figures 1 and 2 clearly display that the frequency of BSP increased for both
participants during the TP conditions of the alternating treatment sessions compared
to the low levels at baseline. During the OP condition T1’s BSP frequency remained
at a low level whereas IA1’s frequency of delivering BSP increased to 44% of
alternating treatment sessions compared to 8% of baseline sessions. IA1’s BSP was
higher than baseline for all three conditions during intervention. Both participants
were observed to have an increase of BSP statements while receiving no prompts
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towards the end of the study. This may demonstrate there was some interaction effect
during these two sessions.
nonBehavior Specific Praise
Figures 3 and 4 displays that T1 had a sudden increase in the frequency of
nBSP, while in the TP condition, compared to baseline. A decreasing trend was then
displayed with frequency remaining at a medium level for the other TP sessions.
While IA1 was in the TP her level of nBSP did not change. IA1’s nBSP remained at
low levels while she is in the OP condition, with one anomaly in session 23. While
in the NP condition both participants nBSP remained at similar levels to baseline with
T1’s data displaying less variability at a slightly lower level. No interaction effect
was observed in their nBSP frequency.
Corrective Statements
As shown in Figures 5 and 6 T1’s frequency of CS decreased from baseline
while in the TP condition, however the trend began to increase towards the end of the
study. This increase was also demonstrated in IA1’s data pattern during these
sessions, while she was in the OP condition, which may indicate some interaction
effect of the frequency of CS delivered. Comparatively when IA1 was in the TP
condition her frequency of CS delivered, significantly increased. T1’s frequency of
CS, however, drops while in the OP condition. There was no distinctive change in
the data patterns from baseline for either participant while in the NP condition. The
interaction effect observed was that while the teacher was receiving the prompt the
instructional assistants CS increased in a similar data pattern but when the assistant
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was receiving the prompt the teachers CS decreased. Generally the frequency of CS
in this setting did not decrease following training and during intervention.
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Figure I displays the frequency of BSP delivered by T1 duringbaseline:md intervention sessions.
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Figure 3 displays the frequency of uBSP delivered byTI duringbaseline and intervention sessions.
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Figure 5 displays the frequency of CS delivered by T1 duringbaseline and intervention sessions.
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Figure 6 displays the frequency of CS delivered by lAI duringbaseline and intervention sessions.
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Frequency of Statements in C2
Behavior Specific Praise
Figures 7 and 8 display that while T2 and IA2 were in the TP condition their
frequency of BSP had an increasing trend at a significantly higher level than
compared to baseline. IA2, however, had a more stable trend and less variability than
that displayed in T2’s data. During the sessions when IA2 was in the OP condition
her frequency of BSP followed the same data pattern, trend and variability, of T2’s
but at a lower level, showing some interaction effect. However, while in the OP
condition T2’s data pattern does not change from baseline, which does not show an
interaction effect. While in the NP condition both participants displayed an increase
in the frequency of BSP delivered but their data patterns do not reveal any interaction
effect.
nonBehavior Specific Praise
Figures 9 and 10 display that T2’s frequency of nBSP had a significant
increase compared to his baseline levels, while receiving the TP. His frequency then
settled at a medium level with some variability for the other sessions in this condition.
IA2’s data pattern during the TP condition, also, indicates an increase in level
compared to baseline. There seems to be little change in the data patterns of both
participants in this setting while they are in the OP conditions, demonstrating no
interaction effect in their frequency of delivering nBSP. Both T2 and IA2’s data
display similar levels, variability and trends as were displayed during baseline, while
receiving NP.
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Corrective Statements
Figures 11 and 12 indicate that throughout the alternating treatment conditions
T2’s frequency of CSs remained at a similar but slightly increased level to that
demonstrated during baseline, whether he was in the TP, OP or NP condition. While
IA2 was in the TP condition her frequency of CS initially increased in level compared
to baseline data. After the second session in the TP condition, however, her trend
started to decrease. There was no significant change in IA2’s data pattern compared
to baseline while she was in the OP condition. IA2’s data increased in variability and
level during the NP condition sessions of the alternating treatment compared to
baseline. Generally, there was no interaction effect observed for the frequency of CS
delivered and the frequency of CS increased compared to baseline for both
participants in this setting.
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Activities
The educational activities that were conducted, during each session data was
collected, were analyzed, some observations are highlighted below.
For C1 there were 32 sessions in total; 18 of these sessions involved
interactive or semi-interactive activities (all or part of the session involved the teacher
presenting to the students and allowing students to respond), 6 involved independent
activities and 8 involved watching a video. Of the 32 sessions 5 involved a Daily
Oral Language (DOL) activity (correcting grammatical errors in a sentence on the
board), 18 of the sessions were science activities, 7 were mathematic activities and 2
sessions consisted of watching a non-academic (NA) video.
The activity that had the highest frequency of no praise statements given was
‘science video’ (Table 9). This activity was conducted for 18.7% of sessions, the
second highest percentage (Table 10). This was the activity for 25.9% of all sessions
where no praise statements were delivered during baseline and 40.7% for intervention
sessions. During intervention this was the only activity in which T1 gave no BSP.
When there was a ‘mathematic interactive’ activity there was at least one praise
statement given in each session, including baseline sessions. There was only one
session when no corrective statements were given, across both participants and all
sessions; this was during a NA video activity. At least one corrective statement was
recorded for all other sessions.
There were 31 sessions in C2; 19 of these involved independent activities, 9
involved interactive activities and 3 were semi-interactive activities. Out of these
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sessions 19 involved an English Language Arts (ELA) activity (involving children
sometimes discussing then looking up definitions of words in dictionaries), 7 were
during history activities, 5 during science and 1 was a combination of ELA and freetime (when students completed work they could chose to go on the computer or play
board games).
In C2 ‘ELA independent’ was the activity with the highest number of no
praise statements delivered by either participant during baseline and intervention
(Table 11). This activity, however, was also conducted for the highest percentage of
sessions (Table 12) with 45.2% so it may be expected to have the highest percentage
of no praise statements delivered. Although the most ‘sessions with no praise
statements’ were during this activity. The highest percentage of ‘sessions with no
corrective statements' were during these sessions also, generally, this activity yielded
the lowest level of responses from the staff in C2.

DISCUSSION
This study asked three questions; if using a tactile prompting device would
increase the frequency of Behavior Specific Praise (BSP); if increasing BSP would
decrease Corrective Statements (CS) and if one person in a setting praised more
would their coworker do the same when not directly prompted. Overall it was found
that the MotivAider prompt with training did increase the frequency of BSP and Total
Praise Statements (TPS)’s but that the overall frequencies of CS did not decrease.
This finding supports the research demonstrating the effectiveness of the MotivAider
device as a tactile prompt for delivering praise, and when accompanied by even brief
training, it can be used as a prompt for BSP. However, it was unclear whether or not
an increase in a person’s BSP, whilst wearing the device would increase a second
person’s BSP while they were present but not wearing the device. In general there
was no significant transfer of stimulus control, from the MotivAider device to the
presence of another person delivering high rates of BSP. A large amount of data was
collected during this investigation demonstrating practical implications even though
modelling tactile prompted praise did not work.
The rates of praise statements delivered by all participants were higher, even
at baseline, than the rates outlined by Brophy (1981) and Wheby, Symons and Shores
(1995) of 0.2 praise statements per hour. Also, only IA2 was observed to deliver
praise statements at a lower rate (0.098 per minute or 5.4 praise statements per hour)
see Table 6, than outlined by White (1975) of between 6 and 12 praise statements per
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hour. The standard for effective practice is to deliver 6 praise statements every 15
minutes (Myers, Simonsen, & Sugai, 2011), as described earlier. All the participants
in this study, but one, demonstrated a rate higher than this during intervention
sessions.
All of the TPS and BSP percentage increases were larger than the 5% outlined
by Anderson, Evertson and Brohpy (1979) and the size of the increase was larger than
the 50% Thompson and colleagues (2012) outlined to portray an effective
intervention. This study, however, is not without its limitation’s, some of which are
discussed below.
Limitations
Generally, T1 and IA1 emitted low levels of responding to student behavior,
when they sat behind their desks or when a video was played. In this setting a video
was the activity for a third of baseline sessions and approximately a third of
intervention sessions. This activity could have confounded results due to the lack of
opportunities for students to respond, that are expected from more interactive
activities. This lack of opportunity for student response could have limited the
amount of responses emitted by the teacher and instructional assistant in this setting.
This study was conducted, however, in real life settings of the classroom where not
all activities are constructed for high levels of staff-student interaction.
Another limitation observed in C1 was that IA1 withdrew from the TP
condition as she felt uncomfortable wearing the MotivAider device. The MotivAider
is an artificial prompting device and although discrete it still felt overly intrusive for
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this participant. IA1, however, did not wish to withdraw from the study entirely and
signed a new consent form (Appendix 1c) stating that her response data could be
recorded and reported but that she would not be required to participate in the TP
condition that involved her wearing the device.
Observation sessions being only 10 minutes, was perhaps another limitation to
the current study. Response to the prompt decreasing over an extended period of 20
minutes, as demonstrated by T1 during sessions 11 and 12 of the intervention
sessions, could portray that the shorter session lengths affected the results, causing
them to be greater than would be expected in longer sessions. Also, the shorter
sessions may not have accounted for such a diminishing effect of the prompt.
Approaching staff or attempting to attract their attention in order to instruct
them to turn the MotivAider on and off was, occasionally, disruptive to the flow of
the lesson in C1 and was also a characteristic of the experiment that limited how
many sessions could be conducted. Students in both classes were also intrigued by
the device and thought that it was an audio recording device. The researcher and staff
reassured the students that this was not the case and that the device was merely a
prompt for the staff similar to a pager. Although students were aware that the
classroom staff were assisting the researcher in a project, they did not know the
details. Although the MotivAider could be worn discretely so not to be visible to
those in the surroundings it may not be as discrete as some researchers (Flaute, et al.,
2005) have stated.
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It was also observed that when the students were working independently and
T2 was not wearing the device he sat at his desk but when he was wearing the
MotivAider he walked around the room engaging with students with high rates of
BSP. This may indicate that the researcher’s presence impacted the participant’s
behavior. Alternatively, it could demonstrate that the MotivAider was a highly
effective prompt for this teacher to engage with students in addition to increasing his
frequency of delivering BSP. This teacher said he found it difficult to emit BSP
while the children were involved in ‘free time’ activities. Even so, he gave BSP at
the rate of 1.2 per minute during this session.
Implications for Future Research
To prevent the presence of the researcher confounding participant behavior, future
research could be designed to include covert observations to measure, as Cavanaugh
(2013) suggested, the true impact of a natural implementer; the other staff member.
Another option could be to use a team of researchers to collect the data to prevent the
limitation of social contingencies surrounding one researcher or a supervisor.
However, in the present study the rates were not always high in the presence of the
researcher.
To overcome some of the other issues mentioned above in future research, all
sessions could be made longer as to decrease the occasions of disruption and to
investigate the extent of the diminishing responsiveness to the prompting device.
Also, a less invasive and artificial stimulus could be used to prompt classroom staff’s
BSP or students could be made aware of the details of the investigation. This,
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however, may pose a bigger confound than the students asking questions. The aim of
this investigation was to change classroom staff’s behavior not that of the students.
The ultimate goal of all research based in the education system is to have a
positive impact on student learning. However, as student data was not recorded in
this investigation the impact that the increased BSP, demonstrated by all participants,
had on the student’s behavior both socially and academically was not measured. The
field could benefit from future research extending the findings of the current study to
include how the changes in the staff behavior affect the behavior of their students. As
mentioned in the introduction to this paper there are vast amounts of research saying
that high rates of praise lead to more appropriate student behaviors.
The highest rates of staff responding in C1 were observed during interactive
tasks; tasks that involved the teacher presenting something on the board, asking
questions to the students with anticipation of a response or when students were
reading aloud from a textbook, with T1 positioned at the front of the room and IA1
circling the room, answering students individual questions. This type of activity
provided ample opportunities for staff-student interactions. During some of these
tasks IA1 was observed to deliver high rates of CS when T1 was interacting with the
students; giving instructions and asking questions, while IA1 spent her time ‘picking
up the slack’; attempting to redirect students on to the task. IA1’s resistance to giving
praise may be explained by claims of the counter-productivity of delivering praise
(Rismiller 2004). It could also be due to contingencies specific to this setting. Due to
the student population having already been expelled or on probation it may be viewed
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by the staff that the students need strict rules and punishment rather than
reinforcement. Future research may include staff questionnaires or interviews to
discover their reasons for their resistance to giving praise and to establish the
contingencies in place.
In C2 the lower rates of the staff’s responses were observed while the students
were engaged in independent tasks, for example, using the dictionary to look up and
write the definitions of words during ELA or completing packets. Half the sessions
in both baseline and intervention involved such tasks. So, similar to C1, the higher
levels of responding and rates of BSP were recorded during interactive activities. The
rates of responding also may have been low during such independent activities in C2
as it was observed that while the students worked, the staff members were distracted
from attending to the students by other tasks.
It could be suggested that the reason for this increase in praise, despite the
apparent lack of a significant interaction effect, was due to other social contingencies
in the educational environment as outlined previously in this paper. More general
positive social interaction between staff members and between staff and pupils, for
example, was observed.
A positive response to the intervention was observed in both settings but more
so in C2. There were some occurrences when T2 and IA2 would confer, aloud with
the students present, what a ‘great job’ the students were doing of ‘being quiet’,
‘staying on task’ or ‘completing their work’, for example. This demonstrated that
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there was some interaction effect; when one was receiving the tactile prompt both
participants were encouraged to increase their rates of BSP.
Some students demonstrated behaviors that could be interpreted as frustration
with staff members when they repeatedly praised them. This was most commonly
observed when there were only 2 or 3 students present during a session. Some
students were observed to ‘shh’ or ‘shoo’ staff. However, when staff members
praised other children in the classroom the same students were observed to ask ‘what
about me?’ demonstrating that they were seeking the praise and that this was
positively reinforcing to them. The increase in praise also resulted in positive social
interactions in that the students responded to BSP statement by saying ‘thank you’
and continuing with their work. A reason for the ‘shh’ or ‘shoo’ comments delivered
by the student could have been that the staff member’s statements were interfering
with their concentration. The most opportune time to deliver BSP without breaking
student concentration may be a future research topic and consideration for teacher
training.
This positive reaction to the intervention was also observed in the staff
members who commented that they were ‘having a good time’ and that it was a ‘fun
game to come up with BSP statements’. This study could be extended in future
research by withdrawing the tactile prompt and observing if the positive social
interactions, between staff and students and between staff members are part of the
contingencies for maintaining high levels of BSP and TPS. And if not future research
could investigate what other contingencies may contribute to the maintenance of
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praise statement increases, for example, reaching targets or seeing impact on their
students’ academic achievements.
Conclusion
This study extended previous research by including nBSP. It supports the
research findings for EBD populations and extended the research to include an
alternative education setting and population. Interventions such as the one used in
this study are important for this population to change the behavior and attitudes of
teachers and assistant staff in these settings. Those in alternative education, for
example, may not set high expectations for their students, viewing them as failures as
they have already failed to remain in general education. Staff behavior may then
reflect such views by not giving much regard to providing praise for student
achievement.
This study, also, supported the research demonstrating the effectiveness of
using tactile prompts to increase BSP. It is, however, only a preliminary investigation
into the interaction effect of how one staff member’s increased BSP in a classroom
can impact another staff member’s.
Using positive strategies can be more effective than strategies that are
punitive. In a proactive approach using preventative tactics, such as delivering
contingent BSP to promote appropriate behavior, the teacher becomes an active agent
of prevention. This was observed to occur in both settings in this study resulting in
increasingly positive classroom environments.
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It is important that investigations continue into how the natural contingencies
of staff members working together can be used in a proactive approach of promoting
and prompting increased rates of praise. Contingent teacher praise is a powerful tool,
which can be essential to increase appropriate classroom behavior and academic
success and diminish disruptive behavior and academic failure. It is particularly
important to increase BSP. As stated in the introduction to this paper, BSP is part of
effective classroom management, which is characteristic of positive programming for
settings such as those that have been investigated here.
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Table 1
C1 BL

C1 I

C2 BL

C2 I

Overall

Overall IOA
(%)

87

85

92

86

88

Range (%)

53-100

56-100

67-100

67-100

53-100

Table 1 displays IOA data for both classrooms across baseline and intervention.

Table 2
T1

BL
I
Difference

IA1

Total
Statements

TPS BSP % TPS

235

87

364

187

11

99

% BSP

Total
Statements

TPS

BSP

% TPS

% BSP

37

13

78

12

1

15

8

57

52

212

76

34

36

45

154%

400%

240%

563%

Table 2 displays the percentage of feedback that was TPSs and percentage of TPSs that were BSPs for C1
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Table 3
IA2

T2
Total
Statements

TPS

BSP

BL

39

21

3

I

201

%
TPS

%
BSP

Total
Statements

TPS

BSP

% TPS

% BSP

14

20

9

2

45

22

75

58

187

134

99

72

74

139%

141%

160%

336%

54

Difference

151

88

Table 3 displays the percentage of feedback that was TPSs and percentage of TPSs that were BSPs for C2.
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Table 4
Participant

Before Intervention

Following Training

Difference of

Direction of
change

T1

67%

20%

47%

Decrease

IA1

92%

50%

42%

Decrease

T2

80%

42%

Decrease

IA2

80%

33%

47%

Decrease

Total

79.75%

35.25%

44.5%

Decrease

38%

Table 4 displays the percentage of sessions with zero BSP statements at baseline and following intervention.

Table 5
Participant

T1

IA1

Type of
statement

Before
Intervention

Following
Training

Difference of

Direction
of change

BSP

0.917

4.85

3.933

Increase

nBSP

6.333

4.5

1.833

Decrease

TPS

7.25

9.35

5.766

Increase

CS

12.33

8.85

3.48

Decrease

BSP

0.083

1.617

Increase

nBSP

0.917

2.1

1.183

Increase

TPS

1

3.8

2.8

Increase

6.8

1.3

Increase

3.89

Increase

1.7

5.5
CS
T2

4.19

BSP

0.3

nBSP

1.8

3

1.2

Increase

TPS

2.1

7.19

5.09

Increase

2.381

0.581

Increase

4.514

Increase

1.8
CS
IA2

4.714

BSP

0.2

nBSP

0.7

1.667

0.967

Increase

TPS

0.9

6.381

5.481

Increase

2.524

1.424

Increase

1.1
CS

Table 5 displays the average number of statements per session during baseline and following intervention.

46

Table 6
Participant

Before Intervention

Following Training

Difference of

1:1.7

1:0.95 - (20:19)

961:580

IA1

1:5.5 – (2:11)

1:1.79 – (19:34)
(100:179)

28:13

T2

1:0.86 – (7:6) (50:43)

1:0.33 – (3:1)

(1:0.11)

IA2

1:1.22 – (50:61)

1:0.4 – (5:2)

(1:0.26)

T1

Table 6 displays the ratio of TPS to CS during baseline and following intervention
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Table 7
T1

IA1

BSP

nBSP

TPS

CS

BSP

nBSP

TPS

CS

BL

0.092

0.633

0.725

1.233

0.008

0.092

0.1

0.55

I

0.485

0.45

0.935

0.885

0.17

0.21

0.38

0.68

0.183

0.21

0.348

0.162

0.118

0.28

0.13

Difference 0.393
Direction

Increased Decreased Increased Decreased Increased Increased Increased Increased

Table 7 displays the rate of each type of statement per minute in C1.
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Table 8
T2

IA2

BSP

nBSP

TPS

CS

BSP

nBSP

TPS

CS

BL

0.03

0.18

0.21

0.18

0.02

0.07

0.098

0.11

I

0.418

0.3

0.718

0.472

0.167

0.638

0.253

Difference 0.388

0.12

0.508

0.058

0.452

0.097

0.548

0.142

Direction

Increased

Increased

Increased

Increased

Increased

Increased

Increased

Increased

0.238

Table 8 displays the rate of each type of statement per minute in C2.
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Table 9

T1

BSP

Activity

Amount of session

DOL Interactive

IA1

nBSP

CS

BSP

nBSP

CS

Totals for TPS

Totals for CS

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

5

1

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

1

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

NA Video

2

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

0

0

1

2

1

0

1

Math Independent

5

3

0

0

0

0

0

3

1

1

0

0

0

7

8

0

0

Math Interactive

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Science Semi-interactive

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

Science Video

6

2

3

1

2

0

0

2

3

2

3

0

0

7

11

0

0

Science Interactive

10

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

5

1

2

0

0

2

7

0

0

Science Independent

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

3

0

0

0

Total

32

8

3

1

2

0

0

11

10

7

5

0

1

27

Table 9 displays the frequency of no statements given for each activity for C1.
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1
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Table 10
Activity

% of
sessions

% of TPS
BL

% of TPS
I

% of CS
BL

% of CS
I

DOL Interactive

15.6

14.8

0

0

0

NA Video

6.2

7.4

3.7

0

100

Math Independent

15.6

25.9

29.6

0

0

Math Interactive

6.2

0

0

0

0

Science Semi-interactive

3.1

7.4

0

0

0

Science Video

18.7

25.9

40.7

0

0

Science Interactive

31.3

7.4

25.9

0

0

Science Independent

3.1

11.1

0

0

0

Table 10 displays the percentage of sessions each activity was conducted for, as well as, the percentage of total statements given in those activities for C1.
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Table 11

T2

IA2

BSP
nBSP

Activity

Amount of sessions

ELA Independent

CS

BSP

nBSP

CS

Totals for TPS

Totals for CS

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

BL

I

14

5

5

3

7

2

5

3

1

2

4

3

4

13

17

5

9

ELA Semi-interactive

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

ELA Interactive

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

1

0

1

0

3

0

1

History Independent

3

2

0

2

1

0

0

2

0

1

1

2

0

7

2

2

0

History Interactive

4

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

1

0

1

0

5

0

1

Science Independent

2

1

1

0

1

1

1

1

0

0

0

1

0

2

2

2

1

Science Interactive

3

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

2

1

2

1

0

2

4

1

1

ELA/Free time Semi-interactive

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

Total

31

8

8

5

9

3

7

8

8

5

9

7

6

26
Table 11 displays the frequency of no statements given for each activity for C2.

31

10

13
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Table 12
Activity

% of
sessions

% of TPS
BL

% of TPS
I

% of CS
BL

% of CS
I

ELA Independent

45.2

50

54.8

50

69.2

ELA Semi-interactive

6.5

7.7

0

0

0

ELA Interactive

6.5

0

9.7

0

7.7

History Independent

9.7

26.9

6.5

20

0

History Interactive

12.9

0

16.1

0

7.7

Science Independent

6.5

7.7

6.5

20

7.7

Science Interactive

9.7

7.7

12.9

10

7.7

ELA/Free time Semi-interactive

3.2

0

3.2

0

0

Table 12 displays the percentage of sessions each activity was conducted for, as well as, the percentage of total statements given in those activities for C2.
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APPENDIX A
CONSENT FORM – DISTRCT

1. This research study will examine the effect of using the MotivAider to prompt
behavior Specific Praise to be delivered by the staff, in the designated classrooms.
If you agree to this research being conducted in the designated district classrooms
the staff in these classrooms will be asked to wear the MotivAider on the days
that the research will be carried out. The time on the device will be set by the
researcher and the staff will be instructed to turn the device on and off as required.
2. You are free to discontinue your classroom’s participation at any time without
penalty
3. Possible benefits for participating in this research include increasing positive
interactions and environment in the classroom, as well as the staff experiencing
the usefulness of the MotivAider as a cueing devices.
4. You will be given additional information about the study after the classroom staff
participation is complete.
5. If you agree to participate in the study, the staff in the classrooms will each
receive the vibratory prompt for a maximum of 10 sessions over 2-3 weeks. Each
session is 10 minutes long with the staff member receiving one prompt per
minute.
6. All data from this study will be kept from inappropriate disclosure and will be
accessible only to the researchers and their faculty advisor.
7. 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 Center for Human Services at (209) 5261476 or jsmith@centerforhumanservices.org to make an appointment to discuss
your concerns
8. This research study is being conducted by Natalie Savage. Observations will also
be taken by a research assistant (INSERT NAME) and by the Behavior Analyst
already assigned to your class by the district. The faculty supervisor is Dr. Bill
Potter, Chair of the Department of Psychology and Child Development, California
State University, Stanislaus. If you have any questions or concerns about you
participation in this study you may contact the researcher via the information
here:
Natalie Savage: 209 648 9512, nsavage@csustan.edu
Bill Potter: 209 345 6111, wpotter@csustan.edu
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9. You may obtain information about the outcome of the study at the end of the
academic year by contacting Natalie Savage or Dr. Potter.
10. 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.
11. You will be provided with a blank, unsigned copy of this consent form at the
beginning of the study.
12. By signing below, you attest that you are 18 years old or older
13. By signing below, you are indicating that you have freely consented to participate
in this research study.
PARTICIPANT’S SIGNATURE:

DATE:
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APPENDIX B
CONSENT FORM – CLASSROOM STAFF
1. This research study will examine the effect of using the MotivAider to prompt
behavior Specific praise in the classroom. If you agree to participate you will be
asked to wear the MotivAider on the days the research will be carried out. The
time on the device will be set by the researcher and you will be asked when to
switch the device on and off.
2. You are free to discontinue your participation in the study at any time without
penalty.
3. Possible benefits for participating in this research include increasing positive
interactions and environment in you classroom, as well as experiencing the
usefulness of the MotivAider as a cueing devices.
4. You will be given additional information about the study after your participation
is complete.
5. If you agree to participate in the study, you will receive the vibratory prompt for
a maximum of 10 sessions over 2-3 weeks. Each session is 10 minutes long and
you will receive one prompt per minute
6. All data from this study will be kept from inappropriate disclosure and will be
accessible only to the researchers and their faculty advisor
7. 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 The Center for Human Services at (209)
526-1476 or jsmith@centerforhumanservices.org to make an appointment to
discuss your concerns.
8. This research study is being conducted by Natalie Savage. Observations will also
be taken by a research assistant (INSERT NAME) and by the Behavior Analyst
already assigned to your class by the district. The faculty supervisor is Dr. Bill
Potter, Chair of the Department of Psychology and Child Development, California
State University, Stanislaus. If you have any questions or concerns about you
participation in this study you may contact the researcher via the information
here:
Natalie Savage: 209 648 9512, nsavage@csustan.edu
Bill Potter: 209 345 6111, wpotter@csustan.edu
9. You may obtain information about the outcome of the study at the end of the
academic year by contacting Natalie Savage or Dr. Potter.
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10. 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.
11. You will be provided with a blank, unsigned copy of this consent form at the
beginning of the study.
12. By signing below, you attest that you are 18 years old or older
13. By signing below, you are indicating that you have freely consented to participate
in this research study.
PARTICIPANT’S SIGNATURE:

DATE:
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APPENDIX C
CONSENT FORM – CLASSROOM STAFF (EDITED)
1. This research study will examine the effect of using the MotivAider to prompt
behavior Specific praise in the classroom.
2. You are free to discontinue your participation in the study at any time without
penalty.
3. Possible benefits for participating in this research include; increasing positive
interactions and environment in your classroom, as well as experiencing the
usefulness of the MotivAider as a cueing devices.
4. You will be given additional information about the study after your participation
is complete.
5. If you agree to participate in the study, data will be collected on classroom
interactions
6. All data from this study will be kept from inappropriate disclosure and will be
accessible only to the researchers and their faculty advisor.
7. 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 you supervisor who will direct you to the
counseling service designated for the district. Or contact Stanislaus County
Behavioral Health 1-888-376-6246
8. This research study is being conducted by Natalie Savage, a Master’s candidate of
CSU Stanislaus. Observations may also be taken by a research assistant and by
the Behavior Analyst already assigned to your class by the district. The faculty
supervisor is Dr. Bill Potter, Chair of the Department of Psychology and Child
Development, California State University, Stanislaus. If you have any questions
or concerns about you participation in this study you may contact the researcher
via the information here:
Natalie Savage: 209 648 9512, nsavage@csustan.edu
Bill Potter: 209 667 3386, wpotter@csustan.edu
9. You may obtain information about the outcome of the study at the end of the
academic year by contacting Natalie Savage or Dr. Potter.
10. 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.
11. You will be provided with a blank, unsigned copy of this consent form at the
beginning of the study.
12. By signing below, you attest that you are 18 years old or older.
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13. By signing below, you are indicating that you have freely consented to participate
in this research study.
PARTICIPANT’S SIGNATURE:

_

DATE:
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APPENDIX D
DEBRIEF INFORMATION
Thank you for participating in this study! I was interested in understanding the
relationship of using the MotivAider to prompt as increase in Behavior Specific
Praise (BSP and if increasing BSP would decrease the amount of corrective
statements delivered. By BSP I mean praise a verbal response directed at the student
that specifies the behavior that they are being praised for. nBSP was also recorded in
order to see if total praise frequency increased. By nBSP I mean a verbal response
directed at the student that does not describe the behavior that they are being praise
for. By corrective statements I mean verbal responses directed at the student when
the student conducts in undesirable behavior. Prior research suggests that delivering
praise is part of an effective teaching strategy and that using praise is more effective
than using punishment or corrective statements. In addition, research suggests that
BSP is the most effective form of praise. Research has shown that the MotivAider is
an effective device to prompt praise giving. I expect to find similar results in this
study. In addition, I want to investigate whether there is a relationship between
prompting one staff member’s BSP and the frequency of the other staff member’s
BSP. It is predicted that the MotivAider will increase praise giving, in particular
BSP, that increasing praise will decrease the amount of corrective statements
delivered and that prompting one staff member’s BSP will have an impact on the
second staff member’s BSP. In other words by using a prompt to increase one staff
members BSP both staff member’s BSP will increase.
All 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. I am not interested in individual responses; rather, I will be totaling the
number of BSB, nBSP and corrective statements each session.
If you have any questions about the study or would like to learn about the results
of the study, you may contact me, Natalie Savage or my research supervisor Dr. Bill
Potter via the details below:
Natalie Savage: 209 648 9512, nsavage@csustan.edu
Bill Potter: 209 345 6111, wpotter@csustan.edu
If you have questions about your 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 Center for Human Services at (209) 526-1476 or
jsmith@centerforhumanservices.org to make an appointment to discuss your
concerns.
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APPENDIX E
MOTIVAIDER (BEHAVIORAL DYNAMICS 2010)
MotivAider (Behavioral Dynamics 2010)
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APPENDIX F INTERVENTION
INFORMATION SHEET
Behavior Specific Praise (BSP)
A BSP statement is a verbal response directed at a student or group of students that
specifies the behavior that they are being praised for.
A nBSP is a verbal response directed at the student or group of students that does not
describe the behavior they are being praised for.
Examples
Non-Examples
‘You are doing great at sitting quietly,
‘You did great/awesome’
guys’.
‘You guys did awesome today’
‘Thank you for remaining in your seat’
‘Nice job’
‘I like that you put your hand up to
‘Good job’
answer the question’
‘Okey’
‘Good job getting all your work done’
‘That answer was great’
‘You’re being very respectful, that’s
awesome’
Directions for using the MotivAider
1. The researcher will set the MotivAider prior to conducting the first session of
that day
2. Attach the MotivAider to you waistband using the gripping mechanism on the
back
3. When instructed by the researcher slide the button into ‘run’ mode
4. Upon receiving the vibratory prompt deliver a behavior specific praise
statement to a student or group of students.
5. When instructed slide the button to ‘set’ mode
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APPENDIX G
DATA COLLECTION SHEET (TEMPLATE)

