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Behavior-specific praise is an easy-to-implement, teacher-delivered strategy that supports academic engagement while preventing and reducing disruptive behavior. By letting students know what they did, specifically, to meet academic, behavioral, and/or social expectations, students who find teacher attention reinforcing are more likely to engage in the same behavior more often in the future. While teacher-delivered behavior-specific praise was classified as a potentially evidence-based practice using Council for Exceptional Children standards, less is known about the effects of students who deliver behavior-specific praise to their peers. This systematic literature review and meta-analysis explored the literature base and found 36 articles meeting inclusion criteria. Fifteen articles included positive peer reporting as the independent variable, 20 included tootling as the intervention, two compared those interventions, and three used an “other” form of peer praise (i.e., peer praise notes, peer monitor tokens). Nine tootling articles met all eight quality indicators by absolute coding, and 32 out of all 36 studies met an 80% weighted quality indicator coding criterion for being methodologically sound. From these, we classified positive peer reporting in the mixed evidence category and tootling in the evidence-based practice category. We discuss benefits of various components in each type of peer praise intervention, limitations of the literature review, and make recommendations for future researchers.
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Introduction

Students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD) are those who have difficulty meeting school expectations, from following the rules, to performing academically at grade level, to sustaining appropriate peer and adult relationships (Mundschenk and Simpson, 2014). Point prevalence estimates indicate 12% of students have at least a moderate EBD and 20% have at least a mild EBD (Forness et al., 2012), yet only 0.5% of students received special education services under the emotional disturbance (ED) category of Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (2004) each year from 2011 to 2020 (latest data), down from 0.7% in years 2005–2007 and 0.6% in years 2008–2010 (U.S. Department of Education, 2022). This means most students with EBD, those classified as having externalizing (e.g., aggression, defiance, arguing, disruptive behavior, rule violations, substance use; Romer et al., 2020) and/or internalizing (e.g., withdrawal, negative affect, anxiety, depression; Romer et al., 2020) behavior patterns, attend general education classes and do not receive special education support.

As a result of the challenges associated with EBD, students with or at risk for EBD often experience social isolation, peer rejection, and fewer positive interactions with students and adults (Zweers et al., 2021). Certainly this makes sense, as young students especially may not have the social skills to develop a good relationship with someone who is volatile, or they may not want to be friends with a peer they perceive to frequently get in trouble at school. Similarly, for adults, without the skills and strategies needed to support students with EBD, it can be difficult for teachers to maintain a positive or supportive relationship with them (O’Connor et al., 2011), and it may seem easier for some teachers to simply send a student with EBD out of the classroom when they are repeatedly disruptive, for example. Over the last 20 years or so, however, more schools are working to adopt tiered models that prevent most challenging behavior, such as positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS; Sugai and Horner, 2019) and the comprehensive, integrated, three-tiered (Ci3T; Lane et al., 2019b) model of prevention. Within these models of increasingly intensive student supports, educators are empowered with tools and low-intensity strategies that increase their classroom self-efficacy and give them confidence in their ability to keep students with challenging behavior in the classroom learning.

One way for teachers to increase positive interactions with all students at Tier 1, including those with or at risk for EBD, is to focus on the ratio of positive statements to corrections and reprimands (Caldarella et al., 2023). Many teachers receive training at some point early in their career about having a 4:1 or 5:1 ratio of positive to negative statements, such as learning for every academic correction (e.g., “you forgot to take the reciprocal of the fraction”) to also give a few positive acknowledgments (e.g., “I see you were following the mnemonic we learned yesterday and I like that you remembered to isolate the variable”) immediately, and more later even if unrelated to the initial correction (e.g., “Your printing is very neat,” “Thank you for raising your hand and waiting quietly,” “Well done”) in order to get to a higher ratio of positives to negatives. These positive statements can have the most impact on future student academic performance and behavior when they are specific in identifying exactly what the student did well (Brophy, 1981).

Behavior-specific praise (BSP) is a form of positive reinforcement that specifically acknowledges desired behaviors and strengthens the likelihood socially acceptable behaviors will occur more often in the future, especially when students like the attention (Cooper et al., 2020). BSP statements can be written or oral, indicating precisely the behavior observed (including academic behavior) that met expectations (Menzies et al., 2023). For example, a teacher might say to on-task students during math work, “I like the way you are using your small white board to show your math work” when there was a past incident of inappropriate white board use or to promote continued appropriate use. When BSP is sincere, varied, targets effort instead of ability, and the student finds attention reinforcing, what was specifically praised is more likely to occur more often (Lane et al., 2015). This contrasts with general praise, where a specific action is not identified, such as saying, “Good job” or giving a thumbs up with a smile. General praise is a good way to increase positive interactions with students too, but BSP has the added benefit of specifying exactly what expectations were met, not only for the child receiving the praise but as a reminder to all students nearby (Sutherland et al., 2000). There are many studies showing the impact BSP has on increasing academic engagement and decreasing disruptive behavior, and the strategy has been classified as a potentially evidence-based practice applying Council for Exceptional Children (2014) standards (Royer et al., 2019).

Unfortunately, naturally occurring rates of positive feedback are “alarmingly low” (Scott et al., 2017, p. 61), even at the elementary level where the rate per minute is 0.137 on average, with a positive to negative ratio of 3:1. That means only every 7.5 min does an elementary student typically receive positive feedback from their teacher, and the rates and ratios are even lower at middle school (0.061 or every 16.4 min; 1.74:1) and high school (0.033 or every 30.3 min; 0.65:1; Scott et al., 2017). Obviously, there is a need for students to receive higher rates of positive interactions from their teachers, and potentially, their peers can help as well.


Student-delivered behavior-specific praise

Students can deliver praise to their peers and help increase the number of positive interactions, especially for students with EBD and/or who are socially isolated (usually due to internalizing behavior patterns) or socially rejected (usually due to externalizing behavior patterns). Collins et al. (2020) conducted a meta-analytic review of peer-reporting interventions utilizing single-case research designs and identified 21 studies meeting inclusion criteria. Their findings suggested peer reporting interventions had a positive impact on student behavior outcomes, noting variability among included studies’ approaches to peer praise. Additionally, authors compared studies using log response ratios, tau (measure of overlap), and moderating effects of targeted contextual variables. While Collins et al. (2020) applied elements of What Works Clearinghouse standards to their inclusion criteria, they did not code studies for quality indicators and did not evaluate each approach to peer praise in isolation. When Ennis et al. (2020) mapped the 50-year knowledge base on BSP, they found six journal articles on peer praise, such as peer praise notes used to increase social interactions among three junior high school students at risk for EBD (Peterson Nelson et al., 2008) and peer praise notes to reduce problem behaviors at recess for an elementary school with 462 students (Teerlink et al., 2017). Even more prolific than praise notes were the approaches to peer praise called positive peer reporting and tootling.



Positive peer reporting

Positive peer reporting (PPR) is a brief period of time for peers to publicly praise typically one “star” target student with BSP, encouraging prosocial behavior and earning tokens for each appropriate BSP toward a class reward (group contingency). PPR interventions are generally designed to increase the frequency and improve the quality of the target student’s prosocial interactions with peers (Morrison and Jones, 2007) and have added benefits for the whole class’s behavior given the group contingency. When the star is not known (one variation of PPR), students, in theory, are on their best behavior in case they will be the ones publicly praised later. Studies vary in terms of how long a student was the star (e.g., changed each day, each week), how many stars (e.g., one, three), when peers observe the star for prosocial behaviors (e.g., all day, during one subject), if the star is known or unknown, and when and for how long peers publicly praise the star (e.g., end of subject for 3 min, end of day for 10 min). All but one PPR study was published before 2014, when the peer praise literature turned all but exclusively to investigating tootling interventions.



Tootling

Tootling is a classwide application of PPR where students observe all peers instead of one or a few stars and privately report specific prosocial behaviors on index cards to the teacher. Each appropriate tootle with required components (e.g., name of both students giving and receiving praise, praise statement is specific) earns points toward a class reward (group contingency). The name tootling comes from merging ‘toot your own horn’ and tattling and is intended to be the opposite of tattling (Skinner et al., 1998). Tootling interventions vary in terms of how long of a time period peer observations occur (e.g., all day, during one subject), how many tootles can be written and turned in (e.g., two maximum per session, unlimited), and when and for how long the teacher reads tootles to the class (e.g., end of subject for 5 min, end of day for 3 min). Some studies included a public posting of tootles for everyone to read, either using technology like Class Dojo for live display when entered by students electronically (McHugh Dillon et al., 2019) or using paper posted to a bulletin board (Harry et al., 2023).

In a seemingly transitionary time of researchers shifting focus from PPR to tootling, two studies compared PPR to tootling. Barahona (2010) found neither intervention reduced disruptive behavior more than a minimal amount across three elementary grade 3 general education classrooms, while in contrast, Sherman (2012) found both PPR and tootling increased appropriate behavior and reduced inappropriate behavior for four students in general education classrooms grades 3–6. More analyses are therefore needed to determine how PPR compares to tootling and how effective peer-delivered praise is, generally.



Purpose

Given the emphasis in PBIS and Ci3T tiered models of prevention on teachers using the low-intensity strategy of behavior-specific praise (BSP) to support positive, productive, safe learning environments, and given Ennis et al. (2020) found six peer praise studies but did not include theses and dissertations, the purpose of this systematic literature review and meta-analysis was to explore student-delivered praise further. Specifically, our research questions were: (a) To what extent did peer praise interventions address Council for Exceptional Children (2014) quality indicators of methodologically sound studies? (b) What is the evidence-based practice status of peer praise according to Council for Exceptional Children (2014) guidelines, applying an 80% minimum criterion for methodologically sound studies (Lane et al., 2009)? (c) What was the magnitude of effects for peer praise interventions?




Method


Search and article selection

We conducted an exhaustive search of student-delivered BSP research, involving four search steps: (1) electronic, (2) ancestral, (3) hand, and (4) expert nomination (Lane et al., 2022). First, we searched Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global, American Psychological Association (APA) PsycINFO, APA PsychARTICLES, and Research Library through December 2023 using Boolean search terms (behavio* AND specific AND praise AND peer) OR (tootling), “peer praise note*,” and “positive peer reporting.” This search returned 183 unique manuscripts (articles, theses/dissertations) after duplicates were removed (see Figure 1). Both authors independently screened titles and abstracts for inclusion, and interrater reliability (IRR) was 97.81% and Cohen’s κ = 0.95 [95% CI = 0.9, 1.0], which takes chance agreement into consideration, indicated near-perfect agreement (Cohen, 1960; Landis and Koch, 1977), resulting in 60 manuscripts to read in full. Both authors independently read in full and found 35 manuscripts for inclusion (91.38% IRR; κ = 0.81, 95% CI = [0.65, 0.97], indicating substantial agreement). Next, both authors conducted independent hand searches of any journal with two or more published studies included in our electronic search (i.e., Journal of Behavioral Education, Journal of Positive Behavioral Interventions, School Psychology Review) and found no additional articles for inclusion (IRR = 100%; κ = 1.00). Both authors then conducted independent ancestral searches of included studies’ references, yielding 43 titles to screen. We obtained abstracts, and of those, 13 studies were then obtained to read in full, with two additional articles identified for inclusion (κ = 0.94, 95% CI = [0.91, 0.96], indicating near-perfect agreement) for a total of 37 included studies. Finally, we contacted corresponding authors and journal editors to inquire of any additional studies utilizing student-delivered BSP; while five articles were nominated from this step, no additional manuscripts were included. Later, when we began quality indicator coding, we realized one article (Wilson et al., 2001) involved counting tootles without ever sharing them aloud with students (thus students never heard peer praise intended for them), so we excluded it at that stage, resulting in 36 total studies.
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FIGURE 1
 Systematic search procedures and inclusion illustration for peer-delivered behavior-specific praise (peer praise) literature review.




Inclusion criteria

The included studies met six criteria. First, independent variable(s) included, primarily, student-delivered verbal or written BSP, defined as “providing students with praise statements that explicitly describe the behavior being praised” (Allday et al., 2012, p. 87), and was not packaged with other interventions (e.g., precorrection, Good Behavior Game, peer tutoring). Group contingency, self-monitoring, performance feedback, and other forms of increasing peer-delivered BSP were acceptable pseudo-packages (components of a peer-to-peer praise intervention). If students tootled to teachers about peers, studies were included when tootles were read aloud or somehow shared with peers later. Second, dependent variable(s) included at least one of the following student outcome measures: challenging behavior (e.g., disruptive behavior, problem behavior, aggression, off-task), time on task/academic engaged time, social skills, social interactions (including compliments and encouragements), and/or social status. Third, participants were school-age youth, general education or special education, from grades preK-12. Fourth, the intervention took place in a school setting, including university-sponsored laboratory schools (non-clinical) and alternative schools for students with severe behavior when part of a public or private school district. Studies conducted in residential treatment centers were also included if the study took place in the school setting. Home settings, or clinics resembling classroom settings, were excluded as they were highly controlled settings, varying substantially from traditional school settings. Fifth, the study followed an experimental design: single case or group. Sixth, the study was a thesis, dissertation, or journal article available in English. We did not place a date restriction and accepted articles from any year.



Coding procedures

To understand both the rigor and relevance of the included studies, we conducted both quality indicator (QI) and descriptive coding. Both authors have published numerous quality assessment reviews, both together (e.g., Ennis et al., 2017; Royer et al., 2019) and separately (e.g., Royer et al., 2017; Ennis and Losinski, 2019); therefore, we did not code practice articles not included in this review prior to coding included studies. We met and reviewed the elements relevant to this review prior to coding, discussing potential nuances to QIs, then coded one article at a time independently before meeting to discuss discrepancies and clarify QIs before coding the next study.


QI coding

We independently coded included articles for Council for Exceptional Children (2014) QIs of methodologically sound studies. QI 1.0 examines context and setting and we required studies to have at least one demographic variable to describe the setting that confirmed inclusion (e.g., school setting). QI 2.0 examines the participants and we again required at least one demographic variable for participants (2.1) and a description of why students or classes (depending on the case of analysis) were targeted for inclusion (2.2). QI 3.0 examines the intervention agent. Since student-delivered BSP typically involved implementation steps by adults and students, we required one demographic variable for each type of interventionist (3.1) and required evidence of both adult and student interventionist training, including an active check for understanding or use of a script to deliver the intervention (3.2). The remaining QIs did not require unique clarifications or distinction for this review, including (4.0) description of practice, (5.0) implementation fidelity, (6.0) internal validity, (7.0) outcome measures/dependent variables (DVs), and (8.0) data analysis. Certain quality indicators are only applicable to either single-case (i.e., 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 8.2) or group (i.e., 6.4, 6.8, 6.9, 7.6, 8.1, 8.3) design methodology and we applied them accordingly. For additional details on QI components, please see Council for Exceptional Children (2014).

We independently coded articles in a QI matrix (Lane et al., 2019a) in MS Excel one at a time, then compared and discussed any disagreements before coding the next. The mean IRR was 98.36% across all 36 articles (range = 89.29%–100%) and 97.11% by QI component (range = 80.00–100%). Overall κ for QI coding was 0.89 (95% CI = [0.83, 0.94]) indicating near-perfect agreement.

During QI coding, both authors independently made notes of descriptive characteristics of the studies that correspond to the Council for Exceptional Children (2014) QI. The first author’s coding was used to create the descriptive table and the second author verified all information cell-by-cell, and while no errors were found, she suggested 24 refinements (out of 288 table cells) for easier readability. IRR for descriptive coding was 91.67%.




Evaluation procedures for classifying the evidence base of practices

For a study to be included in calculations for an evidence-based practice category, it had to meet 80% or more of QIs (Lane et al., 2009) using weighted coding, and if the study utilized single-case design, it had to include at least three cases (e.g., students, classrooms) and QI 6.5 had to be met (the design had to provide the possibility of at least three demonstrations of effect). We reviewed studies meeting these criteria and classified them as having either positive, neutral or mixed, or negative effects according to Council for Exceptional Children (2014) standards. For group studies, we used author-published effect sizes or calculated effect sizes when enough data were provided (e.g., n, M, and SD per group), then followed What Works Clearinghouse cut scores (as listed in Council for Exceptional Children, 2014) for positive (d ≥ 0.25), neutral or mixed (−0.25 < d < 0.25), or negative (d ≤ −0.25) effects.

We then used these classifications to determine if student-delivered BSP met Council for Exceptional Children (2014) criteria for an evidence-based practice (EBP), potentially EBP, mixed evidence, insufficient evidence, or negative effects. Council for Exceptional Children (2014) standards state an evidence-based practice (intervention, strategy, or practice scientifically validated through rigorous research methodology) has one of the following: (a) two group design studies utilizing randomized assignment with 60 or more participants, (b) four group design studies not utilizing randomized assignment with 120 or more participants, (c) five single-case studies (each with at least three participants and 75% or more showing therapeutic outcomes) with 20 or more total participants, or (d) a combination of group and single-case studies. Combinations can include one group randomized with 30 or more total participants and three single-case studies with 10 or more total participants, or two group non-randomized with 60 or more total participants and three single-case studies with 10 or more total participants. Additionally, no study can have negative effects and the ratio of studies with positive effects to neutral or mixed effects must be at least 3:1. More details about potentially EBP, insufficient evidence, and negative effects category criteria can be found in Council for Exceptional Children (2014).



Data extraction and analysis

We calculated effect sizes for each dependent variable in group and single-case design studies that were eligible to contribute to the evidence-based practice classification (i.e., met our Council for Exceptional Children, 2014 80% weighted criterion, met QI 6.5, and had three or more cases if a single-case research design study). First, we extracted data from graphs using WebPlotDigitizer (Rohatgi, 2024) prior to performing analysis. When a study had multiple outcome measures, our primary focus was on outcomes of academic engagement/on-task behavior and disruptive behaviors. When study designs included multiple intervention conditions, such as students serving as peer praise recipient and peer praise teller (e.g., Chenier, 2010), we combined intervention conditions into one and compared those results to baseline.

For withdrawal/reversal and multiple baseline designs, we utilized a web-based calculator (Pustejovsky et al., 2023) to calculate between-case standard mean difference (BC-SMD) effect size estimates. For the one eligible alternating treatment design study (Thoele, 2024), we utilized a web-based calculator (Manolov and Onghena, 2018) to calculate an average difference between successive observations (ADISO) value. ADISO values can be standardized for comparison across studies by dividing by the standard deviation. For group design studies, we used author-provided n, M, and SD for each group to calculate Hedges’s g. BC-SMD and standardized ADISO effect sizes are comparable to standardized mean differences from group comparison design studies (Valentine et al., 2016). Effect sizes were interpreted as small (0.20–0.50), medium (0.50–0.80), or large (≥0.80; Fritz et al., 2012). When determining if a single-case research design study had positive, neutral or mixed, or negative effects for consideration for the evidence base, we relied on the more conservative visual analysis in keeping with Council for Exceptional Children (2014) standards for evidence-based practices (as opposed to substituting our calculated effect size estimates).

We calculated both fixed-effect (assumes one true effect size underlies all studies; more weight given to larger studies with less variance) and random-effects (true effect size may vary across studies; studies with larger variances receive less weight) model (Dettori et al., 2022) meta-analyses for (a) all studies we were able to calculate an effect size for, (b) PPR studies separately, and (c) tootling studies separately, following formulas described by Schluter (2024). We constructed a forest plot of each study’s dependent variables’ effect sizes and the three overall peer praise category meta-analysis results following procedures demonstrated by Lajeunesse (2021).




Results

The 36 included studies represented 13 dissertations, four theses, and 19 journal articles, spanning from 1976 to 2024. The journal articles were published in 13 unique journals, with the Journal of Behavioral Education and the Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions containing three articles each. Dissertations and theses represented 10 unique institutions, with University of Southern Mississippi and Louisiana State University each accounting for four dissertations/theses.


QI 1.0: Context and setting

All studies met QI 1.0 for context and setting by providing at least one detail about the school and/or classroom setting, allowing us to determine inclusion criteria (see Figure 2 for a summary of QI coding across studies). Published studies implemented peer-delivered BSP across the preK-12 continuum, with most taking place in elementary schools (n = 24; see Table 1 for descriptive characteristics of all studies). Similarly, studies also took place across the least restrictive environment continuum, with most taking place in general education settings including whole school (n = 26), followed by special education classrooms (n = 6), and residential settings (n = 4). Of note, many studies reported school- or facility-wide implementation of positive behavioral interventions and supports, with some even reporting school- or facility-wide fidelity scores (e.g., Sherman, 2012; Kennedy et al., 2014). While most studies took place in academic settings, a few studies took place in alternate settings, including the playground (Chenier, 2010; Teerlink et al., 2017) and homework time during after-school care (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019).
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FIGURE 2
 Methodological rigor of student-delivered behavior-specific praise (peer praise) studies. Peer praise studies are on the abscissa, and Council for Exceptional Children (2014) QIs met are on the primary ordinate (shaded cells=met, clear cells=not met). The secondary ordinate displays QIs met by absolute (triangles; 8.0 QIs required) and weighted (circles; 6.4 QIs required, 80%) coding to be considered methodologically sound. The weighted coding criterion of 6.4 is indicated by the horizontal black line. CEC=Council for Exceptional Children; QI=quality indicator.




TABLE 1 Descriptive characteristics and study effect classification (EC) for peer-delivered behavior-specific praise (peer praise) studies.
[image: Table1]



QI 2.0: Participants

All studies met QI 2.1 for providing at least one detail about study participants. 77.78% of studies met QI 2.2. for reporting details of why the student or class was targeted for intervention (e.g., disability status, challenging behavior, classroom management support needs). Many studies utilized data-based decision making to identify students for participation, with some studies confirming teacher or principal referrals of students or classrooms with direct observation screenings (e.g., Wright, 2019). Some studies utilized the class as a unit of analysis by pooling student data (e.g., Grieger et al., 1976), others examined the data of target students within classrooms (e.g., Ervin et al., 1996), and some studies reported both class and target student data (e.g., Lambert, 2014; McHugh et al., 2016).



QI 3.0: Intervention agent

For QI 3.1, 86.11% of studies met this QI by including demographics about both the adult and student (i.e., delivering BSP to peers) interventionists. However, only 63.89% of studies met QI 3.2 by providing sufficient information about the training of both interventionists. Some authors provided adults and/or students with a script to ensure fidelity of all implementation steps of the peer praise intervention—McHugh et al. (2016) even included procedures for rehearsing the script with feedback. Lum et al. (2019) is one example of many where authors assessed and reported fidelity of the training steps to ensure researchers remembered to execute all training steps with all interventionists. A few authors, including Wright (2019), even reported training integrity with IOA for researchers training teachers and teachers training students.



QI 4.0: Description of practice

100% of studies met QI 4.1 and 4.2 by including adequate details on study procedures and materials. Within the 36 studies examining student-delivered BSP, there was some variation among intervention procedures. Twenty studies examined the tootling intervention, 15 examined positive peer reporting, two studies compared the two approaches (Barahona, 2010; Sherman, 2012), and three studies evaluated peer praise outside of positive peer reporting or tootling procedures by using written peer praise notes or peer helpers’ verbal praise (Lund, 2000; Kennedy et al., 2014; Teerlink et al., 2017).



QI 5.0: Implementation fidelity

For QI 5.1, an impressive 94.44% of studies assessed and reported implementation fidelity data. 100% of studies met QI 5.2 for either directly reporting dosage or reporting information from which dosage could be inferred (e.g., graphed data with estimated daily dosage). However, only 72.22% of studies met QI 5.3, as some studies did not include language making it clear that fidelity was assessed throughout the intervention and/or intervention phases. Of note, Steeves (2017) utilized exemplary procedures for tracking dosage in a group design study, having teachers self-report daily implementation fidelity outcomes. Lambert (2014) and Lambert et al. (2015) both collected IOA of implementation fidelity data between two observers to ensure accuracy, a robust procedure though not required by Council for Exceptional Children (2014) QIs.



QI 6.0: Internal validity

QIs 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3 refer to both group and single-case research design studies. QI 6.1, met by 94.44% of studies, refers to the researcher’s ability to control the independent variable. As an exemplar, Lum et al. (2017) included procedures during withdrawal phase for explicitly telling teachers to remove all intervention materials (e.g., tootle submitting container, poster of group contingency progress) and tell students the class was not going to tootle, if asked. QI 6.2, met by 97.22% of studies, refers to adequate description of baseline/comparison conditions. Both Hoff and Ronk (2006) and McHugh et al. (2016) provided detailed descriptions of not only how data were collected during baseline conditions but also what instructional procedures occurred (e.g., weekly social skills meeting; science brief lessons with hand-on activities and worksheets). QI 6.3, met by 80.56% of studies, refers to baseline/control conditions having no or extremely limited access to the independent variable. We marked QI 6.3 as not present in studies that did not include explicit mention of removing materials, telling teachers not to implement, and/or limiting access to the intervention in control/withdrawal conditions. An exemplar, Kirkpatrick et al. (2019), included assessing fidelity of baseline and withdrawal conditions to report that 0% of implementation steps were implemented.

Within the 36 included studies, there were four (11.11%) that utilized group research design methodology. Of those four, 100% met QI 6.4 for clearly describing/utilizing best practices for group assignment, 75.0% met QI 6.8 for reporting (or allowing our calculation of) overall attrition, but only 25.0% (i.e., Steeves, 2017) met QI 6.9 for reporting directly or including enough data to allow us to calculate differential attrition.

Of the 32 (88.89%) single-case research design studies, 29 (90.63%) met QI 6.5 for using an experimental design that provided for the possibility of at least three demonstrations of effect. 31 studies (96.88%) met QI 6.6 for including at least three data points in all baseline conditions, and 27 studies (84.38%) met QI 6.7 for utilizing a design that controls for common threats to internal validity.



QI 7.0: Outcome measures/DVs

100% of studies met QIs 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3 for utilizing socially important outcomes, clearly defining dependent variables and their measurement, and reporting effects of all dependent variables. 88.89% of studies met QIs 7.4 and 7.5 for utilizing appropriate timing of dependent variable data collection (i.e., group designs close to end of intervention, single-case three or more data points per condition) and providing adequate evidence of group measure reliability or IOA of single-case research design direct observation dependent variables. Of note, McHugh et al. (2016) and Lum et al. (2017) impressively reported κ to account for chance agreement between two raters. QI 7.6 refers to group design methodology, and 75.0% of the four included studies met this QI for including adequate evidence of validity. For example, both Murphy (2013) and Gray (2023) included measures of social validity, as did Steeves (2017), who additionally discussed construct validity.



QI 8.0: Data analysis

QIs 8.1 and 8.3 apply to group design methodology. Of the four group studies in this sample, 75% met QI 8.1 for employing appropriate data analysis techniques, and 50% met QI 8.3 for reporting measures of effect or sufficient information from which we could calculate effect sizes. QI 8.2 applies to single-case research design methodology and requires studies to include a clear graph reporting data from all conditions for each unit of analysis. Of the 32 included single-case studies, 96.88% met this QI.



Evidence base supporting student-delivered behavior-specific praise

Based on Council for Exceptional Children (2014) standards for EBPs, tootling met criteria two times for classification as an evidence-based practice by having a minimum of five single-case research design studies with 20+ participants and also by having at least one group design study with 30+ participants and at least three single-case research design studies with 10+ participants. PPR did not meet criteria for evidence-based practice, potentially EBP, nor mixed evidence because only one of the five single-case research design studies that met Council for Exceptional Children (2014) weighted criteria for methodological rigor had positive effects while four were neutral or mixed effects—two studies with positive effects were needed for the mixed evidence category, and so we classified PPR into the insufficient evidence category.

Figure 3 contains a forest plot of estimated effect sizes for all studies meeting 80% or more of QIs, our weighted Council for Exceptional Children (2014) criterion for methodologically sound studies. Each study is marked by the type of student-delivered BSP intervention employed: tootling (k = 20), positive peer reporting (k = 15), and other (k = 3), with two studies marked as both PPR and tootling given authors compared the two interventions. The forest plot concludes with overall effect sizes for student-delivered BSP, inclusive of all studies and categories of peer praise, and then we considered the evidence base for PPR and tootling separately given the large and clear divide of studies into these categories. The important work of the three studies utilizing direct peer praise was inadequate in number for consideration of a separate evidence-based practice categorization or omnibus effect size.

[image: Figure 3]

FIGURE 3
 Effect sizes of dependent variables in student-delivered behavior-specific praise studies eligible to contribute to evidence-based practice classification [i.e., met Council for Exceptional Children, 2014 80% weighted criterion, met QI 6.5, had 3+ cases if SCRD]; ▸, positive peer reporting study; †, tootling study; *, other study (peer praise notes or peer assistants).





Discussion

It was encouraging to find 34 of the 36 studies (94.44%) met QI 5.1 for reporting implementation fidelity results, as some past systematic literature reviews found very few studies met this important QI (e.g., 47.92% of studies coaching educators to increase BSP in Ennis et al. (2020); 46.15% of instructional choice studies in Royer et al., 2017). Results across the studies included in this systematic literature review showed student-delivered BSP can improve academic engaged time and reduce the disruptive behavior and social isolation of students with or at risk for EBD. Even PPR studies, which had mixed evidence in terms of Council for Exceptional Children (2014) standards for EBP, showed most individual student participants improved on multiple outcomes; there were just not enough participants in studies (minimum needed is three), studies did not meet QI 6.5 (study design provides for the possibility of at least three demonstrations of intervention effect), or <75% of participants showed improvement (see Table 1), and thus those studies could not be considered in the EBP classification calculations. Individual students who were socially withdrawn/rejected increased their social interactions when they received peer-delivered BSP as the star in PPR studies (e.g., Short, 1999; Chenier, 2010). Such results showed how student-delivered BSP can help increase the number of classroom positive interactions and support teachers who might not always be able to give as much attention to quiet students as they would like, perhaps because they feel drained of energy from going “through the same cycle with the [disruptive] behavior kids” over and over (Lanza, 2020, p. 36).

It was interesting to note the clear shift in studies from PPR to tootling in 2014, though it is unclear why the shift occurred at that time. Skinner et al. (1998) introduced the concept and name tootling at a 1998 conference, and the first tootling study was by Shelton (2002) a few years later. The next tootling study was Cihak et al. (2009), then researchers compared tootling to PPR in Barahona (2010) and Sherman (2012), with the final PPR study a year later by Murphy (2013) and all others through 2024 being tootling except an outlier 2023 dissertation (Gray, 2023). Perhaps this follows an ‘evolution’ in student-delivered BSP: from a single student being the PPR ‘star’ receiving all peer BSP, to having three students as stars, to having the star(s) be unknown so more students engage in expected behaviors hoping peers will notice and report on them later if they end up being the star(s), to scaling up peer praise classwide with tootling where all students are now observed by peers. We understand why teachers might prefer tootling because all students can receive BSP from their peers. In PPR studies, all students were reminded of behavior expectations when they were told to be on the lookout for the star(s) meeting those expectations, but in the end, only the star(s) received attention in the form of BSP from peers, so perhaps perceived as less effective by teachers. Since these studies had neutral or mixed evidence, it also could be that many students found being the ‘star’ and thus the center of attention at the end of the day or session was embarrassing or aversive—at least one student in PPR studies, “Katie” (Moroz and Jones, 2002), did better when she was the praiser, not the recipient of peer praise (while some students would certainly desire to stand center-stage and have peer praises heaved upon them). These could be reasons why investigation shifted to tootling, where, in theory, the whole class would have better behavior as everyone can tootle on everyone. Possible downsides to tootling compared to PPR include the loss of students receiving that BSP directly from peers (because teachers read tootles aloud compared to PPR stars hearing BSP from peers) and how not all tootles are shared with the intended recipients when teachers only read 3–5 at the designated time. This might balance a limitation to PPR studies though, how students in PPR studies do not write down the good behavior they notice and might forget who and what they saw by the time it was PPR reporting. This lower dosage of BSP for the star in PPR studies might be comparable to how tootles are not all read to students.

Even with the shift to tootling, which allowed for classwide student recognition from peers, it was surprising that most students in tootling studies who were praised by peers on a tootle slip probably never knew it. In almost all tootling studies, only 3–5 tootles were read at the end of the tootling period, class, or day, followed by all tootles being counted and the group reward tracker updated. What happened to the tootles after the few were read aloud was not reported in studies except for Thoele (2024), who sent tootles home after the group reward was met. Typical procedures therefore appear to be missing the important opportunity of letting all students hear or read the praise that was intended for them. It should have been a quick and easy step for teachers or a student leader to at least distribute tootles to the recipient if there was not time in the day to read them all. There were some exceptions to this in tootling studies, however, where all students were able to receive their peers’ praise. For example, Harry et al. (2023) and Barahona (2010) did not read tootles aloud to the class but instead publicly posted all tootles on a bulletin board after class where students could read them the next day or gave them to students to keep, respectively. Teachers in Ray (2019) did read all tootles aloud, and it is possible the teacher in Cihak et al. (2009) read all tootles aloud during the 20 min allotted at the end of class, but it was not explicitly stated. In McHugh Dillon et al. (2019), students typed tootles into computer stations that immediately displayed them on an interactive whiteboard for everyone to read. In these cases, which happened to have the largest effect sizes for academic engagement, all students were not only able to read the praise intended for them specifically but could read all tootles given by any student. This might have provided additional reminders to students about what behaviors were expected and/or helped increase student motivation to meet expectations in the hope of receiving similar tootles themselves the next day.

We expected to find more peer praise note studies in theses and dissertations and were surprised to find the literature so clearly split between PPR and tootling. We thought more interventions would have taught students to say or write BSP statements immediately and directly to their peers, just like adult educators say or write specific praise for students. However, there were only three. Lund (2000) had fifth-grade peer monitors use BSP and give tokens to students contingent on quiet on-task behaviors on a fixed-interval schedule, with results showing engagement improved dramatically and disruptions decreased for both token earners and peer monitors. Two other studies utilized peer praise notes as previously reported in the 50-year map of BSP literature of Ennis et al. (2020): Kennedy et al. (2014) compared teacher-written and student-written praise notes during art class for grades 2–4 in a residential facility and found both worked equally well to reduce inappropriate behavior; Teerlink et al. (2017) implemented peer praise notes schoolwide at recess for an elementary school with 2–3 students per grade trained to be peer praisers, demonstrating peer praise notes were effective at reducing playground office discipline referrals. We hope future researchers will continue to investigate the effects of student-delivered specific praise notes, as there were not enough studies to evaluate the practice for EBP determination, but it appears to be a promising practice that has students directly and immediately recognizing appropriate and prosocial behavior of their peers using BSP.

We found it interesting to learn PPR was not at least a potentially EBP when it was PPR studies where students heard directly from peers what they did well to earn their specific praise, even though the reporting did occur at the end of the session or day (delayed reinforcement). We expected praise heard directly from peers to be more impactful compared to tootles read by teachers. We acknowledge, of course, many PPR studies were missing the required minimum participants to meet Council for Exceptional Children (2014) QIs or used a design that did not allow for the possibility of three demonstrations of effect, so it still could be that PPR’s direct sharing of BSP to peers is more impactful than having teachers read student praises. Given the limited number of PPR studies meeting QIs, it is difficult and perhaps not appropriate to compare PPR effect sizes to tootling study effect sizes—some are higher, some lower, some similar—there are just too few.

Something to consider regarding the EBP of tootling, is how do we know what the effective component(s) of the intervention are? We learn in each study the class tootling goal and how many times the class met the goal to know the dosage of tootles written for the class, but readers do not learn the dosage per student, not even target students (similarly in PPR studies, dosage of praise statements received by the star was not reported). It could be that popular students received the most tootles. It could be that dosage is not important because the key component might be knowing peers are watching for good behavior even if they do not fill out a tootle of even if your tootle is not read aloud. Future studies should report the dosage of tootles written and received (read aloud or posted for reading) for each target student and the average per day per student in the classroom. In addition to unknown dosage, we also cannot isolate if peer-specific praise is a key factor in tootling—it is the teacher who reads tootles, so it is possible students receiving praise perceive it as teacher attention even though it was written by a peer. Many of the early studies of PPR targeted socially isolated students or peers who needed to increase positive interactions with peers (e.g., Ervin et al., 1996; Moroz and Jones, 2002). It seems counter-intuitive, then, to have the intervention be so teacher-driven, limiting the potential for positive social interactions and praise directly between peers. Plus, the teacher typically praised the appropriate behavior mentioned in the tootle, and both students who wrote and received each tootle drawn, so it could be that teacher attention/praise is the most responsible for changes in student outcomes. Additionally, observed changes in student behavior may be partially attributed to the interdependent group contingency in each tootling study, and we cannot know to what degree. We do know group contingency interventions, especially in general education classrooms, are an evidence-based practice when What Works Clearinghouse standards were applied (Maggin et al., 2017). The group contingency component of tootling interventions, for some students, might be the strongest motivator for good behavior, more so than peer praise or teacher attention, and receiving the group reward may be the most reinforcing aspect for some students. We believe changes in student behavior during tootling studies are most likely a combination of teacher attention, peer attention, group contingency/reward, and knowing your peers are watching you to write a tootle that might be read later. Future researchers could run a component analysis study to more definitively determine active ingredients in tootling interventions, with and without group contingency, and/or compare typical tootling procedures to truly student-delivered BSP interventions where students immediately and directly praise peers when they observe targeted prosocial behavior.

We encourage readers to keep in mind we used two different methods to look at the effects of each study. For Council for Exceptional Children (2014) to determine whether a single-case research design study had positive effects, 75% of cases needed to have a functional relation in the therapeutic direction, and if not, the study was classified as neutral or mixed effects. Of the two methods we used, this is the more conservative approach using visual analysis. In comparison, when we calculated BC-SMD, all participant data were used, which could result in an effect size that, if examined in isolation (e.g., without having CEC classification at hand), could seem to indicate overall positive results. For example, Chenier (2010) had two of three PPR students with positive outcomes and the third student with neutral results—when looking at all three students as a non-concurrent multiple baseline, there was not a functional relation. Yet, the BC-SMD estimated effect size was 0.52 (medium effect), likely due to the large level changes in the two students who had therapeutic outcomes plus the small increase in level for the one student with neutral results. A similar comparison can be made in another PPR study, Moroz and Jones (2002), as well as in tootling studies such as Wright (2019). Wright (2019) demonstrated a functional relation in two of three classrooms (66.7%) in their A-B-A-B design where 75% was needed for positive results, so the Council for Exceptional Children (2014) classification was neutral or mixed evidence; the BC-SMD estimated effect size was 0.46 for disruptive behavior (small effect) and 0.91 for academically engaged behavior (large effect) when all student data are considered in the examination of mean level changes despite the lack of a functional relation. We therefore suggest readers interpret BC-SMD effect sizes with caution and with overall CEC study designation in mind. This is in alignment with Maggin et al. (2017) recommendations, who also applied BC-SMD effect size estimates in their meta-analysis of single-case research design group contingency studies. The authors noted that a lot more investigation is required in terms of how researchers separate assessments of effect size and methodological rigor in single-case research, but that using parametric analysis and visual analysis together in systematic literature reviews and meta-analyses is supported.


Limitations

As with any literature review, it is possible, despite our best efforts to be systematic in our search, that we missed including some studies. We followed Lane et al.’s (2022) established guidelines for an exhaustive search to prevent missing articles and included theses and dissertations to best represent the full literature base on peer praise. Future researchers might additionally attempt to conduct forward ancestral searches of the included studies. Similarly, although all steps of our study review process after procurement of articles (i.e., QI coding, descriptive coding, study evidence-base practice classification, effect size calculations) were completed by two authors with high levels of reliability, there is always the possibility there was an error in our coding or that other researchers may interpret results differently. Thus, we encourage interpretations of our results regarding the student-delivered BSP body of literature be made with caution as readers keep these limitations in mind.



Educational implications

Teachers in schools where PBIS or Ci3T is implemented might consider implementing one of the versions of student-delivered BSP. The whole school might even try it as a Tier 1 prevention effort that extends PBIS to the student level as peer praisers, where teachers get help from students implementing the low-intensity strategy of BSP as a positive reinforcement for meeting schoolwide behavior expectations. Or, teachers might notice many students in their classroom need support staying on task or engaging in more prosocial behavior and decide to implement a version of student-delivered BSP in their classroom only, such as tootling, all day or for a particular time of day where behavior is most challenging. If just one or two students are socially isolated and not being included by peers, in addition to reteaching appropriate social skills lessons for all students, teachers could implement PPR and make those students the ‘star’ at a higher rate than peers. Teaching students to specifically praise their peers with PPR or tootling would not take more than a few minutes each day, would not interfere with other teacher-delivered low-intensity strategies that support engagement and reduce disruptions, and may help teachers increase their classroom self-efficacy to keep all students in the room learning.

The delayed specific praise seen in PPR and tootling studies worked for almost all student participants but not everyone, so it might work for more and have even larger impacts if teachers taught students to praise peers directly and immediately (e.g., “Thanks for cleaning up the floor around all our group’s desks, Robyn”) for a targeted time of day when challenging behavior is known to occur most often, or even the full day. Teachers could then reinforce direct and immediate student praise with teacher-delivered BSP (e.g., “Jayson, I love how you thanked Robyn for cleaning up the whole group table”) to encourage student BSP to occur more regularly. A recommended component often considered key to the powerful impact of BSP is immediacy (Ennis et al., 2018), so making the shift in the classroom to praising peers right away instead of waiting until the end of the hour or the day might help students stay even more on task with appropriate behavior. Similarly, when done authentically, praising the recipient directly might be more impactful compared to students telling the teacher what they saw (praise recipient hears it but not directly addressed to them) or writing down what they saw for the teacher to read to the class later (praise recipient learns about it from the teacher but does not hear it from the praiser). In most tootling studies, teachers only read 3–5 tootles, so most students did not hear if a peer recognized their prosocial behavior, whereas teaching students to praise peers directly and immediately would allow all students to hear the praise intended for them and thus be more reinforcing to the behavior being specifically praised.

Most included studies took place at elementary grade levels when young students seek teacher attention, so it might make more sense to study student-delivered BSP at the middle and high school levels. Adolescent students in secondary schools tend to seek peer attention more than adult attention, so perhaps peer praise is best suited for middle and high school settings where students already seek out peer approval. Future researchers should do more peer praise studies at the secondary level to test if adolescents are indeed more motivated by and reinforced by peer attention in the form of student-delivered BSP compared to elementary students who typically desire teacher attention.



Summary

We conducted an exhaustive systematic literature review on student-delivered BSP to peers and found 36 articles focused primarily on positive peer reporting (PPR) and tootling interventions. We used Council for Exceptional Children (2014) standards for evidence-based practices to code included articles for quality indicators (QI) using a weighted 80% criterion and classified PPR in the insufficient evidence category and tootling in the evidence-based practice category. We calculated each eligible (80% QI met; QI 6.5 met; three or more cases in single-case research designs) study’s effect size, either between-case standardized mean difference estimate (A-B-A-B withdrawal/reversal and multiple baseline designs), standardized average difference between successive observations (for one alternating treatment design), or Hedges’s g (two group designs), then calculated a random-effects meta-analysis for PPR at 0.2254 (small effect), 1.0238 (large effect) for tootling, and 0.7408 for all eligible studies. Future researchers should (a) continue to investigate PPR with sufficient participants using methodologically sound research designs, (b) conduct tootling studies in middle and high school settings, (c) component analysis studies of the tootling intervention to determine active ingredients (e.g., teacher attention, peer praise, dosage of teacher and student praise), (d) conduct additional peer praise note studies to allow determination of evidence-base practice category, and (e) conduct studies where students across contexts are taught to directly and immediately recognize peer prosocial behavior using BSP.
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2weks: compliment delvery, PPR scps,
memorize  compliment, practice crete

poster timed how quickly they could generate

Teacher selectd MVP name from bag sart
ofday, displayed on poster given plsh oy

10min ofday students reported MVP good.

s, tacher prasdk okens totaled weekly,

10flledasquare (120 otal) on pyramid of

Rescsschercheckist 46%ofntervention

Slreaming social skils group mectings,

socal interactions during morning e tme:

eractions werelow snd

To grade 3 gened dassooms with 13

Jged o students (13 Black, 1 Whits 1 ED);

slection citeia ot descibed

ded, seript; student prser demo provided.

S0 rationle, desciption, icps.

allstudents gave 1 corecly

15 min dily befor unch, tescherused
scip, pased ot numbered notecards
with sieps fo BSP on back, reviewed.

seps, students made examplesand non-

hed for

™
with number drev chancecard with
dicctive o prasestdent 0 ight

student the teacher selects,orreceive

candy orstcker delivered to both

studnts (12 Black, 1 White 11D) and 14

Two femalegened eschers, llowed PPR

trsined by techer and research team or

sudntssay examples and non- xamples,

Suburb of major meteo iy southeasiern
USA, grade 2 gened clasroom with 20
studnts, predominantly Back

Fiften grade 2 students aged 7-8; eacher
electedfr varios student b ssues e

wanted o addres

Author (female school counsclor)
mplemented PP femsle tescher’s ol was
idlty o trsined ho o dotht et
prisr demo provided,trined b researcher
withexplaations,descriptions of prosocisl
s for two 20 min sssons,andstadents
e cxamples, recived feedback

2 for students 10 obs peers, then 10min t0
report peer prosocal b resercher prased
appropriste reporting, prisr and prsed
received scker

examples: escher spun whee and student

prase fom student with higher umber;

studentsschanc cads e t remaining

students inorder untlunch

of scssions =95% ety

the | MBLacross two clasooms

baseline=routine classroom bx

prompts and warnings, negative

consequences
choice
aide,
work.
obs SV o measur; DV = teacher recorded

3 v and high-intesity b on adspted
egative | CEL avg, dily score perweck used to
monitor ach class and eachlunch and.
o tansition periods soclometrc

nominations: students named three

Rescarchersript complation check 52%

management la ofposed ules eacher

Teache chcklist 29% of tervention

sssons = 100% dely

AB-AB withdrawal design;basline=math

question and answer sesson, modified st

intervention start to becenterswhere
sudentscould nteactand work insmal

groups

SV =researher created teacher parentpre-
post, student postwith sy neutrsl
negativ aces DV = 11-20min dirct obs
8-suhol nterval econding rotating
sudentsfor prosocsl nterscions 0A 24%
455, 97%,90%, 915 by condiion

childrenthey would Ik o ply i, one
orlessnominatons = rjected/neglected:

10A 15% of unchtime gencrlizaton
obse91sh

from | CEllow-frequency highintensity brs
B reducedinboth lassrooms (vg. 417

517 per day and 1072-7.57 perday) 1

Prosocal ntersctions increased rom 16%to
59%,then from 37% 0 45% in cach A-B
sequence

s experienced 2 fewer il events

duing unch,the ther ~4 fewer sfer

Q165 notmet

laonly one ase

10, Context

dussoom

20 Particpants

30.Intevention

priser demo provided, traned by
teacherfor tvo 20-minsesions how
o oot wrote examples, and
rceivd prise o fecdback unilall

tootlingcolected cards pror o each
ranstion: 20min before endofclass.

Rl dementary Tike | schl in
southesst grade incusive

Eight emale,
stadents, 4 with SLD and/or ADHD,
3 Black, 14 Whit, 2 Ltiny

Certifed dementary tacher 3ys.
exp. traiing not desribeds student

Tescherreviewed todling
procedures start of day laced 4”6”
indexcards o desks, encouraged

25 tudents each clasroom

1 male, grade 3

Grades 1 and 2 gened public clementary
classrooms n Baton Rouge, Louisiana

OneBlack mal grade 1 by o
participaion recssalone) one Black

femalegrade 2 (sctive sggresive recess
stone;whale clas: paticipants slcted
o being neglecteds teaches voluntered

Thre gened preschol Head Start
ssrooms n the south with 20
suudents -5 y0

One student from thrce classooms
White (5 yo female), White (4 y0
male), Black (4 yo femle:pece
sociometrc ratings=lowestor

second owstn class, peer rjcted

st resestcher met it grade 1-3

techers

teacherread ootles alowd (number
ot reported), counted and updted
postr goak: group contingency goal

days during ach phase=99%

0% of permanent product scoring
oftootles mestingcier

exch A-B sequence with 0 disruptive

agent
were successul
40, Description
of practice
50.1mp. ety
deliy
60, Imeenal.
wlidity
70, Outcome
measures/DVs
conditon
50.0us
anayss
b st 3days
i

Rescarchercheckist 40% ofschool

ABABithdrsval design
basclin = typical rade 3 clssroom

SV=IRP-15 teache pos; DV =all.
day teache dirctobsfrequency.
recoring disuptive b on
construction paper braceltsing
suaden il 104 30% obs cach

Diseuptve claseoom bx decressed
from 23210 8.4, then rom 1610 35

s onlyone cse

sessons=94% delty

classroom and recess

SV=no measure: DV

reported)

928 for all students TRR.

oo

and peeracceptance

Q165 ot met

Female tesche, taning ot reported.
teacherasked researcher (emale doctoral
suaden) o take ove PPR end-of oy
Sssions: student prsr demo provided.
trined by rsearcher and eacher or

15min:how o praie specifaly.

modled examples and on-examles,
suadentslised examples fo pro-scial b
Researcher explained casswould PRt
esen points owsedpiza party by rising
hand nd prsing the s tth end of

esch daysposterofpraie xsmplesand

reinforcement chart tracking PPR points

Rescarche checklist 33% of PPR

Non-concurrent MBL across two.
bjscts basline = grade 1 and 2 typicsl

nectabs cass
activity and recess (obs ength ot

< partlinterval recording
forsodal interaction: peetacceptance
(social statusand sciometic rankings
via pec nominaton and rating); I0A
0% b =95% classroom, 9% reces

Both students improved qualiy ofscial
interactions (fmale decreased negative
classroomineracions from 0% t0 <1%
ofnterals,maleinressed positve
classroom ineractions rom 8% t0 69%)

Noteacher demo, rined at morthly
sl meeting o procedures,
modeling had questions answered.
and used dlty checklisas srpt
when implementing suuden praser
demo provided trsined by teacher
wsing scrpt, sudentspractied
prose staements

Dy 15:min PPR sssons stdents
earned s token sch time someone.
voluntarly gave  posiive satement
o the star stadent of the week:
tokensled jar o arn posice
party

Teacher dailycheckist for
itervention conditon,rsults not
eported

MBLscros paricipants with
embedded A-B-A and ollove-up
probes basclne=typicalprschoal
Head Statcasooms.

SV=IRP-1 eache post (moderste
results g variabilt DV =socil
acceptance (studntsplaced pctures
ofpersinsiley el and
frowning fce boses basedon how
much they ke playing togther;
15-min dirct bs frsquency rconding
o egative bt 10 ot reported

One ofthre students ncressed
Socal cceptancebased on pcture
Sociometric rtings b peers, maving
from st class o scond most
preerrd;other o students sightly
decreasd n socilaceptance: two
ofthree stdents reduced negtive
s and mainsinedster PPR, other
studentwas sresdylowe n baseline

/s, 50% of Ql ot met

Thre grade 3 gened classrooms in Lovisana

Grade 3 classrooms techer or principal eerred
for disuptive casroom bx

Female lssoom esches,study purpose nd
teache esponsblies xplined by researcher (0
trining descrbed) student prafses demo
provided. trsind b rescarcher and tescher for
15-min sesion per inteventon ened 0
comsatly reportand write prosocilprie
atement,received praise and fsdback
accurstecxamples romll stdents were genrated
PR days eacher resd student example,praised,
pulled thec stars, names on board,end of day
10min studentsprisd prosocal bx of sars: -
10, carnedtokenfor extr eces tmes tootedays
snadents wrote index cards at end of day for three
stars for 10min, teachercounted (no read sloud),
e o stasaffer L week, o classes strted
unknovenstars; posters of xample pris and.
“whatis praset”

Rescarchercheckit 2-43% of intervention
days depending onclassroons el for
PPR-90%,98% 92% idely snd tootlin
80,525, 100% ety

'

baseline and conteol conditon, andom selection

Aernatng rctments design with i

for saquences o clssrooms did ot have five
altrnationss basein = lssroom instruction,
casroom actiiis, smll group aciiis with
teacher current clssroom management plan
during

SV=IRP-15 teacher post,CIRP stadent post
each conditon; DV =10-10 13- min divect obs
10 partilnterval recondin rtating st
for disruptive snd on-task b divect b ating
scales: ollowed diretions and o sk 90% of
day posiivelyinteracteds 10A 21-30%
obe=93%,93%,95% per chass

Nether ootes nor PPR (both known or
nknonwn stars) had a significan impact o

disupivecastoom by

8,165 ot met

Publicand private scholsin cast Baton Rouge
Parish grades 14

Grade 1 ino grade 2 male inprvate school,
rade 4 femle and grade 2 male in public
ool SSS-RS scoresprovideds teschers
ominsted soc

ly withdrawn students
confirmed by peer soclometrc rtings and

Plyground obsof 0% skone time

Noteacherdemo, training ot described:
stadent demo provided fortargeted partcpants,
peeeprisersonly had grade el eportd.
rsined by teachers descibed s told o
bservesta during dayreport endofday:
example osiive bx,no CFU.

Eachstudent (workerbe)prased  peet king/
queenbee fo 1 or 2weeks) endof day <10min,
esrned  token (pollen) for thecontiner
(beehive):reports were public and tscher
rinforced praised b 30 tokens earned small
revard, 130 carned pizza party: uls posted

ety

Non-concurrent MBL design with basline,
pratse recipien (ing/queen bec), and el
(orker be) conditons baseline  ypical
clementary playground activies

SV IRP15 eacherpost,CIRP student pos;
DV =pr post sociometric ating sl (Coic.
etal 1962 for paricipants by peers pre post
SIS dirctobson layground (obs ength
ot reported) 15 MTS for psiive, neative,
and neutral socalteractions 104 51%
b= 965%, 4%, and 4% persudent

Averae ncresed % of ntervals i positve
Socal inersctions = 26% SSIS RS incrssed

1 forsocal kil and M= 16 for top 105
Sociometric ratingschanged forone partcpant
who was no longer ratd as st iked b any
ER—

Nevtralor mixed efects

10, Context | Ruralsouthestschol inyear 4of | Alteratvepublic school (Continuous Learning  Resilentisl facility gades 1-12 with T schools n rurs southesst with
PBIS withoverall SETS8 2 gened | enter) gades 6-12n Mobile, Alabamawith 89 igh-fdelity PIS; theeeatclases  high-fdeity PBS,one with two.
lementary classrooms grades 3-6 ith | students withsped nees removed from with one spedtscherand twobx | grade § lssrooms and ane chools
15-22 students ncighborhond school due o problem by 45+ days, | specialss grade7 classroom 19-28 students

719 male,78% Black 925 FRPL per dassoom, gened o inclsion

20 Four gened grade 3-6students 9yo | Siteen stdents, 13-16 yo grade7orSmath, | Eight clmentarystudents7-11yo | Elven yo Blackfemal, 12 yo Black

Particpants | Black female 9 yo Black male 11 yo | grade 8 language arts, 67 students per clas clases | EBD grades 2 dsruptive by female 13 yo Black male:
Whitefemale, 8 yo Black female; slected incllaboraton with school adinistrtors | funtion = posite refnforcement: | administator andtecher referrd
prinipal efered students for based onconsistncy, i and teacherwillngness atenton, 5+ ODR, diect obs classrooms,teschersnominated
inapproprst lssroom b and scil confiematon;art lss slectedfor | studentsfor disrupive b confirmed
ificulies,sreening obs confirmed frequeney ofnsppropriae brs by screning obs

s0. Four fenale teachers with 1-23y7sof | One Blck male wo Whitefemale teschers 3-7yrs. | Spedart teacher 3yrs.exp 265 Three Black female teachers with 3

Intervention | exps teachers trained with scipts, | exp tained by expermenter using session ideity | specialiss,raning not dscrbed: | or yrs exp o mastr’s degrees,

agent praciced implementing. and provided | checklistfor ne o two 30-min sesions with susdent praserdemo provided, | trsined by resarcher, iven siped
fedback:student praser demo. desciption of PPR, atonale, step, handouts, e by escherappropriste peer | procedures:studentprser demo
provided, eaned by teschers for 30| practie with students untlll ave acorect prase | reation,prse note, modeled, | provided: eined by teachers using
min folloving a scip, tudents gave | student praier demo provided trsined by teachers | practiced it teacherand peer | st hovw o observe nd totle
examples thatwere prased orgiven | with experimente help: modeling samplepraise | fesdback spproprite b, examples and non-
fedhack satements studens gave example,dscussd when examples,practice with feedbackor

toprise praseunil il tootled correctly

10 ‘Studentsobserved star (nnounced | Compared busines s sual, eacher PR, Aferartinstrocion teacher wrote | Teacher gavestudents index cards

Descipion | sartof day) ll day forapproprst bx | resarcher PPR; indivklual prasers carned sickers, | prlse nots (star shape) o sudents | sart of day withinstructionsand

ofpractce | with hourly reminders each PR for | cotton ball by prssing 2 weekly MVPs rosted | or students had 10-15min towrite | encouragement o tootle (one on
sar (-10min) carnd tokento ljar | slphabetcally st Smi esch dy: 289 cotton PPN (every studentreeived aeast | front, e on bk, more cards f
PR+ tooling: studentscouldalso | Balls=pizza ary;appropriste prase postrs,smll | one):tudents ead theepris notes | needed) sppropritepeee b
et tootle fo str throughout the | dry-erase board with MV name andscor,pastic | bere peer aciviy time (board | throughout lassperiod,some
dayand lacenshocbos readby | achiesement medals games, cands,pusaes, ar) randoy read by tescherend o
tcacher end of PR time and prased period, all added to count towrd
slong withtokens tokens carned parey, s goal (hips,cecream.
movie, exta recess ostr board of sandwiche,donuts, game day, extra
PR steps reesstime)

SO0mp. | Rescarher checklist -30% of Rescarcherchecklit 34 sesionsperweckand | Researcher checklist43-46%0f | Teacherdaly cheeklist=95%, 9%,

delny intervention sessons = 88-100% results graphed to compare the o conditons: | sessions=95%,96% 994 fdelity per | 95% ey observer checkist
fidelty perteacher er conditon: 0% | High experimenterinvolvement (78.3% dely) v | artclass, 104 50-61% of observed | during obs=96%,94% 97% el
ofobservd sesions had iy v (2% idely) 104 40-44%5 ofobs=100%
104=100%

60.Internal | MBL desgns scross two setsof two. | Quaskexperimental group design: obs Friday Game | Alernating trestments design ABAB vithdrawaldesign:

valdity | partcpantscounterbalanced foronder | Time, unstructured, casualsbsines s sl group | comparing PPN and teacher praise | baseline= teachers continued ormal
efects;bseline=teschers deltwith | teacher fllowed routinecassroom b management | notes;obslast Sminof atcas | clastoom rotinesand bx
inapproprste b mormalln typical | plans: postd rles,prompts, and warnings, duting peeraciviy time 0 pracice | management echniquesduring
clementary dassrooms. negativeconsequences;some studentschanged  socialand play skl (board games, | math, nguagearts, word istory

casrooms n the middle of ntervention cands, puzes,art) dases

7. SV=IRPI5 teacherpost students | SV=IRP-1 teacherpre post, CIRP studentpre | SV =authorcrested d-5 qustion. | SV~ IRP-15 teacher post, CIRP

Outcome | asked whatthey thoughtaboutexch | post: DV =authorcreatedsocometric raingof | teacher students unitsupervisor | students post DY =20 min direct

measures/ | inerventon; DV = CBS subscales for | pes pre post; 25-min diret obs 155 partil postsurveys for each student. b5 10:8MTS for appropriate and

vs aggresion, prosocal,asocial ansity, | inervl recording for posive,negative, neural or | DV = 15-min dictobs duration of | diseuptive b trget student
pecr ejection, yperactivity 20-min | socal interactionsduring unstrctured game | inappropriste s duing art lssss | observed verythind interal IOA
dirctobs 10 partalimeral time exch Friday,observed atindvidual tudent | 104 30-38% obs=96% o 100%per | 25-50% abs=91%,88%,93% per
ecording for inapproprist and Jeve bt anslyzed at daseoom kvels I0A not sudent dass
Sppropriate b IOA 0% ofobs repored
95% acrossudents and bas

800w | Nodiferencesbetween PPRand Positive interactions incressed 34% highresesrcher | Teache praie ntesdecreased Oversl psitve ffcts orall thee

anslysis | PPRtootling.both reduced. nvolvement s, decressed 14% low rescarcher  inappropriate busan average 4% | targtstudents reduced chsside
inappropriae b for all four tudents | nvolvement clas, decessed 22% control classs | and PP 36% disrupive bxand incrased
andincressed sppropriste b forthrce | sociometric atings ncrsasd forall e lsses by clsssvideapproprst b
sudents 11%,5%, 13%, respectively

re Posiive effects o, 0% ofQl ot met Posiveefects Posive ffects

T elementaryschool in southesst with high
idlty PBIS, grade  and 5 gened dasrooms
it 17-19 students,one majoriy Back ane
majority Whit:

Grade S gened cassroom 19 stdents, 9 fenale,
10 male, 15 White, 1 Asan 1 Ltin, 2 Black:
grade.d gened classroom 17 students, 10 male, 7
female 25LD, 13 Black 3 White 1 Lt
admiisesorsefrred dasrooms or dieuptive
b confimed by obs

Two Whit fensle teachers, one withmasters
degree 9ye.exp.and otherwith bachelo degree
yeseexp tsined by researchers, iven siped
proceduressudent prtser demo prosided,
trsined by teschersusng  script: recognizeand
eport peer appropriate b, gave examples and
non-exampls students praciced and eceived
pris o fecdback unti eschstadent ootled
cormtly

Teache gave index cands o students at startof
2 period,reiewed imtructions, and
encouraged ootling (oneon ro, one onback
one dastoom couldget xta card) of peer-
appropiae b read by teache () endof
perod, tescherprisd, added o group evard

©

eces, 20min compute time, cupeakes,
chips)

Teache dily checklist= 00%, 97% delty:
rescarcher checKlist exch obs during
erventon =97%, 100% idelt; 104 for
researcher37-49% obs per casroom = 00%;
trsining idelitycheckist=100%

ABAB withdraval designs with  MBL elment
across tw clasrooms;baslne=teachers
continued normal nstrution nd classroom

management proceduresacross multile subjects

SV=IRP-15 teacher post DV=20-min dieectabs

10-4 MTS for sppropriste and disruptiv b

scienceorlanguage art; 10 33-60% cach
Conditon =91% 93% perclass

Disruptive b dcressed and appropriste bx
incressedsubsantally fo bt clsrooms
during ooting phase,with moderat o srong
nonovelap ofal pirs

. anly two cases

10, Context

20
particpants

30
Inervntion

agent

10
Desciption
of practice

50.1mp.
dely

60, Internal.
wlidity

0
Oucome
measures
Vs

50.Dus
ansyss

‘One grade 2 and two grade 3 gened clementary
classrooms n o southesst chools implementing,
high ey PBIS;classes=9-11 male 9-12
fomale, 11-19 Black,0-11 White,0-3 Latin, 0-3
ELLOHI

830 Black femals 7 yo lack mal, 8 yo Black
mals principal reerrd disruptiv b, teachers
nominated  most disuptivefrge stuen
classrooms sreenod confrmed 30%intrvalsof
disuptive bx

Whitefemale teschers 1o 8yrs. exp one masters
degree traind by rescarcheron componens,
given script 1o rain students, ehearsed,asked Qs
received eedback: student priser demo provided,
trsined by teachers uing scipt: monitor and wite:
peerappropeiate b, exampls pracic, eedback
il all made one correct ootk

Teaches passd out ot cads doring the most
problemati time peiod (20,30, or Omin) for
students o tootle approprst pecr b, reminded
studentsof procedures; students urned intooles:
o1 box and got mre cards,working toward low
dailygos(25-30tootkes) reschable i each wrote 2
perdays end oftooting eacher updated umber
o thermomete,esdat et 5 0 clss,prised
appropriste b s reward =xtr eces tme,
howand el small edibles and tangbles:

Teacher dallychecklis = 100%,100%,98%
integiys resestcher checki frequency not
eported=100%, 93%,90% idelty, Wit I0A
53-50% ofsessions = 100%; rining fdlty
checklis fortrsning ach teacher = 100%

AB-AB vithdraval with s MBL clement across
o clssrooms basein «lssroom teachers
usedschedules, routines, and b expectations;obs
during langusge arts (slent reading,rspondingto
questons bout readings a3 s, ndependent
Worksheets, qizze)or sience (brifleson,

hands on ativiy. worksheet)

SV IRP5 tescherpost, CIRP target student
posts DV = 20-min dirct obs 10-s partial imersal
recordingfor disrptive and scsdemiclly engaged
b, target sdent obscrved very thindimervl;
108 25-66%,obs

2-94% cros classes

Diseuptive by decressd and academicaly
engaged b incrased inall thre classrooms and
anget stdents

Postise clfcs

Rural southeast high schoo, 590 students, 6% FRPLL
thrce gencd daseson four 95-min block schedule

Student sx, grade,race,sped providedin bl cach
lssrooms: school administrtors eerred csrooms
for disuptive b, confrmed by 0%+ ntervalsof
disrptive b in screning obs

Three White teschers 22-30 yo 1-2year xp. female
Englsh lerature orphyscal scence, male geometey,
traied by rescarcher with script ot studens,read
together answered Qs student priser demo provided,
traned by teachersusng script:observe and record
peer prosocial b, examples and non-examples, practice:
wiing,red alowd fr s with feedback

Teache pased out toale paper at perod st
instructed nd encouraged students o tootle
approprise peerbxllperiod oneperslip,putin

e, et mewlps eache ead 5+ toles end of
perod, added 1 count towand goal(homevwork pases,
movie cookie,chips, donuts): abserer performance
feodback on missing stps

Teache dailychecklis = 2%, 100% 0% fdely:
reseatcher implementation checklitday 1 for esch
teacher=100% ideliy: resesrcher ety acoss
obs=B1%, 100%, 585,104 for 3%

ABAB withdraval design with ollow.up 1-2weeks
later baseline = teachers managed chasrooms in the
ypical manner,routines,bs management tchnigues

SV=BIRS tescher post; DV =20-mindirct obs
TS rotatingstudents for disrptive and academiclly
Cngaged b 10A 428 = 89%,91%, 4% pr class

Disruptive b decressed and academicallyengaged b

incressed acros csrooms

Positveefccts

“Two public lementaryschools in Baton Roug, Loisiana,
one in o income aeaofthe iy, onefor students with
reading related disabilie; grade 3 and 4 cassrooms

113 students grade 3 (31%) grade 4 (69%) 43.4% female,
7.3% Black, 21.2% White, 8% Latin, % Asian, 1%
othe, g, 957 yo (range =512 o) school sletion teria
ot desceibeds teschersrecruited o st willigness

Ninegrade 3 or 4 geved teachers, 8.9% emale, 667% White,
222% Black, 11.1% Lating, 1078 avgyr. exp. 1L1%
mastes dgrees, tining sated bt notdescibeds stdent
e provided for al groups combined,trsning not
descibed beyond introduced students o the procedures, o
v

Classooms randomly assigned control, grattade,totkng:
rtitude = students made three ratitude satements sch
morning forth previous dayat scholafer teacher modeled
and escher wroteprise notes nd ofday s cach sudent gt
acher reviewed totlingdata cach
moening from day before, esd sample tootkes,prisd,
opportuite o practie tooling, reviewed lssprogress
thenstudents ept otecards o desks ll day and looked for
positivepeer b turned i totlsend o day.

1+ per weck: ot

Teacher dailychecklst = 86% grattude fdlty 95% tootling
dlty it 2days (13% nerventon sssions) esarcher
completed I0A= 100%: 485, 143, and 63 totls per cass:
artitade teachers wrote note o cah student nce per Sdays

sk experimenal repated measuresgroup dsign:
clasrooms randomly asigned o one o thre condiions:
control, gratitude oling

SV= URP-IR eacher pre post. CIRP stadent pre post
DV = STRS S prepost ollow-ups BBRS pre post llw-up:
SSWQ student prepost oo up SEHS-P student pr post
ollow-up; ODR: weekly chasroom conduct grades; lpha
andlor relaily cocficents provided for measures,
construct validiy discusid

Mised dsig -y MANOVA nosigifant main efct for
SSWO sgnifcnt i efct for SEHS.P: grasinde decresedin
contoland perssenceincrssed forll condionssgnificnt
i effctfor STRS SF: losnss incresd focontol nd
ratitade, confictncressd o control mised repested-mesres
ANOVA for BRS=ignificant msin effsct dcress o contol
and sgaifcntimprovement o bothtoting nd ratedes o
substanal change i conduct grades: ODRs decrssed ll
condions graiude mos fom 14100 toting S0 115
contrlsto 1

Newtralormised effcts

Suburhan lementry Tt 1 schoolwestern USA;
fourth year of SWPBS: 55% male, 3% FRPL 38%
ELL 32% sped:52% Latin, 39% White, 4%
Pacific ander, 2% Blck, 1% American Indian,
1% Maiple

167 peeeprisrs (12% grade 4, 36% grade 5,22%
e ) seven White female reces ides and e
Lot male administrstor providedrecess
supervision; whole school 3238% ofal
ODR=playground: 1-2 teachers each grade -6
chose 2-3students who behaved welland 2-3
suadents withchallengingbx

School administetor (uthor) male Lt
suadent praserdemo provild, traned by author,
and sapervised in distributing PPNs durig rces:
Lhinteactive PowerPoint reviewed playground

s, roleand esponsii

e, procedures,
schedule,mysery motivato,tme 0 pracice, no
v

12-15 pee praers t reces looked for
responsble, respectil,safe students,vebally
staed b abserved completed PPN fo student

PPN tripicae copies servedas el checking.
prases distibuted expected number of PPN
evenly across assgned grades = 35% of expeced
PPN disributed

ABAB withdraval desig: basline = typical
clementary recess

V= rscarcher creted surveyrecessaidesschool
administrtorstudents (15 eah grade randomly
slected)post; DV = layground ODR: PPN count
ipliate copy to offie techer and student):
IRR ot eported

Medisn ODR per day decressed by 429% when
PPN werereintroducedsfe withdrawal,mdian
ODR per daydecreased 00

/s, only one ase

10, Context

20 Particpants

30.Intevention

agent

40.Description
of pactice

50.1mp. ety

60, tteenal.
wlidity

70.Outcome

mesures/DVs

80, Dataanalysis

i

10, Context

20, Particpants

30 Intervention
agent

0. Descrption of

practice

50.1mp. ety

60, Imernal
lidey

70, Outcome
measures/DVs

Universy-asitedurban afe-schoolprograminthe
couthern USA, K.5,49% fmal, 515 mle, 42% Black, 41%
Whit, 1% Latiny >60% FRPL, 3% ELL 18% sped

Grade 3t schoo program cassroom,four lack (two.
female,two male) tudents 8-10 o, three extrareading
instoction;female teschers not erifeds program director
efered grade  formesn and disespectfl b oward peces
and st teacher nominated students agressive,
disespectiul, mean bx,confrmed by researche informal obs

Four femsle resarcher nterventionists, 23-30 yo -3y
PAD schoolpsychologyprogeam: studentpriser demo
provided,trained by resestchers fo 40min: ooting as 3
et cam xtr eces, defined ooling, examples and
non-cxamples, ho 0 write ootles,students gave examples
and eceived ecdback

Rescarches reiewed totlng start of academic hour read
1-2 previous day examples,prased lssf met criteron and
placed  sta on rewand board (e stars carned extra
reces)student dew criterion from bag o how many
iflrent stodents necded torceive oot that day 375"
indescard provided,placedtoals i box during aadermic
o, lst 10min of clas students praciced wriing tootles
while rescachersprovided feedback

Resestcher checklist 40% of cach conditon = 100%.
intervention dlty, 0% baslne and withdrawal fdlty

AB-A-Bvithdral design;baslne = 20min on carpet
reviewing upcoming acthvites an receiving eacherlod
instruction,then went o sationsfor spelling.resding,math
with s reled because of sferschool progeam, 0
punshment pplid s consisently

SV=0 messres DV =20 min diect obs 15 partil nteval
reconding on gt student at  time n sequence for
antiscial and dissspectl b duringcapt time acadennic
Hou; 10A 33-60% percondiion =90-98% per condition

Tooting decessed antisoia and dissspectol b with

Posiive effcts

Ruralighschool n southesst on 0-min
block schedule with 600 students, 65%
Whit, 3196 Black, 49% emale,51% male, 0%
FRRL

“Thre gened geometryor English classrooms
rades9-12:4-7 femle, 1416 mal
Whit, 35 Black0-2 Latin,0-1 Amercan
Indian, 3-8 sped SLD OHI V1
requesed clasroom management support
confiemed by 20-minscreening obs 0%
ontaskbx

17

teachers

Two Whit maleand femle teschers 2-3yes.
exp. one masters degree trsined by
resesther for 20-mi using student trsning

30y exp.

siptand opportuniy fo ol pay: asroom
pece demo provided, tsined by teachers using.
scrip, determined revards,pominated -3
suadent interventionists pr lss rsined by
rescarche:provided dily checkst

Student nterventionst placed two tootleslips
on desks, announced and posted goal lced

Teaches o

Midle school n  norheast metropolitan aea on 42- 0 49-min
block schedul, 614 stdents, 5.6% FRPL, 6.5% ELL, 191% sped

“Two grade 6 ELA and nclusion socisl studis classrooms:
snadents, $4-59% male 59-67% Whit, 21-35% Asian, 6-12%
Black,one o two 504 plan ADHD, 0-1 sped OHI ADHD T8I
eachers contactedschoolpsychologist disuptive b suppert,
confiemed by 20-minscreening obs 0%+ of intervals disruptive by

Two Whit maleand femle teahers 31-54 yo mastr’s dgrees,

modeling role play scip o training students,scrpt for daly
implementation;student priser demo provided, rained by
teacherswho dscribed tootling s compettion tudents praciced
wrtingtootles withfedhack

Rl sothest high school on 9-min block schedule, 550
suudents, 6% FRPL.

Agebral

ceeleated English 1, Englich IV 13-17 female,
16 Whit, 11 Black,0-1
5ped SLD OHI;shool adminisratorrfered

Latng,0-
sened classrooms with disrptive b, confirmed by
sreening obs 30%s interval lsswide diseuptive b

“Thr Whit emale 23-30 yo teschers 1-6yes.exptrsined
by resarche: reviewed st use with students,examples
and non-examples, practic with feedback il accurat.
suadent praserdemo provided by clss, trained by teachers
wsing srpt, wrote tooles received fedback, modeled
submiting

Teacher laced 12em 6 sips o desks,encouraged
suadents o writepeer prosocal bx obsrved during class,
subait tar i bl studentpraiser ame i one conaner,
peeeprised and b i other container) and gt new s ive
resards givn outdsily end of cass when teacherpicked
e tontle t read and plled two prasernames:

revards = omework passes, candy bars,chips soda

Tescher dally intevention checklst = 100% idelty;obsrver

checklistevery obs = 100% ity 42% with IOA = 100%

ABABwithdraval desig;baslne = teschers continued
ypicl dasroom rotinesand b management srstegicsin
Algbra I, aceelerated English 11, English IV

SV=BIRS teacher post, CIRP students post DV =20 i
directobs 10-5 TS for disrptive, acadennic engaged, and
passive off sk b TOA 10%=91%,

7

Tootling resuled in immedine decresses of discupive by
andincresses i academic cngaged b across al three
lasrooms during intevention pssve of-task bx.

remained rlativey stable and o across condiions

Posiiveefects

“Thre public shol self-
contaned sped chasrooms for

“Two rural clementaryschools insouthest

“Thre clementary classrooms obs in inguage
arssienceor math: 820 female and 9-15
male tudents, 0-24 Black, 10-19 Whit, 0-1
muliacal, 0-5 sped SLD OHI ADHD 1 ASD;
principas refered genedclassooms with
disuptive b, confirmed by screning obs 0%+
of teral with disruptive be

“Three White,one Bluckfemale teschers 1-20yrs.
exp. onespecali
by researcher for 1
modeled ClasDojo,srpt fortraning students,
heased, fedback student praser demo.
provided, trained by eachers for 15 min using
script, cxamples and non-examples, practied
tootle whileenering ClasDoj, fedback.
unilalcorect

mins explined ooting.

sy

Teacher encouragedstudents t notce peer
appropiate bx thioughout the 20-min session
and enter tooes on ClassDojo computer
saions end of sesion (55 per stdent; 3 min
) which updated iteracive whitcboard

i namesand oot esche praisd progress

toward gos e time, extra rcess ime,
‘popeorn, kitls)

Rescarche dily checklist=967%,95%, 9%
fidelty OA for 33% = 100% teacher dally
checklist= 100%, 100%,97% il eachers
taining students el = 100%.

ABAB vithdravaldesgn;bscline =teschers
conducted typicl casroom management
techniques t handie disrptive and sppropriate
bin langusge ars,sience, math

SV=BIRS teache post: DV=20-min dirctabs
10-8 MTS for disruptive snd scademic engaged
b 10A 40% b =96%, 945, 94% per s,
x=093,087, 08

Tooting on ClssDojo resuted i immedise
decresss of disruptive b nd ncresss in
academic ngaged bx during inervention inall
thec lssrooms

Positive effcs

hourfday

suadents with behavior

female

680

24 Clasoms withgrades 15,

stadens targeted n sch:9-16
you Black, 1 White, 4 Latn,
1Q60-88; seection critera ot

s 4-6 mle and -3

studens per cssroom

2,0 male ED

concens foron

described

i by rescssche:totling introduction,

Two femaleand one male
teacher 37-39 y0 3-6yrs exp.
e masers degree, ined by
resestcher: examples and non-
examples,script ortraning

studens studen praser demo

provided rained by teachers:
desciption oftootling bxs to

Padie pracic, gol and.

revards,students submited .
walid otle

sdents 375" index cards and encouraged ooting,

Teacher toldstudents to s
thiedevices o submit tootkes

Startof assonly s

4 students, 5 sped,grade . socal stdics clss
teacher excitd o articpst and suggested socil studieswould

‘Rural K. schol in upr Midwest

Thee sped classrooms, 10 students
rodes 2-5 with 1P b goal: 0-4 male,
01 female 0-4 Latin, 0-3 White, 0-1
Black, EBD OHI SLD ASD ID: teachers:
nvited,chos o participate

“Three Whit emle teachers 1-19yrs.
exp. one White male counselor Ayrs.

exp escarchertrsined using tudent
rsining script;student priser demo
provided, taned by teachersfor 20min
wsing scrpt, examples and non-examples,
stadents distinguished tooles from
e, prcticed with vignete and
moddling students wroe ootlewith
feedback

Teacher put 4x5.5” blank tootes by
contaner, reviewed insiructions,
encoursged students o tootle throughout
thedayfthey s peer prosocal b start
ofcach morning scilsilsgroup.
teacher resd all tooles shoud, updsted
osl thermometer cupeakes popeorn.
recue pops,cookie party, iz party.
extrarecess e, touch football)

Teacher dailychecklit = 100% idlty:
reseatcher checklist o abs days-94%
delty: teache training students
bserved by escarcher with
checklis=98% idlty, with IOA for 1
clssroom = 100% authors noed tudents
wioke fee ootles

MBL design across cassroom stings:
bascine = social kil peiod inthe

count of approprst ootes; 30-min
directobs 10-s MTS fo on-taskbs, 105
partialnteval recordin for disuptive
and prosocal bx; 104 30%+ of b =59%.
cxchclase

Lovw number oftootes eachcasstoom
(k14,56 only two classes et gl of
v tootles,once: ootling ncreased
on-tak b (igh o begin with) and
decreasd disruptive b low tobegin
with:prosocial b ncrased fo one
dsroom

Postiv effects

e school n upper Midvwest incusive socal studiesclass st

cpal eferred

havesocal neraction during group work:teacher expresed
kb academic engagemen, diseuptive b ad
following schoolvide expecttions

Femaletescher 30 yr. exp. it year soil sudie, trined by
rescsrcher for 0min: descibed tolng, how implemsented, how
o tcin stdents, answered Qs rle play befor eachmew phs:
suadent praserdemo provided,trsind by resestcher and teacher
for 30min with scipt:exampls and non-examples, procedures,
ll students wrote  proper oot rceived feedbac

wdents gt totle cands (13 85”11,

envelopes in front ofcas withchance lips
and mystery motiator,encoursged student
bservepeeepostive b during 90-min lss
bk, place tooles i continer; end of chass
read S and addd total o go i dily gl
et drewehance sip (21 atioof rewardto
), praised meeing goal encouraged or
tomorrow, opened mystery mesiator f
revard chance slip was drawrs evards = chips,
candy,bonus pints, e time

Student nterventionis iy

checklis=81%r idelit:rsearcher il
checklist=100% idelity, 104 30%

sssions = 100%sall sinings = 100% el

and 10A: rescarcher trning eache, eacher

rsning clssroom, escarcher tsining

staden inerventonits
ABABithdraval baseine = teachers

followed normalclssroom routine and b

mansgement srstegisfor gometey
(beginning of cach block) and Englsh (middie
ofblock)

V= BIRS teacher post, CIRP student post
DV=20.min diretobs 10: MTS for
scademiclly engaged nd diseuptive b 0A
4415 obs=97%, 7%, 96% pr lass.

ofpeer approprise bx; end of class i colected tootles, read 5
s, prased students receiving the toole,updated gosl
hermomete; rewards = 15-mi reces,chiceof sesing

Teacher dailychecklist complted iy results not reported:
bserver iy checklist=961%,93% itervention 100% baseline
withdral dlty p clss, A 38-18% sssons = 100%;
resestcher trainin escherand eschr rining sdent
Aty

oo

ABABC reversal dsign with maintenance: basein

pical
nstruction and dassroom management practices, including feible
sating,logial consequences, verbl promping lossof unch/
recess piviegesin ELA o social studies:

V= URP-IR teacher post mintenance, CURP student post.
maintenance; DV =20-min dirctobs 13- partal inervl for
disupive b, 15 MTS for academic engaged b IOA 38-46%
=925, 93% per lss

via Pt any timeall days end
of dayteacher dislayed Pdlet
tootle counted, updted
Google heets ba graph:
Iminated char of totling bx

examples,rewards=icecream,
chips,candy bars, 55 fst oo
it card,piza

Teacher dailycheckist, reslts
ot reported:researcher
bserved i0%of

sesions = 100% ity
resestcherobserved tschers

rsining students = 100% idlty

ABABithdeawal design:
baselin = teachers contined
nstruction asusual nd tended
o eventasstandard

SV=BIRS teacher post.rsearch
created questionnain student
Post:DV=20-min dirctobs
10 partial (@isrupive be) or

Tootle prosocil by tarned in st S ofclass reward
cream sunda party: pizza party, domutpary cupeake party

Rescarchercheckist once per hase (20%¢ percond
delty;same checklist uided teacher implementation

A-AB-A-AB-ABC-AB-ABC-ABCD- ABC-ABCD reversl desgn:
(A) wroe toole 8)teacherrepored number o oot cach
moning (C) publc posting of goa thermomeer (D) teacher read
hce toolessart of casswithfdback and praie for praserand
ecipent no baseline,socal stdies group signments,
individual rojcts,videos wholeclas nsruction

SV=IRP-15 tescher post students ssked by teache sbout eclings
on acceptabilt what they ked/did not Hke/woukd change:
DV= 15-min dirctobs 10-5 MTS foron-task b and 10-sparisl
nteral reconding fr disruptive b; 10 30% bs~98.6% on-tak

50, Datasnalysis

b

K

Two ofthethee classrooms increased
academic engaged b and decreased disrupive

pestralor mixedefcts

ducto paracductorsaffing changes dis

Academic engaged b improvedincas A, eslts unclear inclass B

aptve b reduced when

ootling was ntroduced bt tayed low throughout remaining

conditons

/s, anlytwo cases

whole (academicaly engaged
) interal recording: 104 40%
fo sch condition 95-98%

[E——

Immedise theraputic changes
i dissuptive b and academic
engaged bacrosall theee

posive efects

bx 100% disuptive bx

On-task and disruptive b improved from beginning o end of
st mean on-tak b was 67.39% f el t st 88% of
interals on average b end: dis
waslow o b, and styed low ear zer0

uptive b hd decresing tend,

ol only one ase

10, Context

20 Paricpants

30.Intevention agent

40.Descripton of ractice

50.1mp. ety

60, Inernal validty

720, Outcome measurest

s

80.Data analysis

i

ADHI, tnion deficit bypersctiy disoeder; ASD, s speceu disonder; g e B, behavior.spcifc pries e UL chec o undentandin: de demogeaphics DY, deendent vrisb

Charter K-8 southeastern ueban school i vry lage
and dierse dsrct (233000¢ students, e,
majriy Latns or Blck): 48 students, 98.9% FRPL
52.9% mle, 42.2% Back, 36.5% Latng, 1385 White
18% Asian,5.1% mulliracil PBIS in place
26 students i grades 5-8 (14 contol, 12
505 Black,30.% Latin,54% male colee flty
recommended charte schoos and rst principal
scsepted ofers stdents screned for self-reported e

satisfcton andteache b sreence,pus

ersenion).

dministrstion and tesche refersl.

T graduste students it seven sl groups,
o demogaphics, trained on PPR bt no CFU, received
weekly gidance and suppor; tudent prser demo
provided, trained sing PPR protocolsrpt no CFU

‘Students randomly ssigned o cultrlly sdapted
Well-Being Promation Program (5014, 2016)orthe
program with itegrted PPR: PPR group eminded
esch sesion to ook fr ositivebysligned with PBIS
expectationsand chaacter srength of o sudents
chosen as stars, names on whicboard:endofsssion
Students reported postive bas o stars, cach PPR
counted toward goal (10 PPR per student)

Rescarcher checklis er session =99% ety

Prees-postes group comparison desigasstratified
(grade el random assgnment by geoup generator

SV CURP student post; DV = pre post student
Complted: MSLSS frends domainfr peer reltionship
stisfcton,SLSS, PANAS.C, PROMIS foriternalizing
aniey nd depresion and SDQ hyperactiviy conduct
problems peee problems subscales

Mised-model ANOVA—

e satsscion: nosgnificant
mainefcts;posicive and negative afct:nosgaiicant
mainefcts: exteralzing b o significant main
et anscty and deresson: nosgaificant main

et pee eationships:nosgnficant main effcts

Neutralor mixedefects

Raral southeast high schoo, 600 sudents 65%
FRPL. fourgened clssrooms

Algebrs, heslth, bioogy, Englis classrooms: 4
female, 5-15 mle, 810 White, 4-9 Black, 0-2
Latng,0-1 Asian,0-1 Pacic ander grades 911,
0-5 sped SLD OHI ASD SL teschers e rferd

clssroom management and b problns,

confirmed by screcning obs <70% intevals - task
b

“Thrce White male,one feale tescher 17y, exp.
one masters degres, rained by esearchers for
30min following sript, modeld steps,answered
Qo teschersrhearsed: student praiser demo
provided,trsined by teachers or 20
procedures, examples and non-examples,practced
wrting with feedback,voted on rewards

Teache gave twotoole papers t class st
encoursged students t reprt two daly in

e end o day eache silenly ead tootes,
‘added togoal posters BC phas escher posted afsr
each day on bl board who and what bs were
Tootkds ootk example poster

Teacher dilychecklist = 100% ity reseacher
checklis cach b= 100%, 100%,97%, 5% iy
by clas, with IOA 25%s abs but ot repored:
teachereaning of students=88-100% el with
100% 104

MBL design acrosscassrooms with embedded

ABBC (basline, ooting. ooting + public
posting) basline =teschers ollowed ol
lssroom routine and bx management procedures
in algebr,English, bilogy eslth

SV = BIRS tscher post, CIRP student posts
DV = 20.min dictobs 10-+ MTS fo academmicaly
engage, disupive and pasie off sk b; 104
33 ofabs=97%,98%,97%, 1% per class

Academic engagement increased, disruptive b
decressed, and pasive off ask b decressd forall
four classrooms: no diference between toaling

and totlng with public posting

Poskive effcts

Rl southeast cementary schoo, 551

fents thee grade 4 o ive dasrooms.
during ELA or sence (one cotaught inclsion,
one sped):8-11 White,5-9 Black,4-5 Lains.
0t muliscial 0-3 ELL 4-10 sped

One ortwo students targetedperclass:
yo Bickor
thre sped OHI ADHD ODD SLD: principal

rfered lssrooms for classroom mansgement

racial males o not spd,

and b concens; teachers nominted targes
suadents withorat riskfor EBD, confirmed
withsresning ob 30%s inervale disrupive
b

Thrce Whit emae teschers 19y, exp.
master's o education specalist dgree ass
demo provideds interventonist groups trsined.
by resarcher it ldes on prosocial b, rues,
oal modeling,two students and ne escher
praciced scrptwith feedback, ll stdents
wroe o, five reviewed by techer with
feedback votedon rewards

Tescher- o

sudentded ootlin leader read
srip reminding stdents o look orand oot
prosocsl b tootling partner ssgned o ach
suadent o duo would ootk on cachother, e
partnes each week end ofsssion leader ead
e tootles, prasedrecipientof he tootle and
prfser; when goal met,leaderspun chice
wheel andclass immeditely receved reward.
eacher placed tootes n student flders o g0
home to parents after oslwas mets students
votedwithcolored squaresevery fourthsesion
o o totling teacher ledor stdent led:
revards = pencils,chips, extrarecess,candy,

computer ime,wear a hatpass

Rescarcherchecklist for $1-88% of
ntervention sesions =50-100% fdeltwith
10A for 36-36% of sessions = 100% researcher
Checked ootles=95% et criteria

Alernting reatmentsdesgn with
maintenance; onditions andomized in
systemaicblocks = basline, student Ied
ootlng teacher e toolng student chice:
basclin = techer delvered usul instruction

and bx management ystems

SV rsearche crsted oo

eficacy
questonniir tesche pe pos, TAST teacher

post,researcher cretedtrestment acceptaily

questonnaic student post DV = 20 i divect
b4 10:8 MTS for disrupive, passive of-task,
and academic engagement b 104 32-50% of
sesions=81-91% across tudents
Tescher-and stdentJd ootling decreased
percentage of terval disrpiive b both
ncressed academic engagement but

ity o mesningfol

e students,onestdent

considersble vari

diferenc for
responded beter totescher ld tootling, one.
stadent esponded beter o studentIed
ootling

Posiiveefects

Rural southeast lementary school, sl
contsined sped lassroom

Five students inclassroom with b goals on
scive TP, threeasented two 1030 Black one
830 White schoo o classroom selection
ertera ot described

Whitefemale teacher 15575 exp. masters
degree comsented sdents demo provided but
ot oher pers both intervention groups
rsined by resarcher for 30min with sides on
prosocil b, ootin rles,gol for rewards,
modeling, two students andteachr practiced
with fesdhack

‘Students andteachr randomly slcted o lead
tooling sesions: resd ootlin scrpt to remind.
students tolook for and ootle prosocal b to
earn clas goal pass out 375" ootleslips with
reminderofcomponents,collect and count
tole to placeinenveope: f goalof 10 ootles
metlader spun choice spinner and
immedistely deliveredcas reward:tudents
‘who wroe and rceived tootles eceved BSP
from techer ot resesrchr privately st endof
ench sesions choice condiion =studentsand
teachers voted on studentJd ootling,tescher
I ooting,or o ntrvention:
revards = candy, pens, computer ass,wear hat
inclas st oncouch,extra rces ime.
Rescarcher checlis 85 o sesions «95%
ety

Aternating restments design withi an A-B-
A-C design (asline eacher led and stden
Id tooting alernating, withdravl, student
cscherdeliveredtypical
nstruction and b management echniques,

chotce baseing

including individual b point sheets o student
EP b gols(esponse cos)

SV students and tescher votedfor sudent Jed
tolng texcher e tootng, o nototlng
each hoice day; DV = 20 min direct obs 105
MTS for disrptive and scademic engagement
b 104 38% ofsesionspercondition=89%
disruptive b, 93% scademsic ngagement

‘Studentledtooling wasa ffective s tescher-
I tootingn decessing disrupiv b and
incresing scademic engagement

i onlyonecase

50, ontons and behavorldsorder ED.

cotiona distrbance L, Enlis anguage ars;ELL Englis nguageeamerexp, xperences FRPL e o reduced-price anc:gend,gcrl edcatons 1D illctaldisblty: 10A,nerbserer arecnents A, nteraer agsecment: K, Kindergrcn MEL,
il bsline TS, momentary tme sepling MVP st sl peson: /. spplicaics o, observation ODR, ffce discpline rfrel O e hellhpaie PI, posivebehavira trventions s upports PP, pec pras s PR, posine

pct eporting Q. qulty indictrs Qs questons: ST, Schbvide valustion T

LD, speciceaning disbity

I spcch nguageimpairment; spod, specisl ducation; . sl ity SWPBS, cho wid pstiv behavior spports VI, vislipaimcn

o eus s sy, AIRPS, Assmentof terpersonal Reltionship-PeeeSae 1k, 19; ASCA, Adjustment Scles for Chidren and Adlescents (ot 1. 10);BBRS, Bref Behavir Rating Sl (s 1. 2010): IRS, Bebavior
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