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The aim of this study was to evaluate the Class Pass Intervention (CPI) as a secondary intervention
for typically developing students with escape-motivated disruptive classroom behavior. The CPI
consists of providing students with passes that they can use to appropriately request a break from
an academic task to engage in a preferred activity for preset amount of time. In addition, students
are incentivized to not use the class passes by continuing to engage in the academic task and instead
exchanging them for a preferred item or activity. Using an experimental single-case withdrawal
design with replication through a concurrent multiple-baseline across-participants design, the CPI
was shown to reduce disruptive behavior and increase academic engagement in three students who
engaged in hypothesized escape-motivated behavior. Results also revealed that the effects of the
CPI were maintained at a two-week follow-up probe and consumers found it to be acceptable.
The limitations and implications of the findings for future research on effective classroom-based
interventions are discussed. C© 2013 Wiley Periodicals, Inc.

Disruptive classroom behaviors present major challenges to teachers (Bushaw & Lopez, 2010;
Langdon & Vesper, 2000; Rose & Gallup, 1999). Students who exhibit disruptive classroom behavior
not only miss out on valuable instructional time, but they interfere with their teachers’ instructional
delivery and their classmates’ ability to learn (Hinshaw, 1992; Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 2004).
Given the negative impact of disruptive classroom behaviors on the learning environment, there is a
high need for socially valid interventions that can effectively address students’ disruptive behaviors
(Gresham, 2004; Stage & Quiroz, 1997; Witt, Martens, & Elliott, 1984).

Researchers have successfully developed and evaluated secondary, tier 2 interventions to address
a variety of students’ behavior problems. For example, social skills training programs have been found
to be an effective intervention for students with acquisition deficits (Cook, Gresham, Kern, Barreras,
Thornton, & Crews, 2008); First Step to Success has been shown to be an effective secondary
intervention for students at risk for developing antisocial behavior patterns (Walker et al., 2009),
and mentor-based programs have been demonstrated to be effective for at-risk students who desire
attention from adults (Cheney et al., 2010). The efficacy of these interventions notwithstanding, no
single intervention is effective for all behavior problems (La Greca, Silverman, & Lochman, 2009).
As a result, it is important to continue to develop and evaluate interventions that target particular
types of behavior problems, such as disruptive classroom behavior (Gresham, 2004).
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There is longstanding research supporting the use of applied behavior analysis (ABA) as a
means of designing interventions to address challenging behavior (Alberto & Troutman, 2008).
From an ABA perspective, all operant behavior is maintained by consequences that follow the
behavior. In particular, the presence of disruptive classroom behavior can be explained by its
relationship with positive or negatively reinforcing consequences (Iwata, Dorsey, Slifer, Bauman, &
Richman, 1982; Skinner, 1953). Positively reinforced disruptive classroom behaviors are maintained
because they gain access to or come into contact with a desirable consequence, such as attention
from others or a tangible item or activity, which increases the future likelihood of the disruptive
behavior (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). Negatively reinforced disruptive classroom behaviors
are maintained because they allow the person to escape, avoid, or minimize contact with an unpleasant
stimulus, such as undesirable social attention, an unfavorable directive, or aversive academic tasks
(Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). Utilizing an ABA paradigm, researchers have devised methods
of uncovering whether particular disruptive classroom behaviors are maintained by positive and/or
negative reinforcement.

Functional behavior assessment (FBA) represents a set of ABA methods that are used to uncover
the relations between antecedents, behaviors, and consequences, with the purpose of developing a
hypothesis that describes the antecedent events that trigger the target behavior and consequences
that maintain it (Steege & Watson, 2009). Research has shown that FBA is an effective means of
understanding the function of a student’s problem behavior and designing behavioral interventions
that address it (Ingram, Lewis-Palmer, & Sugai, 2005; Kern, Delaney, Clarke, Dunlap, & Childs
2001; Newcomer & Lewis, 2004; Penno, Frank, & Wacker 2001). Using FBA methods, scholarly
work has demonstrated that the two most common reasons why students exhibit disruptive classroom
behaviors are to gain attention from others (i.e., positively reinforced attention-maintained disruptive
behavior) or escape/avoid aversive academic tasks (i.e., negatively reinforced escape-motivated
disruptive behavior) (Hawkins & Axelrod, 2008; McIntosh, Horner, Chard, Dickey, & Braun, 2009;
VanDerHeyden, Witt, & Gatti, 2001).

Students with escape-motivated disruptive classroom behaviors present unique challenges to
teachers. First, although extinction procedures have been shown to be effective at reducing escape-
motivated behavior (DeLeon, Neidert, Anders, & Rodriguez-Catter, 2001), teachers may find it
difficult to prevent the student from escaping or avoiding academic tasks. For example, although
function-based extinction procedures for dealing with attention-maintained disruptive behavior en-
tails the teacher or classmates ignoring the student after the occurrence of the problem behavior,
escape-extinction procedures require that the teacher actively keeps the target student engaged in the
aversive task after the disruptive behavior occurs (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). As one might
imagine, teachers may find it challenging to prevent students from escaping or avoiding an academic
task, given difficulties with maintaining proximity to the student and potential escalated behavior
on the part of the student. Second, a number of side effects related to escape extinction have been
noted, such as an inadvertent increase in target behavior, aggressive behaviors, emotional responses,
and novel problem behaviors that did not occur prior to the extinction procedure (Lerman & Iwata,
1996; Lerman, Iwata, & Wallace, 1999). Third, escape-motivated behaviors also present a challenge
to teachers because the use of common punitive procedures, such as time out, referral to the office,
or suspension, will only strengthen these behaviors, because they allow the student to escape from or
avoid the academic task at hand (O’Neill et al., 1997). Given the challenges associated with treating
escape-motivated disruptive classroom behaviors, there is a need for behavioral interventions that
teachers can use to address students who exhibit disruptive classroom behaviors to escape, avoid, or
minimize contact with academic tasks.

Recent research has shed light on effective and ineffective interventions for students with
escape-motivated behavior. Interventions that focus on building positive interactions with adults and
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generic reinforcement for appropriate behavior have been shown to improve behavior for students
with attention-motivated behavior but have little effects for students with escape-motivated behavior
(March & Horner, 2002; McIntosh, Campbell, Carter, & Dickey, 2009). Also, given the documented
relation between academic skills and problem behavior for students with escape-motivated behavior,
there have been strong effects for academic intervention on escape-motivated problem behavior
(Filter & Horner, 2009; Lee, Sugai, & Horner, 1999; McIntosh, Horner et al. 2008; Preciado, Horner,
& Baker, 2009). Enhancing students’ academic skills can make academic tasks less aversive and
problem behavior less likely. However, these studies focused on providing individualized instruction
outside of the general education classroom setting. Although individualized instruction is important
to increase students’ academic skills, there remains a need for efficient and acceptable interventions
for students with escape-motivated disruptive classroom behavior who either continue to engage in
these behaviors while receiving individualized instruction or who perform well academically but
exhibit them anyway.

There are also a number of other effective intervention strategies that have been investigated
to address escape-motivated behavior, including differential reinforcement of alternative behavior
(e.g., Durand & Carr, 1991; Hagopian, Contrucci Kuhn, Long, & Rush, 2005), noncontingent rein-
forcement (e.g., Doughty & Anderson, 2006), and provision of choices (e.g., Harding, Wacker, Berg,
Winborn-Kemmerer, & Lee, 2009; Vaughn & Horner, 1997). One of the main limitations of this
research is that the vast majority of it has focused on children with developmental disabilities—not
typically developing students. Thus, there is limited understanding of the efficacy of these interven-
tions for typically developing students, particularly those with escape-motivated disruptive classroom
behavior. Moreover, there is also a dearth of research on the social validity of interventions that are
designed for typically developing students with escape-motivated disruptive behaviors, which is vi-
tal to understanding whether interventions will likely be used under natural educational conditions.
Notwithstanding these limitations, the current research base helped inform the development of an
applied behavior analytic intervention that targets students with disruptive classroom behavior and
is socially valid according to both teachers and students.

THE PURPOSE OF THE CURRENT STUDY

The purpose of the current study was to develop and evaluate the impact of the Class Pass
Intervention (CPI) for typically developing students with hypothesized escape-motivated disrup-
tive classroom behavior. This intervention was based on the work by Friman et al. (1999), who
developed the Bedtime Pass Program (BPP). The BPP was designed to treat children’s bedtime
problems, consisting of making complaints, leaving the room at night, and sleeping with parents.
The intervention involves providing the child with passes that he can give his parents to escape or
leave the bedroom for a prespecified amount of time after bedtime has started. In this example the
child is gaining access to a potential functional reinforcer (escape from the bedroom) contingent
upon an appropriate alternative behavior (giving the parent a bedtime pass). Once the child uses all
the bedtime passes, he or she is no longer permitted to leave the room (extinction). In addition to the
bedtime pass, a positive reinforcement contingency is implemented to encourage the child to hold
on to the passes and exchange them for a highly preferred item or activity the next day (a powerful
nonfunctional reinforcer). Research has shown that children are likely to use the bedtime passes
when the intervention is first implemented, but soon choose to hold on to the passes to exchange
for a preferred item or activity. The BPP has been shown to be an effective intervention to improve
children’s bedtime behavior while it is being implemented, and has demonstrated sustainable effects
that continue to last once the intervention has been discontinued (Freeman, 2006; Moore et al. 2007).

Based on the success of the BPP, our hypothesis was that a similar approach would be effective
for use by teachers to address students with disruptive classroom behavior. Although the specific
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purpose of this study was to evaluate the CPI’s effectiveness for students with hypothesized escape-
motivated disruptive classroom behavior, the CPI was originally designed to include both positive
and negative reinforcement components for use with students with either negatively or positively
reinforced problem behavior (Cook, 2008). The original purpose of the CPI was to serve as a
secondary intervention that cuts across different behavioral functions so it requires limited assessment
data to inform its implementation and can be used for a variety of students with disruptive classroom
behavior. Although the CPI was originally developed for students with positively or negatively
reinforced disruptive behavior, or a combination of the two, the specific purpose of this study was
to evaluate its efficacy for students with hypothesized escape-motivated behavior.

One of the main features of the CPI is a bedtime passlike card that serves as a replacement
behavior that it provides students with a means of appropriately requesting a break or escape from
the academic task rather than exhibiting disruptive behavior. However, simply allowing the student
to escape in a more socially acceptable way by using a class pass is unlikely to be acceptable
to teachers and parents, as it encourages time away from learning (Elliott, 1988). Like the BPP,
this concern can be addressed by including a positive reinforcement component that encourages
continued academic engagement. A positive reinforcement component was incorporated into the
CPI by creating a contingency in which the student could exchange class passes for a preferred item
or activity. The rationale for this intervention component was to encourage the student to continue
to participate in the academic task by holding on to the class passes and exchanging them for a
preferred item or activity. Given that the focus of this study was on students with hypothesized
escape-motivated disruptive behavior, the appropriate issuance of the class pass was considered
a functionally equivalent replacement behavior that would allow students to experience the same
outcome as the disruptive behavior, but in a more socially acceptable manner.

Four primary research questions guided the design and evaluation of this study:

1. Is there a functional relation between implementation of the CPI and reductions in disruptive
behavior and improvements in academic engagement?

2. To what extent were the effects of the CPI replicated across participants?
3. To what extent did the effects of the CPI maintain when it was systematically withdrawn?
4. To what extent did the teachers and students find the CPI to be acceptable?

METHOD

Participants and Setting

Three students (Jake, Curtis, and Drew) from three separate classrooms in an urban elementary
school in Southern California participated in this study. The elementary school had a diverse student
body (45% Caucasian, 35% Asian, 14% African American, 5% Latino, and 1% Other) and was
moderately sized (n = 456) compared to other elementary schools in the area. With regard to
socioeconomics, the school had 65% of its students on free and reduced lunch.

Multiple Gating Procedure. The three participating students were selected for participation
using a modified multiple gating procedure designed after the Systematic Screening for Behavior
Disorders (Walker & Severson, 1992). The first gate consisted of teacher nominations of the top
three students in their class who met the behavioral definition of disruptive classroom behavior
(see below for precise definition). A total of 48 students were passed on to the next gate. Next,
teachers completed ratings on four items from a researcher-developed tool that specifically assessed
aspects of disruptive classroom behavior. The items were on a 4-point Likert scaling format (Never,
Sometimes, Often, Very Often), and students who obtained scores of 10 or higher were passed on
the final gate in the selection process. This step resulted in the identification of 10 students for

Psychology in the Schools DOI: 10.1002/pits



Evaluation of Class Pass Intervention 111

consideration in the last gate. The last gate consisted of performing an FBA to identify a final pool
of students who engaged in hypothesized escape-motivated disruptive classroom behavior. The FBA
methods used to identify behavior function are discussed below and the resulting FBA data are
presented in the Results section.

Jake. Jake was a fifth grade Caucasian male student. His disruptive classroom behaviors
consisted of calling other students names, throwing objects, getting out of his seat, rummaging
in his backpack, and humming noises. Jake participated in a general education classroom 100%
of the time. He performed below the 10th percentile in both reading and mathematics on the
previous year’s statewide academic assessment. Records indicated that school staff implemented
prior behavioral interventions (e.g., behavior card, school-home note), but without success. During
the baseline phase of this study, the teacher was implementing a behavior card intervention, which
consisted of the teacher putting checks next to his name on a card. If he received fewer than
three checks, he could go to recess, while three or more checks indicated that he could not go to
recess.

Curtis. Curtis was a fourth grade Hispanic male student. His disruptive behaviors consisted
of asking questions about academically unrelated content, talking to peers, drawing, and singing out
loud. Curtis was placed in a general education classroom for 100% of the school day. Academically,
he performed at the 36th percentile in reading and the 16th percentile in mathematics as measured by
the previous year’s statewide academic assessment. At the time of this study, Curtis was referred to
the school’s student study team for behavioral supports. No prior behavioral interventions had been
implemented for Curtis. During the baseline phase of this study, the only behavior supports Curtis
was receiving at the time of the study were the basic classroom management strategies implemented
by the teacher.

Drew. Drew was a fifth grade African American male student. His disruptive behaviors con-
sisted of talking to peers about non-academic content, getting out of his seat, and making audible
noises with objects. Drew was receiving special education services under the category of specific
learning disability. He spent 25% of his day in a resource room, receiving specialized instruction in
reading. Results from the previous year’s statewide academic assessment indicated that he performed
at the 2nd percentile in reading and the 24th percentile in mathematics. Records indicated that the
primary disciplinary strategy used with Drew was sending him to the office and behavior specific
praise.

Measures

Functional Behavior Assessment. Two advanced graduate students, one with Board Certified
Behavior Analyst (BCBA) certification and the other working towards BCBA certification, with more
than four years each of experience as behavior consultants performed the FBAs. A combination of
indirect and direct descriptive procedures was used to conduct the FBAs. Research has shown that
descriptive, multimethod approaches to FBA can be reliable, valid, and lead to the design of effective
interventions (Dufrene, Doggett, Henington, & Watson, 2007; Kern, Starosta, Cook, Bambara, &
Gresham, 2007; McIntosh, et al., 2009; Newcomer, & Lewis, 2004; Stage et al., 2006). The indirect
measures included teacher and student interviews derived from O’Neill et al. (1997) and the Problem
Behavior Questionnaire (PBQ; Lewis, Scott, & Sugai, 1994). The FBA interviews were used to glean
information about the relationships between antecedents, behaviors, and consequences. Based on
the interviews, an initial hypothesis regarding the function of each of the ten students’ disruptive
behavior was devised. The PBQ was then administered to the teachers and scored to cross-compare
with the initial hypotheses of behavior function. Those students whose disruptive behavior was
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clearly maintained by positive reinforcement (attention or access to preferred item or activity) were
excluded from the next step in the FBA. The remaining students were included in the next step of
the FBA, which consisted of direct observation.

The direct observations were conducted using the Functional Assessment Observation Form,
which collects A-B-C information and was used to confirm or disconfirm the initial hypotheses
(O’Neill, Horner, Albin, Sprague, Storey, & Newton, 1997). Direct observations were performed
during the time and place in which the teacher reported that the disruptive behavior was most
likely to occur, as well as during unstructured, nonacademic task times (e.g., free time). Two 30-
minute observations were performed on each student. Observers recorded the presence and absence
of disruptive behaviors. The class of disruptive behaviors was defined as behaviors that were not
related to the academic task at hand and were interfering with teacher-led instruction or the learning
of others, such as blurting out, talking to peers about nonacademic topics, getting out of seat,
making noises with objects (e.g., tapping pencil), calling other students names, throwing objects,
and making odd noises. Conditional probabilities were calculated to examine the relations between
the different antecedent conditions (academic task vs. free time/transition) and the target disruptive
behaviors, as well as the relations between the presence and absence of the target disruptive behavior
and consequences (attention and escape/avoid). The data were recorded using a combination of
momentary-time sampling and partial-interval recording. For the antecedent-behavior relations,
observers recorded the antecedent condition on a momentary-time sampling basis, and recorded
the behavior as being contiguous to the antecedent event if it occurred at any point during the 10-
second interval. For the behavior-consequence relations, all data were recorded using partial-interval
recording. If the target behavior occurred at any point during the interval, then observers recorded its
presence and then observed for the reminder of the interval to record the contiguous consequence.
The results of the FBA are presented in the results section.

Dependent Variables. The PDA version of the Behavioral Observation of Students in School
(BOSS; Shapiro, 2004) was used as the direct observation coding system. The primary dependent
variables in this study were disruptive behavior (DB) and academic engaged time (AET), as defined
and recorded in the BOSS manual. Disruptive behaviors were recorded on a 15-second partial-
interval basis and occurrences were defined as behaviors that are distractive to others or interfere
with ongoing activities in the classroom (e.g., call outs without raising hand, talking to peer when
not permitted, out of seat, making inappropriate noises that draw other peers off-task, playing
with object, throwing object, etc.). AET was recorded on a momentary-time sampling basis and
occurrences were defined as the student paying attention to the lecture at hand by directing eyes
to the teacher, raising hand to ask a questions, actively writing, reading, participating with others
on an academic task, or working individually on an academic task (e.g., writing, reading aloud,
raising a hand and waiting patiently, talking to the teacher or other student about assigned material,
and looking things up that are relevant to the assignment). Each observation was performed for 40
minutes during the academic time in which the participants were most likely to exhibit disruptive
behavior. These were also times when the CPI was being implemented. Interobserver agreement
(IOA) was collected on 20% of the sessions across participants and phases. The average IOA was
estimated by calculating Cohen’s Kappa. The average Kappa for AET and DB was .71 (Jake = .74;
Curtis = .69; Drew = .70) and .74 (Jake = .77; Curtis = .71; Drew = .74), respectively, indicating
acceptable agreement between observers (Viera & Garrett, 2005).

Treatment Acceptability. Treatment acceptability was measured with the Intervention Rating
Profile (IRP-15) and Children’s Intervention Rating Profile (CIRP). The IRP-15 was selected be-
cause it is widely used to assess teachers’ perceived acceptability of interventions (Martens, Witt,
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Elliott, & Darveaux, 1985). The CIRP includes seven items that assess students’ acceptability of an
intervention (Witt & Elliott, 1985). Both of these measures include items that are on a 6-point Likert
format that ranges from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” These measures were administered
following the last CPI implementation phase. Both the IRP-15 and CIRP have demonstrated evidence
supporting their reliability and validity (Lane et al., 2009). Specifically, the IRP-15 has demonstrated
internal consistency reliability estimates that exceed .95 (Witt & Martens, 1983), while the CIRP
has demonstrated internal consistency estimates that exceed .85 (Elliot, 1986).

DESIGN

The single-case experimental design used in this study was an ABAB withdrawal design (i.e.,
baseline-intervention-return to baseline-intervention) with replication through a concurrent multiple
baseline across two additional participants design. The follow-up probe was obtained two weeks
after the CPI was withdrawn. It is important to note that it was not an authentic follow-up probe,
because teachers maintained a positive reinforcement contingency in place to reward participants
for meeting daily goals. To demonstrate a functional relation between the CPI and the dependent
variables, an ABAB withdrawal design was employed for Jake and embedded within a multiple
baseline design framework. The ABAB design for Jake allowed for prediction, affirmation of the
consequent, verification, and replication by affirmation of the consequent (see Riley-Tillman &
Burns, 2009). Jake received the full version of the CPI (i.e., three class passes) during both phases
in which it was implemented. For Curtis and Drew, an AB design with a gradual fading procedure
was embedded within the multiple baseline design. This design was used to replicate the findings
found for Jake, as well as to examine changes in behavior as a function of gradually fading out the
class passes and keeping only a positive reinforcement contingency in place. Therefore, Curtis and
Drew started the CPI with three class passes and were systematically reduced by one pass each week
thereafter.

INTERVENTION

The CPI was designed as a secondary intervention for students with disruptive classroom
behavior. As stated above, the CPI was developed in the spirit of the BPP (Friman, Hoff, Schnoes,
Freeman, Woods, & Blum, 1999). Like its predecessor, the CPI was designed purposefully to include
both negative and positive reinforcement components in order to be useful as a secondary intervention
for students with either attention-maintained or escape/avoid-motivated disruptive behavior. The
negative reinforcement component involved providing each student with three class passes or cards
they could use to appropriately request a break (i.e., raise hand and wait patiently to give the teacher
the class pass) to escape from a nonpreferred academic activity to engage in a preferred activity for
10 minutes. In this way, the issuance of a class pass served as a functionally equivalent replacement
behavior that allowed the participants to escape an aversive academic instruction and/or task in a
socially acceptable manner. Besides teaching students a socially acceptable replacement behavior
to escape/avoid academic tasks, the use of class passes incorporates choice making into the CPI by
allowing participants the ability to choose when they want to issue a class pass (see Kern et al.,
1998).

Each student was explicitly trained on how to use the class passes (e.g., raise hand and wait
patiently until you can give it to your teacher) and the conditions under which the passes should be
used (e.g., feeling frustrated with the work, bored, tired, disinterested) using a tell (coaching)-show
(modeling)-do (practice) approach. The participants were instructed that they could use the class
passes anytime they wanted except (a) during an exam and (b) immediately after using a class pass
(wait at least 15 minutes before issuing another pass). During the training, a preference assessment
was also conducted to determine the location (e.g., desk, table in the room, library, front office,
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adjacent classroom, etc.) and the preferred activities the students would engage in when they issued
a class pass (e.g., read a book, visit to the front office, help the librarian, play on the computer, art,
etc.). The teachers were also trained on how to use particular prompting procedures to initiate the
participants to use a class pass (e.g., “now would be a good time for you to use a class pass”) when
they started to engage in disruptive behaviors.

The positive reinforcement component was included to provide students with an incentive to
continue to work and behave appropriately in the face of the difficult or aversive academic task;
that is, to not escape by maintaining academic engagement. Participants were instructed that they
could hold on to and exchange the class passes for a preferred item or activity from their reward
menu (see below for discussion of reward menu). The more class passes the participants held
onto, the better the item or activity they could purchase from their reward menu. The positive
reinforcement component was included for three reasons. First, it was included to increase teachers’
acceptability of the intervention, since they may be reluctant to just allow the child to escape
instructional and task demands whenever the student desires. Second, it was included to minimize
the amount of instruction the participants missed, which is particularly important considering that
most children with a behavior problem also struggle academically (Lane, Wehby, Menzies, Gregg,
Doukas, & Munton, 2002). Last, the positive reinforcement contingency allows for a gradual fading
procedure to be administered, so the class passes can be systematically faded out and the positive
reinforcement contingency is able to sustain reductions in disruptive behavior and improvements in
academic engagement.

As part of the positive reinforcement component, the CPI also entailed conducting a preference
assessment to identify items and activities to include in the participants’ reward menus. Research
has shown that the results of preference assessments are likely to lead to the identification of
actual reinforcers (DeLeon & Iwata, 1996; Hagopian, Long, & Rush, 2004). A survey was used
as the preference assessment measure because it can include a multitude of stimuli and has been
successfully devised to identify preferred items for adolescents and children (e.g., Cautela & Lynch,
1983; Jones, Mandler-Provin, Latkowski, & McMahon, 1988; Resetar-Volz & Cook, 2009). The
preferred items and activities identified via the preference assessments were included in each of the
participants’ reward menus. Each teacher met with their respective student to negotiate the number
of class passes that were needed to exchange for each item and activity included in the reward menu.
More desirable items and activities were assigned higher values.

The last step prior to implementing the CPI required that staff identify a supervised location
where the student could go during his requested break to engage in a preferred activity. A list of
potential places and activities was created to facilitate collaboration between the teacher and each
participant to identify the place (e.g., computer station, library, another class, administrative office,
playground, etc.) and preferred activities (e.g., computer game, help office staff with duties, play
basketball, read preferred material, draw, pictures for school paper, etc.) to occupy the participants’
time during the requested breaks. The supervising staff person was given a timer to notify the student
when the 10 minutes elapsed.

TREATMENT INTEGRITY

Treatment integrity data were collected via an observer completed checklist of intervention
components. The checklist included the following intervention components: (a) if the student was
given daily class passes; (b) if the student exhibited disruptive behavior, the teacher prompted the
student to use a class pass for a break; (c) if the student used a class pass, he went to the predetermined
place and engaged in a preferred activity; (d) if the student returned to academic activity after
specified amount of break time elapsed; (e) teacher tallied up the number of class passes retained
by the student at the end of the day; and (f) teacher allowed the student to exchange class passes for
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preferred item or activity from reward menu. Given that this study represents an initial evaluation of
the efficacy of the CPI, an intervention script was provided, and performance-based feedback was
employed to ensure high levels of treatment integrity. Treatment integrity data were represented as
the percent of components implemented across implementation occasions. Treatment integrity data
were collected on 20% of the implementation occasions across participants and phases. The average
treatment integrity for Jake, Curtis, and Drew were 95% (minimum 85%; maximum 100%), 98%
(minimum 85%; maximum 100%), and 93% (minimum 67%; maximum 100%), respectively.

PROCEDURE

Informed consent was obtained from all teachers and the parents of the students who partici-
pated in this study. Prior to implementing the intervention, teachers received a 30-minute training
session by one of the authors of this paper. The training session involved describing the inter-
vention (tell), modeling (show), and guided practice with performance feedback (do). During the
intervention implementation phases, teachers were provided with performance feedback to ensure
that intervention was implemented with integrity. The students also received training during one
30-minute session on how to use the class passes and exchange them for items or activities identified
from their preference assessment. Role-play activities were used until the students demonstrated
that they understood how and when to use the class passes and that the passes could be held onto
and exchanged for a preferred item or activity from their reinforcer menu. After both the teachers
and students were trained, the CPI implementation process commenced. The CPI was implemented
over the course of six to eight weeks depending on the participant (Jake: eight weeks; Curtis/Drew:
six weeks). Direct observations were performed two to three times per week during each phase of
the intervention. The CPI was implemented in a staggered fashion to be consistent with extended
baseline logic and experimental control of a multiple baseline design across participants design. The
order in which the participants received the CPI was determined by random assignment. Jake was
randomly assigned to receive the CPI first followed by Curtis and then Drew. A follow-up probe was
administered two weeks after the class passes from the CPI were removed to assess maintenance
effects.

RESULTS

Functional Behavior Assessment

The results of the indirect FBA methods (FBA interviews and PBQ) indicated that four of the ten
students’ disruptive classroom behavior was more likely to be maintained by positive reinforcement,
particularly attention from others, than negative reinforcement. Given that the data indicated that
these four students’ disruptive classroom behavior was likely maintained by attention, they were
excluded from the next step in the FBA. Direct observations, therefore, were conducted on the
remaining six students.

During this part of the FBA, one of the students moved to another school within the district. As
a result, only the data for the remaining five students are presented. First the results of conditional
probability analysis are discussed. As one can see in Figure 1, the conditional probabilities for
the antecedent-behavior relations indicated that students 1 (.13) and 2 (.08) were more likely to
engage in disruptive behavior during unstructured times (.35 and .28, respectively), than they were
during academic tasks (.13 and .08, respectively), which was counter to the hypothesis that their
disruptive behavior was maintained by escape or avoidance of academic tasks. On the other hand,
Jake, Curtis, and Drew’s antecedent-behavior conditional probability analyses indicated that there
was a stronger contiguous relation between academic tasks and problem behavior (.32, .24, and
.28, respectively) than between unstructured, nonacademic activities and problem behavior (.05,
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FIGURE 1. Conditional probabilities for antecedent-behavior relations.

FIGURE 2. Conditional probabilities for behavior-consequent relations.

.00, and .08, respectively), supporting the hypothesis that their behavior was functionally related
to the presence of academic tasks. When considering the results of the behavior-consequence
conditional probability analyses (see Figure 2), it was clear that two of the students (students 1 and
2) were engaging in disruptive behavior during academic tasks in order to gain access to positive
reinforcement, as the majority of instances of problem behavior were followed by access to attention
from peers or the teacher (.78 and .55, respectively). On the other hand, instances of Jake, Curtis,
and Drew’s disruptive behavior were more likely to be followed by escape or avoidance of the
academic task at hand (.82, .74, and .88, respectively) and not attention from others (.18, .26, and
.12, respectively). Collectively, the conditional probability analyses regarding the relations between
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FIGURE 3. Disruptive behavior: multiple baseline design across participants graph with an embedded ABAB withdrawal
design.

antecedent-behavior and behavior-consequence provided support for the hypothesis that Jake, Curtis,
and Drew’s disruptive behavior was maintained by escape or avoidance of academic tasks.

CLASS PASS INTERVENTION

To evaluate the impact of the CPI intervention and answer the foregoing research questions,
visual analysis of phase means, levels, and trends was used (Kennedy, 2005). Figures 3 and 4 depict
the data for disruptive behavior and AET, respectively.
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FIGURE 4. Academic engaged time: Multiple baseline design across participants graph with an embedded ABAB withdrawal
design.

Research Question 1: To What Extent Was There a Functional Relation Between the
Implementation of the CPI and Dependent Variables?

The first research question we attempted to answer was whether the CPI demonstrated a
functional relation with reductions in disruptive behavior (DB) and gains in academic engaged time
(AET). A functional relation is demonstrated when the systematic presentation and withdrawal of the
intervention corresponds to changes in the dependent variables (Horner, Carr, Halle, McGee, Odom,
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& Wolery, 2005). To answer this research question, Jake’s data from the ABAB withdrawal design
were evaluated and interpreted. Beginning first with disruptive behavior, as one can see from Figure 1,
significant reductions in the mean and level of Jake’s disruptive behavior were observed between the
baseline and first CPI phase. Whereas the average of Jake’s baseline disruptive behavior was 24%
during the first CPI implementation phase, it reduced to an average of 5%. This represented a 19%
reduction in disruptive behaviors. Upon withdrawal of the CPI, there was an observable increase in
Jake’s disruptive behavior, as it increased to an average of 16% during the second baseline phase.
When the CPI was re-introduced, the results were replicated results were found, as Jake’s disruptive
behavior reduced to an average of 3% of the intervals, which resulted in a 13% decrease from the
second baseline phase. Collectively, these results demonstrated experimental control and provided
support for the functional relation between the presence and absence of the CPI and changes in
Jake’s disruptive behavior.

Similar results were found for Jake’s AET. Visual inspection revealed that there was an increase
in the level of Jake’s AET from the baseline phase to the first CPI phase. This increase was followed
by a near return to baseline when the CPI was removed. Again, when the CPI was implemented
there was a clear increase in Jake’s AET. Statistically speaking, while Jake’s average AET was 52%
during baseline, it increased to an average of 83% when the CPI was implemented, for an increase
of 31 in AET relative to baseline. While the removal of the CPI resulted in a predictable decrease in
Jake’s AET to an average of 68%, the systematic re-introduction of the CPI replicated the results of
the initial implementation phase by increasing Jake’s AET to an average of 85%. This increase was
equal to 20 minutes of extra academic engagement per instructional hour or 2 hours of academic
engagement for a 6-hour instructional day. Together, visual inspection and interpretation of the phase
means provided support for the functional relation between the CPI and Jake’s AET.

Research Question 2: To What Extent Were the Effects of the CPI Replicated Across
Participants?

Visual inspection of the multiple-baseline across participants graph indicated that the CPI
produced replicated effects across the participants with regard to both disruptive behavior and
AET. Visual inspection of the data from Figure 3 revealed that consistent reductions in each of
the participants’ disruptive behavior were not observed until the CPI was introduced. For Curtis,
the extended baseline data collection demonstrated experimental control as his disruptive behavior,
unlike Jake’s, remained relatively stable in baseline and did not exhibit a marked change in level until
the CPI was implemented. Further, as Curtis’ disruptive behavior decreased as the result of the CPI,
Drew’s disruptive behavior remained relatively stable as baseline data collection continued. Similar
to Jake and Curtis, Drew demonstrated an observable decrease in the level of his disruptive behavior
once the CPI was finally introduced. It should be noted that there was a slight decreasing trend in
Drew’s baseline disruptive behavior. However, despite the decreasing trend in his baseline data, the
final baseline data points had an upward trend and a noticeable change in the level of his disruptive
behavior was visible when comparing data across baseline and CPI implementation phases.

With regard to AET, replicated effects across participants were also found. Visual analysis of
each of the participant’s AET in Figure 2 demonstrated that there was a significant shift in the level,
variability, and immediacy of behavior change following the presentation of the CPI. The effect
sizes also supported replicated effects, as Jake, Curtis, and Drew’s percent increase from baseline
estimates were 31, 38, and 35, respectively. However, as can be seen in Figure 2, when comparing
the data from the CPI phase to the baseline data, level, variability, and immediacy of behavior change
were present.
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Research Question 3: To What Extent Did the Effects of the CPI Maintain When It Was
Systematically Withdrawn?

With regard to the fading procedure, differential findings were noted for Curtis and Drew. As
one can see in Figures 1 and 2, Curtis demonstrated sustained improvements in both disruptive
behavior and AET as the class passes were systematically withdrawn from 3 to 1. On the other hand,
although Drew was able to maintain improvements in disruptive behavior and AET as the class
passes were reduced from 3 to 2, once the class passes were reduced from 2 to 1, there was a slight
return to baseline in his disruptive behavior and AET, albeit not to original baseline levels. These
results indicated that for Curtis the number of class passes could be successfully faded from 3 to
1, thereby limiting the amount of times he escaped academic instruction or tasks. As for Drew, he
was able to demonstrate improvements in disruptive behavior and AET until the class passes were
reduced from 2 to 1. Despite the diminished improvements, Drew’s behavior still maintained above
baseline levels of performance when he had only one class pass.

As for the follow-up analysis of the CPI’s maintenance effects, it is important to note that
the positive reinforcement contingency was kept in place during this phase to reward daily goal
attainment for low rates of disruptive behavior and acceptable AET. Therefore, it was a not a
pure follow-up. Nonetheless, visual analysis of the follow-up data in Figures 1 and 2 revealed that
across all three participants, the effects of the CPI were maintained at follow-up, as there were clear
differences in the level of behavior performance during follow-up as compared to baseline. Although
Drew demonstrated the weakest maintenance effects, compared to baseline, he still demonstrated
significant changes in the desired direction for both disruptive behavior and AET.

Research Question 4: To What Extent Did the Teachers and Students Find the CPI to Be
Acceptable?

The post-implementation results for the IRP-15 indicated that teachers found the CPI to be
reasonable, acceptable, and effective. The average rating across all 15 items was 5.5 on a scale of 1 to
6, indicating that teachers either agreed or strongly agreed with items assessing the reasonableness,
acceptability, and likely effectiveness of the CPI. Seven of the 15 items received an average of
rating of 6, indicating that the teachers strongly agreed with the statement. These items included:
“this would be an acceptable intervention for a child’s problem behavior,” “I would suggest this
intervention to other teachers,” “I would be willing to use this intervention in the classroom setting,”
“this intervention would not result in negative side-effects for the child,” “the intervention was a
fair way to handle the child’s problem behavior,” “this intervention is reasonable for the problem
behavior described,” and “this intervention is a good way to handle this child’s behavior.”

The post-implementation results for the CIRP indicated that students also found the CPI to
be highly acceptable. The average rating across participants and all items was 5.7, indicating that
they endorsed responses indicating that they “agreed” or “strongly agreed” to items assessing their
perceptions regarding the acceptability and fairness of the intervention. All three participants rated
the following four items as “strongly agreed:” “I liked the method used for my problem behavior,”
“the child’s teacher was not too harsh on me,” “the method used by my teacher would be a good one
to use with other children,” and “I think that the method used for my problem would help others do
better in school.”

DISCUSSION

There is a need for effective and acceptable interventions to address disruptive classroom be-
haviors, given the negative impact they have on the learning environment (Gresham, 2004; Rathvon,
2008; Stage & Quiroz, 1997). The aim of this study was to evaluate the efficacy of the CPI as a
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secondary intervention for typically developing students with hypothesized escape-motivated dis-
ruptive classroom behavior. The CPI includes both negative and positive reinforcement components
in order to provide students with the ability to request breaks in a socially desirable manner by using
a class pass, yet it provides them with an incentive to maintain engagement (i.e., incompatible with
disruptive behavior) in the academic task by holding on to the passes and exchanging them for a
preferred item or activity. There are several important findings and implications of this study that
are worthy of discussion.

First, Jake’s data from the ABAB withdrawal design demonstrated that there was a functional
relation between implementation of CPI and both disruptive behavior and academic engagement.
Specifically, improvements in Jake’s disruptive behavior and academic engagement were consistent
with the systematic implementation of the CPI, and the effects on both dependent variables were
demonstrated at three points in time. Second, the effects of the CPI were replicated across all three
participants. The multiple baseline design across participants demonstrated that reductions in dis-
ruptive behavior and gains in academic engagement were observed for each participant only upon
the introduction of the CPI. Third, the results provided tentative support for fading the negative
reinforcement component of the CPI (i.e., use of class passes to escape) and maintenance of effects.
However, one of the participant’s, Drew, behavior began to return to near baseline levels as the
number of passes was reduced from to 2 to 1, and improvements to his behavior did not maintain
as well during follow-up as the other participants. Last, the findings indicated that both the imple-
menting teachers and recipient students found the CPI to be fair, acceptable, and reasonable for
use under natural educational conditions. In a school-based setting, where teachers implement the
majority of interventions, treatment acceptability is an important construct to take into consideration,
because adoption and effective implementation of interventions involves more than just knowing
the intervention works (Witt & Elliott, 1985). One of the primary reasons for including the positive
reinforcement component was to increase teachers’ acceptability of the CPI. Also, the provision of
choice via issuance of the class pass relinquishes some control over the students, which may serve
to increase their acceptability of the intervention and tolerance to engage in aversive academic tasks
(Kearney & McKnight, 1997; von Mizener & Williams, 2009).

Although the CPI allows students the opportunity to escape academic instruction and tasks via
the issuance of class passes, the results revealed that the participants did not use all their passes, and
they often chose to hold onto the passes and exchange them for a preferred item or activity. One might
think that increased disruptive behavior would result with decreased use of the passes; however, the
results revealed that comparable levels of behavior performance were observed whether they used
all, some, or none of the passes. However, as stated above, for Drew, once he was provided with only
one class pass to use, slight increases in disruptive behavior and decreases in academic engagement
were noted, which may have been the result of fewer opportunities to escape the academic tasks.
These results indicate that the duration and number of passes needed to alter behavior may vary
across individual students.

LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

This study has limitations that readers should be cognizant of when interpreting the findings.
The most apparent limitation was the use of descriptive methods (i.e., nonexperimental) to conduct
the FBA. Although a descriptive approach is less rigorous in confirming the underlying behavior
function, there are several reasons supporting the use of descriptive FBA methods. The first pertains to
the difficulty of conducting functional analyses on typically developing children, as most functional
analysis procedures are designed for individuals with developmental disabilities (Conroy, Clark,
Gable, & Fox, 1999; Gresham, Quinn, & Restori, 1999). Second, research indicates that the results
of descriptive and experimental methods can agree with one another when performed well (Dufrene,
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Doggett, Henington, & Watson, 2007; McIntosh, Borgmeier, et al., 2008; Scott, Meers, & Nelson,
2000). Last, consistent with the hypothesized function of the participants’ disruptive behavior, they
all responded well to the CPI. Despite the rationale supporting the use of descriptive methods,
functional analyses would have provided more robust and defensible hypotheses regarding the
function of the students’ disruptive behavior.

Because this study represents the initial study of the CPI, the results should be replicated.
Independent replication, in particular, is a necessary criterion to establish an intervention as evidence
based (White & Kratochwill, 2005). The results should be replicated with a larger sample and under
different conditions to examine whether the findings generalize to other students, teachers, and
school settings.

It is also unclear from the present study whether a single component (e.g., use of class passes for
negative reinforcement) or the additive combination of components of the CPI that was responsible
for the changes in behavior. Future studies should conduct a treatment component analysis to
determine whether the positive findings are the result of the negative reinforcement component,
positive reinforcement, choice making, or some combination of these components. In addition to
finding the active treatment component(s), research into the moderators of the CPI’s effectiveness
will be important to determine with whom and under what conditions it is or is not effective. For
example, given the relative short-term nature of the CPI, results might vary for students with more
severe behavior problems.

In summary, students with disruptive classroom behaviors contribute to disorderly learning envi-
ronments and present unique challenges when designing and implementing behavioral interventions.
The results of this study provide preliminary evidence in support of the CPI as a secondary inter-
vention for typically developing students with hypothesized escape-motivated disruptive classroom
behavior. Additional research on the CPI is warranted and researchers should continue to explore the
development of effective and acceptable interventions for students with escape-motivated classroom
behavior.
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