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Abstract
Disruptive behaviors negatively affect the learning environment by taking time away from
academic instruction (McKissick, 2012). Studies have indicated that these behaviors are
prevalent in high risk schools, characterized by high rates of poverty among their students
(Webster-Stratton, Reid, & Stoolmiller, 2008). Furthermore, 56% of students in high-poverty
schools with large minority populations reported that disruptive behavior by other students get in
the way of their learning (Webster et al., 2008). The current study examined the effectiveness of
the “Chance Jars” game and Mystery Motivators on the disruptive behaviors of minority students
living in poverty. The study was conducted in a second grade classroom in a small metropolitan
school district in Western New York during afternoon mathematics and listening and learning
instruction. Results of the study indicated a mean percent change of -2.6% from the first
intervention phase to the second of target student disruptive behaviors during mathematics; only
one target student showed a decrease of disruptive behaviors from the first intervention phase to
the second during listening and learning (-23.66%). The present study was completed with a
mean fidelity score of 94.05%.
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Disruptive behaviors affect the learning environment by taking time away from academic
instruction (McKissick, 2012). It has been shown that students with disruptive behaviors distract
their peers and put additional stress on their teacher (Burke, Oats, Ringle, Fichtner, &
DelGaudio, 2011). Studies have indicated that these behaviors are prevalent in high risk schools,
characterized by high rates of poverty among their students (Webster-Stratton, Reid, &
Stoolmiller, 2008). Furthermore, 56% of students in high-poverty schools with large minority
populations reported that disruptive behavior by other students get in the way of their learning
(Webster et al., 2008).
Disruptive behavior is identified as any behavior that is not included in on-task
categories, such as academically unrelated verbal behaviors (e.g. call-outs, talking to peers,
distracting noises) or motoric behaviors (e.g. out-of-seat, throwing objects) (Lannie & McCurdy,
2007). Disruptive behaviors are also defined as the children’s attempt to harm, verbally negate,
or not pay attention in the completion of a task assigned by their parents, teacher, or another
adult authority figure (Boelter, Wacker, Call, Ringdohl, & Kopelman, 2007). Specific examples
of disruptive behavior often vary depending on the tolerance of the teacher in question.
When students display disruptive behaviors, it interferes with their education as well as
the education of their peers (Higgins, Williams, & McLaughlin, 2001). Researchers observing
four elementary schools found that disruptive behaviors that interrupted the flow of classroom
instruction occurred two times every ten minutes (Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008). In
addition, research has shown that an average of 18% of class time is spent on discipline matters
(Partin, 2009). Disruptive behaviors are associated with a host of negative outcomes, such as low
academic achievement, low standardized test scores, low school attendance, substance abuse,
and depression (Dishion, Stormshak, & Siler, 2010; Embry, 2002; Kowalewicz & Coffee, 2014).
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These behaviors have also been shown to create feelings of tiredness and lack of efficacy among
teachers because they hinder the teaching-learning process and can inhibit academic performance
among students (Babyak, Luz, & Kamps, 2000; Tingstrom, 1994; Tingstrom, Sterling-Turner, &
Wilczynski, 2006; Van Lier, Van der Sar, & Crijnen, 2004). According to the Public Agenda
(2004), 76% of teachers reported they would be better able to teach if student behavior problems
were not so prevalent, and another 33% reported considering quitting the profession because of
difficulty with classroom discipline. Research has shown that approximately 10% of students
display disruptive behaviors, and that percentage increases for students with additional risk
factors (Benedict, Horner, & Squires, 2007). Using research-based interventions or strategies to
reduce disruptive behaviors are integral to successful classroom management.
There has been a plethora of research on strategies to reduce disruptive behaviors in the
elementary classroom. Many of these strategies have been shown to improve behaviors among
students. What is missing from the research is the effectiveness of these strategies with minority
students living in poverty.
Review of Literature
Poverty
According to the United States Census Bureau (2013), “if a family's total income is less
than the family's threshold, then that family and every individual in it is considered in poverty”
(para. 1). The United States Census Bureau (2013) uses money income before taxes but does not
include capital gains or noncash benefits such as public housing, Medicaid, and food stamps in
determining poverty. In 2010, the poverty threshold was $22,314 for a family of four (Mishel,
Bivens, Gould, & Shierholz, 2012). Mishel et al. (2012) state that it is widely accepted that the
official poverty rate is inadequate in capturing the earnings of those who find it difficult to make
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ends meet; therefore many cite “twice poverty” rate which is double the threshold ($44,628 in
2010 for a family of four) to provide a more accurate measurement of material deprivation. In
2010, the “twice poverty” rate was 33.9% (Mishel et al., 2012).
Kusmin (2008) stated that the overall poverty rate was 12.5%, yet 18% of children
younger than 18 years of age were considered poor. Fast forwarding to 2012, Addy and Wight
(2012) found that 15.1% of the country’s population was considered poor and 21% or 15.5
million of all its children younger than 18 years of age were poor. Furthermore, in 2014, Jiang,
Ekono, and Skinner found that while children account for 24% of the U.S. population, they
represent 34% of all people living in poverty (Jiang, Ekono, & Skinner, 2014). Jiang, Ekono, and
Skinner also ascertained that about 22% of all children in the U.S., or about 16 million children,
are among the nation’s poorest families (Jiang, Ekono, & Skinner, 2014).
Nearly half (44.3%) of the poor are in deep poverty; living on half or less of the official
poverty line (Mishel et al., 2012). In a recent report, The United Nations International Children’s
Emergency Fund (UNICEF) found that the United States had more children living in relative
poverty - defined as living in a household in which the disposable income is less than 50 percent
of the national median - than all but one other economically advanced countries, Romania (The
United Nations Children’s Fund, 2013).
Effects of Poverty on Children
The experience of poverty does not occur in isolation but rather as a cumulative effect
that includes family-level structure, social, psychological, and general life stressors (e.g. loss of a
job, eviction from home, inability to pay bills) (Aber, Jones, & Raver, 2007). Children of poverty
often grow up with inadequate resources and are shown to have lower levels of intellectual
functioning and higher levels of emotional and behavioral impairments (Aber, Brooks-Gunn, &
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Duncan, 2000). McLoyd (1998) observed that the economic disadvantage that is associated with
poverty or low income adversely affects IQ, school achievement, and socio-emotional
functioning. Furthermore, it is evident that the more chronic and persistent the experiences of
poverty and the earlier in life it occurs, the more the adverse the effects on children’s
development (McLoyd, 1998).
In a recent report, the National Center on Family Homelessness (2014) found that in New
York State, the top health problems of children below 100 percent poverty to be: (1) One or more
chronic conditions (17%), (2) Asthma (14%) and, (3) Attention Deficit Disorder/Attention
Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (6%) (The National Center on Family Homelessness at American
Institutes for Research, 2014). According to Shonkoff et al. (2012), toxic stress in early
childhood can lead to permanent changes in the structure and function of the brain; these brain
alterations can create a weak foundation for later learning, behaviors, and health. When infants,
children, and adolescents are exposed to neglectful, threatening, frightening, harmful, and
traumatic experiences, they are at a greater risk for poor behavioral and medical outcomes as
adults (Felitti, Anda, Nordenberg, Williamson, Spitz, & Edwardset al., 1998; Felitti & Anda,
2010).
Furthermore, children who are poor in early life (birth to age 2) are 30% less likely to
complete high school than children who are poor later on in childhood (Ratcliffe & McKernan,
2012). Studies conducted by Felitti et al. (1998) and Felitti and Anda (2010) demonstrate the
progression from early adverse experiences to social, emotional, and cognitive impairments; to
adolescent risk behaviors; to adult diseases, disability, and social problems; and finally to
premature death. Possibly a better term to refer to those in poverty is “economically
disadvantaged” (Ackerman, Brown, & Izard, 2004).
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Children from economically disadvantaged families are at risk of frequent changes in
residence and maternal intimate relationships, parent substance abuse and antisocial behaviors
(Ackerman et al., 2004). Persistent economic disadvantage is also associated with partner discord
and divorce, with the chronic irritability and distress of parents, and with parent feelings of
powerlessness and futility (Conger, Wallace, Sun, Simons, McLoyd, & Brody, 2002). Children
in poverty are five times more likely to live in divorced or separated households (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2000).
The number of children living with only one parent has tripled since 1960 from about 9
percent to 27 percent (United States Census Bureau, 2015). Poverty rates are highest for families
headed by single women, especially if they are Black or Hispanic (The National Center on
Family Homelessness, 2014). The National Poverty Center stated in 2010, 32% of households
headed by single women were poor; compared to 16% of households headed by single men and
6% of married couple households (National Poverty Center, 2010). Moreover, the poverty rate
for single-mother families rose to 39.6% in 2013, nearly five times more than the rate (7.6%) for
married-couple families (National Women’s Law Center, 2013).
When children are exposed too often to intense and destructive parental conflicts it
disrupts their adjustment and may also sensitize them to subsequent conflicts which will limit
their development of self-regulatory skills (e.g. ability to delay gratification, pay attention,
control impulsivity) (El-Sheikh, Ballard, & Cummings, 1994; McCoy, Raver, & Sharkey, 2014;
Raver, Blair, & Willoughby, 2013; Holt, Buckley, & Whelan, 2008). Buckner, Beardslee, and
Bassuk (2004) concluded through their research that “exposure to violence in any of its various
manifestations appears to be one of the most detrimental experiences a child can have” (p.420).
Moreover, Holt, Buckley, and Whelan (2004) found that children and adolescents living with
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domestic violence are at increased risk of experiencing emotional, physical and sexual abuse, of
developing emotional and behavioral problems, and of increased exposure to the presence of
other adversities in their lives. Another negative effect of persistent adversity is that it may
impede behavioral recovery after an initial period of maladjustment and accentuate behavioral
problems (Caspi & Moffitt, 1991; Hetherington & Stanley-Hagen, 1999).
Economically disadvantaged students are likely to be exposed to violence and substance
abuse, which may increase the likelihood of their receiving school sanctions (Brantlinger, 1991).
Moreover, frequent school sanctions appear to significantly increase the risk of academic
underperformance (Davis & Jordan, 1994), leading these students feeling frustrated and having
low self-confidence, resulting in a contribution to a higher rate of negative behaviors or school
disruptions (Miles & Stipek, 2006). In addition, violence-exposed students are likely to suffer
from anxiety, irritability, stress, and hyper-vigilance (Gorman-Smith & Tolan, 1998). These
conditions can have a negative effect on student behavior and can result in an increase in
discipline referrals (Gorman-Smith & Tolan, 1998).
Poverty and the Minority Populations
Poverty and risks are unequally distributed across the different races and ethnicities in the
United States (Roy & Raver, 2014). Wight, Chau, and Aratani (2010) found that greater
proportions of African American (35%) and Latino (31%) children live in poverty than White
(11%) and Asian (15%) children. The risk factors associated with poverty are more prevalent
among racial and ethnic minorities than White families (Hatch & Dohrenwend, 2007). The
relationships of the risk factors to children’s outcomes also vary by race and ethnicity. For
example, 44% of African American families were characterized as being in “deep poverty and
single”, while only 16% of Latino and White families fell into the same category (Roy & Raver,
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2014). Another example of this variation is that a larger portion of Latino families (28%) were
characterized as being in the “deep poverty and crowded” categories of poverty than African
Americans (13%) (Roy & Raver, 2014).
More than three in four black children experience poverty at some point during their
childhood, with 37% of them considered to be persistently poor (Ratcliffe & McKernan, 2010).
Black children are also 2.5 times more likely than White children to ever experience poverty and
7 times more likely to live in persistent poverty (Ratcliffe & McKernan, 2010). In other words,
about 5% of White children are persistently poor while almost 40% of black children are
persistently poor (Ratcliffe & McKernan, 2012). Persistent poverty is identified as living in
poverty for at least nine years of childhood (Ratcliffe & McKernan, 2010). Black children are
also the most likely of all the races to live in concentrated poverty, with 45% living in
communities where more than 30% of people are in poverty, compared to 12% of White children
(The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2012). Children in concentrated poverty communities are more
likely to experience harmful levels of stress and exhibit severe emotional and behavioral
problems, while parents are more likely to face food hardship and lack health insurance (The
Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2012).
Immigrant children have significantly higher rates of poverty and participation in public
assistance programs than native children do (Borjas, 2011). Poverty and participation in public
assistance programs also vary depending on place of birth (foreign or U.S. born), parents
(immigrant or native), and national origin (Borjas, 2011). Exposure to a disadvantaged
background may imply different things for different groups of children, particularly because
immigrant experience introduces distinct factors (e.g. temporary family separation due to
immigration laws) that native (parents also born in the U.S.) children do not have to deal with
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(Borjas, 2011). Borjas (2011) created three groups to define immigrant children: (1) children
who have one immigrant parent (mixed parents), (2) foreign-born (two immigrant parents), and
(3) U.S. born children (two immigrant parents). According to Borjas (2011), in 2009 the poverty
rate of U.S. born children with two immigrant parents was 28.5% while the poverty rate for
foreign-born children was 31.6%. Borjas (2011) also found that foreign-born children have the
highest poverty rates but U.S. born children with immigrant parents have the highest public
assistance program participation.
Furthermore, poverty rates are different among some of the largest immigrant national
origin groups. In 2009, only 6-7% of immigrant children from India or the Philippines lived in
households below the poverty level, whereas nearly 40% of immigrant children in households
from Mexico or the Dominican Republic (Borjas, 2011). There is also a large difference among
immigrant national origin groups that participate in public assistance programs. For example, in
2009, about 14.6% of Indian immigrant children, 21.5% of Philippine immigrant children, and
more than 60% of Mexican and Dominican immigrant children participated in such programs
(Borjas, 2011).
High Risk Schools
The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) examined the growing trend of low
income students in the United States’ public schools in a recent report. In the report, NCES
(2015) stated that in 1989, less than 32% of the nation’s public school students were low income.
The number of low income students has just been increasing since. By 2000 the number of low
income students increased to 38%, by 2006 it was up to 42%, and by 2011 it increase to 48%
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2015). Finally, the number of low income students in
public schools raised from 49.6% in 2012 to a staggering national average of 51% in 2013
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(National Center for Education Statistics, 2015). The state that serves the highest number of low
income students in their public schools is Mississippi at an astounding 71% (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2015). In contrast, the state with the lowest number of low income students
in their public schools is New Hampshire at 27% (National Center for Education Statistics,
2015). New York ranks in at a total of 48% low income students in public schools (National
Center for Education Statistics, 2015).
Furthermore, in the 2011-2012 school year, 19% of public school students attended a
high-poverty school, compared with 12% in the 1999–2000 school year (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2014). Contrastly, in the 2011–2012 school year, 28% of public school
students attended a low-poverty school, compared with 45% in the 1999–2000 school year
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2014).
At-risk schools are likely to serve a high proportion of minority and low-income
students, have poor student achievement, and if they are high schools, have a low graduation rate
(National Partnership for Teaching in At-Risk Schools, 2005).The effects of economic
disadvantages described in the previous paragraphs are characteristics included in at-risk schools.
Group Contingency Interventions
There are three categories of group contingencies; dependent, independent, and
interdependent (Theodore, Bray, Kehle, & DioGuardi, 2003). Dependent group contingencies
entail class-wide access to the reward dependent on the behavior of one single student or a small
targeted group of students meeting the criteria (Theodore et al., 2003; Reinhardt, 2009). In an
independent group contingency the same criteria and reward are applied to the whole class, but
each student must independently meet the criteria to receive the reward (Theodore et al., 2003;
Reinhardt, 2009). Interdependent group contingencies involve the group as a whole meeting the
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criteria to receive the reward (Theodore et al., 2003; Reinhardt, 2009). Group contingencies have
been found to be one of the most effective means of reducing inappropriate classroom behaviors
(Stage & Quiroz, 1997).
Group contingencies are attractive and viable options for teachers who want to avoid
many of the limitations of individual contingency programs for numerous reasons (Reinhardt,
2009). First, they are economically feasible in regard to time and resources due to the whole
class being treated as one unit; either the entire class is rewarded or not (Reinhardt, 2009).
Second, students are not individually singled out for intervention (Reinhardt, 2009). Third, they
provide recognition and rewards for students who already engage in the desired behaviors
(Reinhardt, 2009). Lastly, they enhance socialization and cooperative behaviors among peers, as
they are working toward a common goal (Reinhardt, 2009).
An additional benefit of intertwining fates is that it can cause diverse students to
encourage or assist each other so that the group can receive the reinforcement or reward (Slavin,
1987). Group contingencies can also be particularly beneficial for students who rarely earn
reinforcers for their individual behavior, as all students can share in the excitement of achieving
their goal when whole groups are rewarded (Cashwell, Skinner, Dunn, & Lewis, 1998).
Group contingencies have also been used in a variety of settings for a number of
dependent variables such as academic performance; pro-social behaviors; disruptive behaviors;
classroom noise levels; stealing; and homework completion and accuracy (Reinhardt, 2009).
Gresham and Gresham (1982) found that both interdependent and dependent group
contingencies were more effective than independent contingencies in decreasing disruptive
behaviors. Furthermore, as interdependent group contingencies are applied to an entire group,
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jealousy and peer rejection are avoided because all students either receive the reward or not
(Skinner, Cashwell, & Dunn, 1996).
Group contingencies also have a number of limitations or disadvantages. These
limitations or disadvantages are related to the target behaviors, the criterion level set, and the
positive consequences (Skinner et al., 1996). When certain behaviors are targeted to be
monitored, students may improve those behaviors; however, other desired behaviors can
decrease or other undesired behaviors may increase (McKissick et al., 2010). Likewise, if
students fail to meet the set criteria early on in the intervention, they may realize that it is
impossible to earn the positive reward (McKissick et al., 2010). This could produce a number of
negative side effects, including: (a) the group may stop performing the desired target behaviors,
(b) the group may react negatively and become angry or disappointed and/or, (c) problem
behaviors may increase (McKissick et al., 2010). In addition, if the consequences or rewards are
weak or not meaningful for some students, the success in improving problem behaviors
universally will be in jeopardy of failing (McKissick et al., 2010). To address these limitations
or disadvantages, contingency components can be randomized as indicated in the following
sections.
Randomization of Group Contingency Components
Recently many researchers have begun to incorporate randomized components to group
contingencies (Reinhardt, 2009). Instead of target behaviors, criterion for reward, and positive
consequences being determined and announced to students prior to the intervention, these
contingency components can be randomly selected from a pool of options at the end of the
intervention period (e.g. if the class calls out less than the randomly selected number of times, all
students in the class receive access to the randomly selected reward) (McKissick et al., 2010). In
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doing so, some advantages have become apparent. For example, by randomizing the criteria for
reinforcement, students will need to adjust all target behaviors being monitored because they do
not know exactly which behavior will be selected for assessment (Reinhardt, 2009). In addition,
by randomizing reinforcers, students have a decreased chance of purposefully interfering with a
contingency program because they do not like the reward chosen (Reinhardt, 2009). Moreover,
students who do not meet the criteria and fail to obtain the reward, do not exhibit discontentment
because the reinforcers were not previously disclosed (Reinhardt, 2009). Similarly, having
unknown or randomly chosen target behaviors and criteria may encourage students to maintain
their performance across target behaviors throughout the length of the contingency program
(Kelshaw-Levering et al., 2000).
Randomized components in group contingency strategies have been used in numerous
settings to improve academic performance for spelling, mathematics, English, and reading
(McKissick et al., 2010). Several researchers have also randomized one or two contingency
components and a few have randomized two contingency components (McKissick et al., 2010).
Mystery Motivators
According to Rhodes, Jenson, and Reavis (1992), unknown reinforcers or “Mystery
Motivators” can be useful when utilizing group contingencies. Mystery Motivators are valued
rewards (objects or activities) that are selected from a list of reinforcements previously
determined to be desirable by the students (Kehle, 2000). Mystery Motivators are designed to
deliver unknown but appealing rewards to students who engage in proper or desired behaviors
(Murphy, 2007). Mystery Motivators increase the anticipation for the reward and allow the
reward to be unknown (Kehle, 2000). Kowalewicz and Coffee (2014) found that Mystery
Motivators are effective in decreasing disruptive behaviors. More specifically, Kowalewicz and
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Coffee (2014) discovered that Mystery Motivators produce moderately greater and more
consistent reduction in disruptive behavior than known reinforcers. Many variations of the
Mystery Motivator have been used successfully in both elementary and secondary students
(Rhode, 2010).
When students are unaware of the consequent reward, they may improve the target
behaviors because each could potentially be working for a high-quality reinforcer (KelshawLevering et al., 2000). Mystery Motivators and rewards also allow for more equality among
peers because all members of the class will receive the same reward (Robichaux & Gresham,
2014). An additional benefit of using Mystery Motivators or rewards is that the teacher has the
freedom to reward the class with a desired activity (Robichaux & Gresham, 2014; KelshawLevering et al., 2000). Activity rewards are often free of cost and already part of the classroom
environment (e.g., extra recess, free time at the end of the day) (Robichaux & Gresham, 2014).
By randomizing various components of the contingency, a teacher can keep the rewards fresh
and can protect students from harassment if they fail to meet the set criterion (Hulac & Benson,
2010).
Chance Jars
The “Chance Jars” strategy was developed by Theodore, Bray, Kehle, and Jenson (2001)
to reduce the disruptive behaviors of five adolescent students with serious emotional behavior
disorders (Theodore, Bray, Kehle, & Jenson, 2001). The “Chance Jars” strategy is a mixed group
contingency that integrates dependent, independent, and interdependent group contingencies to
reduce disruptive behaviors and improve classroom rule following (Rhode, 2010).
This strategy has many variations, however generally there are three jars involved. The
jars are labeled as follows: (1) Group Jar, (2) Student Jar, and (3) Mystery Motivator Jar (Rhode,
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2010). The “group jar “contains pieces of paper that dictate the type of group contingency that
will be randomly chosen (Whole Class, One Student, All Who Meet It, and Wild-Card). The
“student jar” contains slips of paper with each student’s name. Finally, the “Mystery Motivator
jar” contains slips of paper with various reinforcers or rewards written on them. When “whole
class” is drawn, all students in the class must meet the criteria to receive the reward (Rhode,
2009). If “one student” is drawn, the teacher then draws a name from the second jar (“Student
Jar”) to determine which student’s behavior will be looked at. The chosen student must meet the
criteria for the whole class to receive the reward (Rhode, 2009). When the “all who meet it”
option is drawn, only the students who meet the criteria will receive the reward, while those who
did not will not earn the reward (Rhode, 2009). Finally, if the “wild-card” option is chosen, all
students in the class receive the reward, regardless of whether they met the criteria or not
(Rhode, 2009). This option is used to keep the students motivated when they have a bad day and
have exceeded the reward criterion for acceptable rule infractions or disruptive behaviors
(Rhode, 2009).
The “Chance Jar” strategy also incorporates the opportunity to add a fourth jar called the
“Rules Number Jar” or “Goals Jar”. This jar allows for the number of acceptable rule infractions
or number of disruptive behaviors displayed to be randomized as well as the other components
(Rhode, 2009). Variations of the “Chance Jars” strategy have been used in both general
education elementary and secondary classroom settings as well as with students with emotional
and behavioral disorders (Rhode, 2010).
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Methodology
Participants and Setting
The present study was conducted in a small (299 students) metropolitan school district in
Western New York. Within the school, 258 students (86%) are eligible for free lunch, 11
students (4%) receive reduced price lunch, and 45 students (15%) are limited English proficient.
The school in which the present study was conducted has a diverse population. In the school, 127
students (42%) are White, 102 students (34%) are Hispanic or Latino, 19 students (6%) are
Black or African American, 46 students (15%) are Multiracial, 5 students (2%) are American
Indian or Native Alaskan, and no students are Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander.
The current study was conducted in a second grade classroom that had fourteen students.
Of the fourteen students; six students were Hispanic, two students were Multiracial, and six
students were White. No students currently had a 504 plan or Individualized Education Plan
(IEP). Of the fourteen students, only one was considered on grade level. Four students had a
diagnosis of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD); two on medication, one without
medication, and one that does not consistently take medication. The classroom also had one
student diagnosed with Autism, who was not on any medications or receiving any type of
services or supports. Two students received English as a Second Language (ESL) services; one
twice a week and the other only once a week. The students were seated at round tables rather
than individual desks. The current study took place during the afternoon in the Mathematics and
Listening and Learning portions of the school day.
Dependent Variables
There are three dependent variables in the current study: (a) Off-task behavior, (b)
inappropriate vocalizations, and (c) general non-compliance behavior. Off-task behavior is
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defined as “eyes and head oriented away from work materials or the teacher and/or manipulation
of non-work-related materials” (Kelshaw-Levering, Sterling-Turner, & Henry, 2000).
Inappropriate vocalizations are defined as: “(a) any verbal statement made to a peer(s) without
explicit teacher permission to talk to that peer(s) and/or (b) calling out answers to teacher
questions without raising one’s hand or being called on by the teacher” (Kelshaw-Levering et al.,
2000). General non-compliance behavior is defined as “not responding or inappropriately
responding to teacher instruction or request within five to ten seconds of the instruction or
request” (Kelshaw-Levering et al., 2000).
Daily frequency counts were collected for the entire class, based on the three target
behaviors, using a collection data sheet. To ensure anonymity, the researcher assigned numbers
to each student. The researcher recorded the frequency with which students engaged in each
target behavior by making tallies next to the numbers assigned to students each time they
exhibited the target behaviors. This procedure was performed for all students in the class.
Independent Variable
The independent variable in the present study is called “Chance Jars”. The “Chance Jars”
intervention consists of: (a) interdependent and dependent group contingencies with randomized
components, (b) pre-established reward criteria, and (c) unknown rewards to function as Mystery
Motivators. The “Chance Jars” intervention strategy was used to randomize the contingency
components (target behaviors, students, and rewards).
The first jar was labeled “Behavior”. This jar was used to randomize the target behaviors
(off-task behavior, inappropriate vocalizations, and general non-compliance). This jar contained
20 pieces of paper with names of the target behaviors; five pieces of paper for each target
behavior (i.e., “Off-task”, “Inappropriate Vocalization”, or “Comply within 5-10 seconds”), as
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well as five pieces of paper with the word “All” written on them. The pieces of paper that say
“All” indicated that all target behaviors are being monitored. Whichever target behavior that was
randomly picked by the teacher, is the target behavior that was monitored for that day. The target
behavior that was chosen was not revealed to the class; rather the class was reminded of all target
behaviors that could be monitored.
The second jar was labeled “Names”. This jar was used to randomly select target
students. Within this jar, there was a piece of paper with each student’s name on it. There was
also five pieces of paper with “Whole Class” and “Wild-Card” written on them. The teacher
picked a piece of paper from this jar to determine which student will be monitored for that day
based on the previously selected target behavior (“Behaviors” Jar). If the selected student met the
criterion, then the whole class was rewarded. When the “Whole Class” piece of paper was
selected, an interdependent group contingency was in place. In this situation the whole class
would need to meet the criterion to receive the reward. When “Wild-Card” was drawn, the whole
class received the reward regardless of whether they met the criterion or not. Similar to the first
jar (“Behaviors”), students were not told who was being monitored; but again reminded of the
target behaviors being looked at and that it could be any of them being watched.
The third jar was labeled as “Goals”. This jar was used to determine the number of
disruptive behaviors allowed for the day. As with the other jars, the students were not told in
advance the number of infractions allowed until the end.
The fourth and final jar was labeled as “Rewards”. This jar was used to determine the
“consequences” or “rewards” that the class received if the criterion was met. A student reward
inventory was conducted prior to the creation of this jar in order to determine which rewards
would be relevant to the students. The teacher only picked from the “Rewards” jar when the
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target student or the whole class met the criterion. Within this jar, there were 20 pieces of paper
with student chosen rewards. Whichever reward was randomly selected, was shared by the entire
class at the most immediate and practical time.
In addition to the 20 pieces of paper indicating rewards, were five pieces of paper labeled
“Mystery Motivator”. Each time the “Mystery Motivator” paper was chosen, the students
received an envelope with a letter in it. The letter was a letter from a word or phrase that built up
to a whole class reward. Each time they choose a Mystery Motivator from the rewards jar a new
letter was added. In the present study the Mystery Motivator reward was “ice cream” to indicate
an ice cream party. The first letter to be given would be “i”, then “c”, and so on, until the word
“ice cream” had been spelled out. Once the whole word is completed, the whole class will
receive the reward at the most convenient and practical time. Regardless of what reward is
randomly picked, the class was never told whose behavior was being monitored on days when
criteria were not met.
Design and Procedures
The current study was conducted in an A-B-A-B design to determine the effectiveness of
the “Chance Jars” intervention on reducing disruptive behaviors of minority students living in
poverty in the elementary school setting. This research design is efficient in building functional
relationships by showing that pupil performance changes, when and only when, the intervention
is given or removed (Kennedy, 2005). The first baseline was conducted by examining student
disruptive behaviors under a typical or normal instructional day.
Baseline I.
During the initial baseline sessions, the researcher monitored students’ disruptive
behaviors and kept track of them on a data collection monitoring sheet (Appendix A). This
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baseline determined what time of day, or during what class, the students tended to be more
disruptive. This information helped determine when the intervention would be conducted.
During baseline sessions, students worked under whatever reward system the teacher or school
already had in place to reward proper behaviors. During these baseline sessions, students were
asked to complete a Student Reward Inventory (Appendix B) to determine valid and appropriate
rewards to be used in the intervention phases.
After the initial baseline data was gathered the students were introduced to the “Chance
Jars” game. The teacher explained to the class that they would be playing the “Chance Jars”
game in class for the next few weeks, during the designated time that was determined through
observation during the initial baseline data collection. The teacher explained the rules of the
game and drew sample pieces of paper from each jar to further explain how the game is played
(Appendix C). Students were also involved by demonstrating examples of inappropriate or
disruptive behaviors for each target behavior.
Intervention I.
The first intervention stage began the following school day after the game was initially
explained to students. The teacher again explained the rules and parameters of the “Chance Jars”
game to refresh the students before the instructional period began. A typical session operated as
follows: First, the teacher began class by choosing a piece of paper from Jar #1 or “Behaviors”
jar (target behaviors). Next, the teacher chose a piece of paper from Jar #2 or “Names” jar
(student names). Finally, the teacher chose a piece of paper from Jar #3 or the “Rules Number”
jar (number of disruptive behaviors allowed). The teacher did not tell the class what behavior,
which student, or what number of allowed infractions t were selected. The teacher continued
teaching a normal lesson to the students. While the teacher was teaching she was monitoring
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student disruptive behaviors by making a check mark on her paper whenever she observed the
target student(s) not demonstrating the target behavior. The researcher was also observing all of
the students and documenting their behaviors, as well. This information was helpful in
determining whether the game helped reduce disruptive behaviors for all students when they do
not know who is being observed. Halfway through the session, the teacher gave the students a
reminder of appropriate behaviors. At the end of the lesson the teacher and researcher compared
monitoring sheets to establish inter-rater reliability and to determine whether the class received
the reward for that day.
After intervention data was collected, the “Chance Jars” intervention was removed for
five days (Baseline II). Once again the teacher taught under normal teaching conditions and
students worked under whatever reward system was in place prior to the intervention. Data was
again collected on the target disruptive behaviors during baseline conditions. Following the
second baseline period, the “Chance Jars” intervention was again re-introduced (Intervention II).
The second intervention period was conducted exactly as the first intervention session.
Following the final intervention session, both the students and teacher were asked to
complete a survey on the “Chance Jars” game. The student surveys (consumer satisfaction) were
anonymous (Appendix D). The survey was based on a modified version of a 5-point Likert-type
scale that was developed by Bray and Kehle (1996). The survey was used to determine: (a)
students’ satisfaction with the “Chance Jars” game, (b) how much the students liked the
randomization of the target behaviors, criterion, and rewards, and (c) the overall effect of the
intervention on their disruptive behaviors. The teacher survey (teacher acceptability) was given
to determine: (a) the ease of implementation, (b) degree of effectiveness on student disruptive
behaviors, and (c) perceived sustainability (Appendix E).
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To ensure that the “Chance Jars “intervention was implemented as intended, independent
fidelity checks were done during the intervention sessions. The researcher observed the teacher
implementing “Chance Jars” game and recorded the number of procedural steps that were
present and absent (Appendix F). There was also a spot available for the researcher to write notes
about the absence of procedural steps. Fidelity of implementation was then calculated as the
number of steps present divided by the total number of possible multiplied by 100. This number
was the accuracy indicator for the implementation of the “Chance Jars” game.
Results
Analysis of the data revealed an overall decrease of disruptive behaviors among the target
students from the initial baseline data to both the intervention phases. Shown in Figure 1, student
number one had the most dramatic decrease of disruptive behaviors with a percent change of 81.40% after the first mathematics intervention phase. In contrast, student number twelve had the
lowest percent change of -3.16%. Three of the target students did not show any decrease in
disruptive behaviors post intervention phase one.
After the second intervention phase, students number one and two had the biggest
decrease in disruptive behaviors with a percent change of -51.35% and -58.10% respectively,
while student number nine’s percent change was a mere -1.32% after this second mathematics
intervention phase. During phase two of the mathematics intervention, only two of the target
students exhibited no decrease in disruptive behaviors.
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Figure 1.
Math
Math
Math
Math
Percent
Student Baseline 1 Intervention 1
Baseline 2 Intervention 2
Change 1
Total
Total
Total
Total
1
43
8
-81.40%
37
18
2
127
55
-56.70%
179
75
3
40
40
58
88
9
94
173
84.04%
227
224
11
57
36
-36.84%
25
17

Percent
Change 2
-51.35%
-58.10%
51.72%
-1.32%
-32%

12

95

92

-3.16%

150

92

-38.67%

13
14

51
33

89
24

74.51%
-27.27%

178
49

107
50

-36.89%
2.04%

Shown in figure 2, all target students showed a decrease in disruptive behaviors during
the first intervention phase for listening and learning (L & L). However, students number one
and two had the biggest decrease of disruptive behaviors with percent changes of -68.72% and 62.90% respectively. The smallest percent change was -11.11% from student number three. In
contrast, only one target student showed a decrease of disruptive behaviors during the second
phase; student number one’s notable percent change of -92.08%. No data for listening and
learning (L & L) intervention phase was available for student number eleven, as she attends an
English as a Second Language (ESL) class at that time.
Figure 2.

Student
1
2
3
9
11
12
13
14

L&L
L&L
L&L
L&L
Percent
Percent
Baseline 1 Intervention
Baseline 2 Intervention
Change 1
Change 2
Total
1 Total
Total
2 Total
38
12
-68.42%
101
8
-92.08%
186
69
-62.90%
85
122
43.53%
63
56
-11.11%
90
136
51.11%
151
96
-36.45%
175
228
30.29%
157
111
90

116
49
37

-26.12%
-55.86%
-58.89%

70
152
29

153
205
57

118.57%
34.87%
96.55%
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The overall mean percent change for the first intervention phase for mathematics was 41.07%. The overall mean percent change for the second intervention phase for mathematics
was -43.67%. This shows that from the first intervention to the second intervention there was a 2.6% decrease in the target student disruptive behaviors. The overall mean percent change for the
first intervention phase for listening and learning was -45.68%. An overall mean percent change
for the second intervention phase for listening and learning cannot be calculated, as only one
student showed a decrease in behaviors. The only student who did show a decrease had a percent
change of -23.66% from the first intervention to the second intervention.
After the final intervention phase, the participants completed a consumer satisfaction
survey. Figure 3 shows the participants’ mean scores for each question included on the survey.
The survey was based on a modified version of a 5-point Likert-type.
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Figure 3.
Survey Question
1. How much did you enjoy the ““Chance
Jars” game?
2. How much did you like using Jar #1 to
determine the behavior goal for each day?
3. How much did you enjoy using Jar #2 to
figure out whose behavior would be
monitored each day?
4. How much did you like using Jar #3 to
figure out how many behaviors were allowed
to happen to still earn the reward for that day?
5. How much did you like using Jar #4 to find
out what rewards the class earned that day?
6. How much did you enjoy the Mystery
Motivator reward?
7. How much did the Change Jar Game help
you follow classroom rules?
8. Do you think the ““Chance Jars” game
should be used in all classes in the day?
9. How fair was the ““Chance Jars” game to
everyone in the class?
10. How important is it to follow the rules of
the classroom?

Mean Score
4.46
4.15
4.54

3.77
4.92
4.46
3.62
4.54
3.62
4.58

Closer analysis of each question showed the disparities in the frequency in which each
response was chosen. For instance, on question number four, four participants (30.8%)
responded between “not at all” and “ok” and six participants (46.2%) indicated “a lot” to indicate
how much they liked using Jar #3. On question seven, four participants (30.8%) responded “not
at all” and eight participants (61.5%) chose “a lot” to indicate how much the “Chance Jars” game
helped them follow the classroom rules. Lastly, on question nine, three participants (23.1%)
chose “not fair at all” and seven participants (53.8%) chose “very fair” to indicate how fair they
felt the “Chance Jars” game was to everyone in the class.
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After the conclusion of the intervention, the cooperating classroom teacher also
completed a teacher acceptability survey to share their feelings about the “Chance Jars” game
and Mystery Motivators and whether they felt it helped their students behave better. The teacher
survey was also based on a modified version of a 5-point Likert-type. Figure 4 depicts the
teacher’s responses to the survey questions. The teacher survey also included an open-ended
comment section where the teacher indicated that the “Chance Jars” game would be interesting
to use from the beginning of the year, rather than for the limited time we had. The teacher also
indicated that it was difficult to tally behaviors while teaching at the same time; this would be
something that would take time to be consistent in doing on her own.
Figure 4.
Survey Question
1. How easy was the “Chance Jars” game to
implement?
2. How well did the “Chance Jars” game
decrease your students’ disruptive
behaviors?
3. How satisfied with the outcomes of the
“Chance Jars” game were you?
4. Do you think that the “Chance Jars” game
is something that you will continue to
utilize?
5. How likely are you to recommend the
“Chance Jars” game to a colleague?

Score
4
3
4
4
4

Throughout the intervention, the researcher completed fidelity checklists on the
implementation of the intervention by the classroom teacher. The researcher completed these
checklists during mathematics and listening and learning, for a total of two per day, ten per
week, and twenty at the end of the intervention. The first mathematics intervention phase had a
mean fidelity score of 94.4% and the first listening and learning intervention phase had a mean
fidelity score of 93%. The second mathematics intervention phase had a mean fidelity score of
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94.4% and the second listening and learning intervention phase also had a mean fidelity score of
94.4%. The overall fidelity score for the first intervention phase was 93.7% and 94.4% for the
second intervention phase. Finally, the mean fidelity score for the entire intervention was
94.05%.
Discussion
The present study’s purpose was to determine the effectiveness of the “Chance Jars”
intervention and Mystery Motivators on decreasing the disruptive behaviors of minority students
living in poverty in the elementary school setting. Upon analyzing the results, the data indicates
that the “Chance Jars” game with Mystery Motivators was effective in reducing disruptive
behaviors among minority students living in poverty. During the mathematics intervention
phases, the results showed that there was a -2.6% decrease in the target student disruptive
behaviors. Only one target student had a decrease of disruptive behaviors during the listening
and learning intervention phases; a percent decrease of -23.66% from the first intervention to the
second intervention. While the effectiveness of the intervention is evident, there were a number
of factors that influenced the success and limited how well the intervention worked for these
students.
The classroom that the current study took place in had a preponderance of disruptive
behaviors exhibited throughout the day. The researcher observed these disruptive behaviors
during the afternoon, right after lunch; where the number of disruptions generally increased from
the morning’s number. This classroom also had a significant number of students who were
diagnosed with disabilities that often are paired with behavior problems. This characteristic was
more evident in this classroom as a number of these participants were either not medicated or not
consistently medicated.
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By randomizing the group contingencies in the “Chance Jars” game, the researcher
hoped to see the target students adjust all of their disruptive behaviors because they did not know
which was being monitored. However, while collecting data, the researcher noticed that some of
the target students would often act out to gain the attention of the researcher. Due to the
randomization of the contingencies, not every student was chosen to be observed and given the
chance for individual rewards. This caused a few students to become slightly disillusioned with
the “Chance Jars” game.
The aspect of the intervention that the participants seemed to enjoy the most was the
Mystery Motivator reward. When a reward was earned, the participants enthusiastically wished
for the Mystery Motivator to be drawn from Jar #4, and cheered energetically when it was. At
times, the participants would remember that they were being observed and remind their peers to
behave so that they would have the chance to earn a Mystery Motivator reward. These actions by
the participants is consistent with the research: (1) Group contingencies inspire diverse students
to encourage or assist each other so that the group can receive the reinforcement or reward
(Slavin, 1987), and (2) Group contingencies can be particularly beneficial for students who
rarely earn reinforcers for their individual behavior, as all students can share in the excitement of
achieving their goal when whole groups are rewarded (Cashwell, Skinner, Dunn, & Lewis,
1998).
The cooperating teacher’s survey comments were consistent with the advantages of group
contingencies indicated in the research. Group contingencies are efficient in regard to time and
resources, as the whole class are treated as one in regard to rewards earned (Reinhardt, 2009).
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Limitations
The present study had a number of limitations. First, the researcher was only able to use
one classroom population for the research. This class was small, with a total number of fourteen
students and eight target students that fit the researcher’s definition of minority living in poverty.
Due to a lack of a large participant population, the results were limited. During the four weeks of
research, there were a number of days where target students were absent from school, resulting
in partial or missing data for that week.
During the initial baseline data collection, the school that research was being conducted
in had two assemblies during the research time frame. During these assemblies, the researcher
still collected data on student disruptive behaviors; however the students were remarkably well
behaved throughout both events. This anomaly caused a small amount of baseline data to be
skewed.
Another limitation was due to the timeline that the researcher had to work with. The
school that research was conducted in had a spring vacation that split up the research timeline.
The researcher was able to conduct the first three weeks of research before the vacation began.
The final week of research and final intervention phase occurred the Monday the school was
back from vacation. This had an impact on the effectiveness of the “Chance Jars” game on the
students’ behaviors. During the second intervention phase for listening and learning, only one
student showed a decrease of disruptive behaviors.
The short amount of time allowed to conduct this research was also a limitation. In the
consumer satisfaction surveys, the participants indicated that they liked playing the “Chance
Jars” game, however some indicated that they thought the game was not fair to everyone in the
class. The actual playing of the “Chance Jars” game only occurred during the second and fourth
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weeks of research, which meant that not every student was able to earn a reward for their
behaviors. This was also due to the randomization of all contingency components; some
students’ names were never drawn for the possibility to earn an individual reward. If there was
more time to conduct this research, it is possible that all students would have been drawn for that
chance.
Conclusion
Disruptive behaviors negatively affect the learning environment by taking time away
from academic instruction (McKissick, 2012). Students who display these disruptive behaviors
distract their peers and put additional stress on their teachers (Burke, Oats, Ringle, Fichtner, &
DelGaudio, 2011). Disruptive behaviors are associated with a multitude of negative outcomes,
such as low academic achievement, low standardized test scores, low school attendance,
substance abuse, and depression (Dishion, Stormshak, & Siler, 2010; Embry, 2002; Kowalewicz
& Coffee, 2014). Numerous researchers have studied the effectiveness of different strategies to
reduce disruptive behaviors in the elementary, special education, and secondary settings.
The present research intended to fill the gap in the area of effective strategies to reduce
disruptive behaviors in minority students living in poverty. The “Chance Jars” game and Mystery
Motivators strategies were utilized to decrease the disruptive behaviors of minority students
living in poverty in a small metropolitan Western New York elementary school. The results
indicated that overall, the “Chance Jars” game and Mystery Motivators were effective in
reducing the disruptive behaviors of minority students living in poverty.
Recommendations for Future Research
As this current study had a number of limitations, the researcher has recommendations
for future research. To gain a better insight into how effective the “Chance Jars” game and
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Mystery Motivators is with minority students living in poverty, a bigger participant population
would be desired. Having more than one classroom using the intervention, researchers would
have a better idea of how successful the intervention actually is. It would also be interesting to
know what level of poverty each student is living at, to determine if it has an effect on the
success of the intervention decreasing disruptive behaviors. Finally, future research would
benefit from a longer study period. The current study lasted four weeks, with only two weeks
actually implementing the intervention. A longer time period in which to study the relationship
between the “Chance Jars” game and Mystery Motivators and decreased disruptive behaviors
would give extremely important insight into its effectiveness with minority students living in
poverty.
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Appendix A
Data Collection Monitoring Sheet: Disruptive Behaviors
“Chance Jars” Game
Date:

Observer:

Time Started:

Time Ended:

Students

1*
2*
3*
4
5
6
7
8
9*
10
11*
12*
13*
14*

Off Task

Location/Subject:

Inappropriate
Vocalization

Non-compliance
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Appendix B
Student Reward Inventory
“Chance Jars” Game
Directions: Put a checkmark or “X” next to 5 rewards you would like to earn.

؆ Stickers
؆ Free time with friends
؆ Lunch with the teacher
؆ Good note or call home
؆ Special snack
؆ Playground time
؆ Small toy
؆ Extra credit on a test
؆ No homework
؆ Books
؆ Pencils
؆ Listen to music while working
؆ Dance to music after lesson
؆ Stamp on hand
؆ Candy
؆ _______________________________________
؆ _______________________________________
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Appendix C
Teacher Script
“Chance Jars” Game

Read or paraphrase the following:
Day One:
1. Class, today we are going to start playing a new game. This game is called the “Chance
Jars” game. It is going to help us follow the classroom rules and act better in class. Do
you want to know how the game works? There are four jars on my desk/front table. Each
of these jars has different things written on the pieces of paper inside.
2. In this jar (hold up jar #1 labeled “Behaviors”) there are three class behaviors that we
need to work on (off-task behavior, inappropriate vocalizations, and general noncompliance, and all behaviors). Get students involved by having them demonstrate
examples of inappropriate or disruptive behaviors look like for each target behavior.
3. In this jar (hold up jar #2 labeled “Names”) there are pieces that have each of your
names, “whole class”, and “wild-card”. When “whole class” is picked, I will be watching
everyone’s behaviors, and when one person’s name is picked, I will only be looking at
their behaviors. If the “wild-card” is picked, the whole class gets a free pass that day, but
I know we won’t need it! It is important that everyone tries their hardest to behave,
because you won’t know who I am watching!
4. In this jar (hold up jar #3 labeled “Goals”) there are pieces of paper that have the number
of behaviors that will be allowed to happen before the class doesn’t earn the reward. If
the behaviors that happen are equal to or less than the goal number, then the class will
earn the reward. If the behaviors happen more than the goal number, then the class will
not earn the reward and will have to do better tomorrow!
5. In the last jar (hold up jar #4 labeled “Rewards”) there are pieces of paper that have the
rewards that everyone in the class said were ones they would want to earn (Give
examples of possibilities). There are also a few pieces of paper that say “Mystery
Motivator”. These Mystery Motivators are letters that build up to a bigger prize (Give
example of spelling out pizza to earn a pizza party).
6. During (insert instructional period) class, we will play this game. While I am teaching, I
will be watching everyone and marking on this paper (hold up recording form) if I see
any of the behaviors we talked about. Our friend from SUNY Fredonia, Ms. Stephenson,
will also be doing the same thing in the back of the room.
7. Does anyone have any questions about the game? (Answer any questions)
8. Draw slips from jar #1, jar #2, & jar #3; give to researcher. (Do not tell students what was
picked).
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9. Okay! Let’s start class and begin the game! (Remind students of rules halfway through)
10. At the end of class, determine whether the reward was earned based off of the slips drawn
from jars #1, #2, & #3. Announce whether the class met the criterion or not. If the reward
was earned, allow one student to come pick from jar #4. If the reward was not earned, do
not tell who prevented the reward from being received. Encourage the class to do better
tomorrow. If a “wild-card” is the chosen slip, all students receive the reward regardless of
whether the criterion was met or not.
11. If appropriate, administer reward immediately. If not, tell the students when they will be
receiving the reward (during lunch, end of the day, etc.).
Day Two-Five (both phases):
1. Does everyone remember the “Chance Jars” game we played yesterday? (Review the
rules of the game for those who don’t). We are going to play that game again today!
2. Draw slips from jar #1, jar #2, & jar #3; give to researcher. (Do not tell students what was
picked).
3. Okay! Let’s start class and begin the game! (Remind students of rules halfway through)
4. At the end of class, determine whether the reward was earned based off of the slips drawn
from jars #1, #2, & #3. Announce whether the class met the criterion or not. If the reward
was earned, allow one student to come pick from jar #4. If the reward was not earned, do
not tell who prevented the reward from being received. Encourage the class to do better
tomorrow. If a “wild-card” is the chosen slip, all students receive the reward regardless of
whether the criterion was met or not.
5. If appropriate, administer reward immediately. If not, tell the students when they will be
receiving the reward (during lunch, end of the day, etc.).
Adapted from: McKissick, C., Hawkins, R., Lentz, F., Hailley, J., & McGuire, S. (2010). Randomizing multiple contingency
components to decrease disruptive behaviors and increase student engagement in an urban second-grade
classroom. Psychology in the Schools, 47(9), 944-959.
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Appendix D
Consumer Satisfaction Survey
“Chance Jars” Game
Directions:
Please read each item aloud to your students and ask them to circle the number that best
represents their feelings about that particular item. Emphasize the importance of completing the
rating individually and privately.
1. How much did you enjoy the “Chance Jars” game?
1

2

Not at all

3

4

OK

5
Liked it a lot

2. How much did you like using Jar #1 to determine the behavior goal for each day?
1

2

Not at all

3

4

OK

5
Liked it a lot

3. How much did you like using Jar #2 to figure out whose behavior would be monitored
each day?
1

2

Not at all

3

4

OK

5
Liked it a lot

4. How much did you like using Jar #3 to figure out how many behaviors were allowed
happen to still earn the reward for that day?
1

2

Not at all

3

4

OK

5
Liked it a lot

5. How much did you like using Jar #4 to find out what rewards the class earned that
day?
1

2

Not at all

3
OK

6. How much did you enjoy the Mystery Motivator reward?

4

5
Liked it a lot
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1

2

Not at all

3

4

OK

5
Liked it a lot

7. How much did the “Chance Jars” game help you follow the classroom rules and act
better in class?
1

2

Not at all

3

4

Some

5
A lot

8. Would you like to use the “Chance Jars” game more during the day?
1

2

Not at all

3

4

Maybe

5
Yes!

9. How fair was the “Chance Jars” game to everyone in the class?
1

2

Not fair at all

3

4

Somewhat fair

5
Very fair

10. How important is it to follow the rules of the classroom?
1

2

Not important at all

3

4

Somewhat important

5
Very important

Additional Comments/Suggestions: ________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

Adapted from: Kestner, C. (2013). The effects of three jars and Mystery Motivators on homework completion and accuracy in a
2nd grade classroom (Master’s thesis). Retrieved from: http://hdl.handle.net/1951/63037
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Appendix E
Teacher Acceptability Survey
“Chance Jars” Game
Directions:
Please read each item and circle the number that best represents your feelings about the “Chance
Jar” game. Please feel free to leave any additional comments or suggestions at the end of the
survey form.
1. How easy was the “Chance Jars” game to implement and include into your routine?
1
2
3
4
5
Not easy at all
Somewhat easy
Very easy
2. How well did the “Chance Jars” game decrease your students’ disruptive behaviors?
1
2
3
4
5
Not well at all
Somewhat well
Very well
3. How satisfied with the outcomes of the “Chance Jars” game were you?
1
2
3
4
Not at all satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
4. Overall, the “Chance Jars” game was beneficial for my students.
1
2
3
4
Not beneficial at all
Somewhat beneficial

5
Very satisfied

5
Very beneficial

5. Do you think that the “Chance Jars” game is something that you will continue to utilize?
1
2
3
4
5
Not at all
Maybe
Definitely
6. How likely are you to recommend the “Chance Jars” game to a colleague?
1
2
3
4
Not likely at all
Somewhat likely

5
Very likely

Additional Comments/Suggestions: ________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Adapted from: Kestner, C. (2013). The effects of three jars and Mystery Motivators on homework completion and accuracy in a 2nd grade classroom (Master’s thesis). Retrieved from:
http://hdl.handle.net/1951/63037
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Appendix F
Fidelity Checklist
“Chance Jars” Game

Researcher: ____________________________
Location/Subject: ________________________
Time Session Started: ____________

Date: ________________________
Teacher: ______________________
Time Session Ended: ____________

Directions: Observe the teacher as s/he implements the intervention and use the scoring
code below to note the presence and/or absence of each intervention component.
Scoring Code:
(+) Goal demonstrated
(-) Goal not demonstrated
(N/A) Not applicable
_____ 1. Classroom rules are posted and reviewed by the teacher.
_____ 2. Teacher has a checklist of student names and spaces to record checks for target
behaviors.
_____ 3. Researcher has a checklist of student names and spaces to record checks for target
behaviors.
_____ 4. Teacher uses script to review the game with the students.
_____ 5. Teacher announces possible rewards if students successfully meet the pre-established
criteria.
_____ 6. Four labeled jars are visible in classroom; Jar #1 labeled “behaviors”, Jar #2 labeled
“names”, Jar #3 labeled “rules number”, and Jar #4 labeled “rewards”.
_____ 7. At the beginning of the session, teacher selects a piece of paper from Jar #1
to identify target behavior; (“Off-task”, “Inappropriate Vocalization”, “Comply within 5-10
seconds”, or “All”).
_____ 8. Teacher then selects a slip of paper from Jar #2; (pieces of paper with the words “whole
class”, “Wild-Card”, or a specific student printed on them).
_____ 9. Teacher provides a halfway check to entire class.
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_____ 10. Teacher evaluates pupil performance on basis of first three jar selections with the
researcher; if pupils meet pre-established criteria, then teacher congratulates students and
randomly selects one pupil to pick a reinforcer from Jar #4.
_____ 11. If individual or group fails to reach criteria, then teacher announces that they did not
meet the criteria and encourages the class to work hard the following day.
_____ 12. Teacher does not mention name of individuals when criteria is not reached.
_____ 13. Following session, investigator makes a smooth transition to the next instructional
activity.

_____/13
(Record the number of behaviors observed plus the number of N/A)
_____% Procedural Fidelity
(Number of steps present ÷ Number of steps present & absent × 100)
Anecdotal Notes/Comments: _____________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Adapted from: Kestner, C. (2013). The effects of three jars and Mystery Motivators on homework completion and accuracy in a
2nd grade classroom (Master’s thesis). Retrieved from: http://hdl.handle.net/1951/63037

