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Abstract

Choice involves engaging in a selection response when multiple options are con-
currently available. Choices can be incorporated into many components of
behavior-analytic treatment such as providing clients with a choice between multi-
ple items, activities, or tasks. We reviewed the main characteristics of 38 behav-
ior-analytic articles that compared choice and no-choice conditions. We coded the
experimental arrangements of choice and no-choice conditions and analyzed
potential factors affecting preferences for choice and no choice. The findings sug-
gest that the sizing of alternatives from which to choose, the timing of choice
opportunities, and the timing of the delivery of the chosen option varied across
the studies. Furthermore, preferences for choice shifted with differential reinforce-
ment history and response effort manipulations of choice or no choice. The find-
ings suggest that individual variables should be considered when providing
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In behavior analysis, choice is often conceptualized as “the
allocation of behavior among activities” (Baum, 2010,
p. 161). Put more simply, choice is engaging in a selection
response when multiple options are concurrently available.
Choice is frequently embedded in the practice of applied
behavior analysis by arranging opportunities for clients to
select the activities and stimuli to which they will be
exposed and with which they will engage. Sometimes
choice in clinical practice takes the form of an antecedent
(i.e., proactive) event, such as allowing the client to choose
which work tasks they want to engage in first. At other
times, choice in clinical practice may take the form of a
consequence (i.e., reactive) event, such as arranging for a
client to earn access to choosing which activities they will
engage in during their break after completing work.
Facilitating opportunities for clients to make choices
in relation to their treatment is important from an ethical
and treatment effectiveness perspective. Acknowledging
and supporting client choice is explicitly listed as a criti-
cal component of treating clients with compassion,

choices, but more research is needed.

choice, concurrent chains, concurrent operants, no choice, preference assessment

dignity, and respect within the Ethics Code for Behavior
Analysts (Behavior Analyst Certification Board, 2020;
Peterson et al., 2021). Choice is important from a com-
passion, dignity, and respect standpoint because it is cen-
tral to involving clients in therapeutic decisions and
helping them gain as much independence and autonomy
as possible (Morris et al., 2024; Rajaraman et al., 2023).
Thus, important clinical and research practices like
obtaining assent and consent from clients are predicated
on the client having the skills, opportunity, and support
needed to engage meaningfully in choices pertaining to
their treatment.

Several research findings also suggest that humans
prefer choice opportunities over no-choice opportunities
(Fisher et al., 1997; Tiger et al., 2006) and that when
choice opportunities are integrated into treatment, client
outcomes improve (Cannella et al., 2005; Kestner
et al., 2023). For example, increasing choice opportuni-
ties has been shown to increase functional skills, such as
on-task behavior (Dunlap et al.,, 1994; Watanabe &
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Sturmey, 2003) and assignment completion (Stenhoff
et al.,, 2008), and to decrease challenging behavior
(Dunlap et al., 1994; Lory et al., 2020; Rispoli
et al., 2013). Thus, behavior analysts should attempt to
embed choice in treatment as much as possible.

Although choice is important in clinical contexts, suc-
cessfully arranging choice can be complicated because it
is notably complex. Seemingly small differences in choice
arrangements, like the number of options and the delay
to choice outcomes, have the potential to affect the effi-
cacy of choice as a component of treatment and clients’
preferences for choice. Consequently, any differences in
the way researchers and practitioners provide choice
opportunities have the potential to lead to different out-
comes. Thus, understanding the parameters of choice
arrangements is essential to their successful use.

Several reviews of choice as an intervention have been
conducted to identify important parameters of choice in
practice. These reviews have evaluated the effects of
choice in daily living situations (Kestner et al., 2023;
Lancioni et al., 1996); choice across vocational and
domestic activities, choice of academic activities,
and choice of leisure, recreational, and social activities
(Kern et al., 1998); the influence of choice on challenging
behavior (Cannella et al., 2005); choice in relation to
preference assessments (Tullis et al., 2011); and choice as
differential reinforcement (Kestner et al., 2023). How-
ever, previous reviews provided limited information
about the influence of choice parameters on preference
for choice. Therefore, the primary purpose of this study
was to review behavior-analytic articles that evaluated
preference for choice by incorporating both choice and
no-choice conditions into their study. The secondary pur-
pose was to provide future directions for practice and
research based on these findings, with a focus on provid-
ing practical considerations for those interested in embed-
ding choice into treatment. To meet the objectives, this
review was used to address the following two research
questions. First, what are the experimental arrangements
of choice and no-choice conditions in the behavior-
analytic literature? Second, what factors influence the
preference for choice or no choice?

REVIEW OF CHOICE AND NO-CHOICE
ARRANGEMENTS

We reviewed behavior-analytic literature to identify articles
that compared choice and no-choice conditions. Journals
listed on the Association for Behavior Analysis Interna-
tional and Behavior Analyst Certification Board websites
were searched using the search terms “choice” and “no
choice.” Table 1 includes a list of the journals included in
the review. The procedure mimicked previous studies that
have searched articles in behavior-analytic journals
(Morris et al., 2021). Choice is a widely studied topic
across disciplines such as psychology, economics, and

TABLE 1 Publishing journals.
Number of
articles
Journal (Experiments)
Behavior Analysis in Practice 3
Behavior Modification 1
Behavioral Interventions 3
Education and Treatment of Children 3
European Journal of Behavior Analysis 1
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis 16 (19)
Journal of Behavioral Education 1
Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior 3
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions 4
The Analysis of Verbal Behavior 1
The Psychological Record 2

Note: The number of experiments was only denoted if the number of experiments
was different from the number of articles for the respective journal.

political science, to name a few. Although there is value in
understanding how other disciplines discuss choice
(e.g., Castillo, Sun, Frank-Crawford, & Borrero, 2022;
Castillo, Sun, Frank-Crawford, Rooker, et al., 2022;
Loewenstein & Prelec, 1991), our procedures were
designed to narrow our search to behavior-analytic jour-
nals to focus on a behavior-analytic interpretation of
choice and to use the findings to better inform practice
within the field. During the initial search, we identified
articles that included the terms “choice” and “no choice”
in any part of the article. Following the initial search, the
title and abstract of each article were reviewed for the fol-
lowing inclusion criteria: the study or studies (a) compared
choice and no-choice conditions (i.e., there was active
manipulation of choice and no-choice conditions),
(b) included human participants of any age, and (c) was
written in English. Next, the publication dates were
reviewed to include only articles that were published
between January 2000 and September 2022. The articles
included in the full review were limited to those that were
published between January 2000 and September 2022
because we wanted our review to represent the latest prac-
tices involving choice. Articles that were not excluded via
the title, abstract, and date review were then fully reviewed
for the same inclusion criteria. Figure 1 summarizes the
stages of the search and the number of articles identified
and included in each stage.

Atrticles that met the inclusion criteria were analyzed
and coded. Each experiment included in the articles was
analyzed and coded for the general characteristics of the
literature, the experimental arrangement that was used to
evaluate the differential effects of choice and no choice
(Research Question 1), and the preference assessments
used to evaluate preference for choice and no-choice con-
ditions (Research Question 2). Tables 2-4 include the defi-
nitions of each component coded for the general
characteristics of the literature, experimental arrangement
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o Stage 1: Initial Article Search
o
§ Keyword Number of Articles Identified
E “Choice” AND “No Choice” n=188
v
Stage 2a: Articles in abstract .| Articles excluded after abstract
review (n = 188) "| screen (n=104)
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=0 Stage 2b: Articles in date review | Not published in Jan. 2000 — Sept.
= (n = 84) | 2022 (n=30)
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Stage 3: Articles in full review |  Articles excluded (n = 16)
(n=54) No comparison of choice and
no choice (n = 16)
A 4
B
= Articles included in review
E (n =38 articles; 41 experiments)
FIGURE 1 Schematic overview of the data search and data analysis process. ABAI = Association for Behavior Analysis International.

BACB = Behavior Analyst Certification Board.

for choice and no choice, and preference for choice,
respectively.

Intercoder agreement

Two reviewers independently conducted the initial arti-
cle search, full review, and article coding. Independent
reviewers completed the entire initial article search;
reviewed 33.33% of articles identified through the initial
search, abstract review, and date review stages for the
full review; and coded 34.15% of the experiments for
the coding. The first author randomly selected the arti-
cles reviewed in the full-review and article-coding
stages. Total-count intercoder agreement was calculated
for the initial article search by dividing the smaller
number of found articles by the larger number of found
articles and multiplying by 100. Intercoder agreement
for the initial article search was 100%. Trial-by-trial
intercoder agreement was calculated for the full review
by dividing the number of experiments with agreement
by the total number of experiments and multiplying by
100. The mean agreement score for the full review was
94.44% (range: 0%-100%). Trial-by-trial intercoder
agreement was calculated for article coding by dividing
the number of components with agreement by the total
number of components listed in Tables 2, 3, and 4 and

TABLE 2 Definitions of article analysis components for general
characteristics of the literature.

Component Definition

Journal name  The name of the journal.

Publication The year the article was published online or in print

year depending on the current status of the manuscript.

Demographics  Information on the participants’ race and ethnicity

(race and (e.g., White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, multiracial, or

ethnicity) information unavailable).

Setting The experimental context in which the experiment
was conducted (e.g., school, university, clinic home,
or other).

Study type Although all included experiments were

comparative, they were further categorized as a
demonstration study, parametric analysis, or
component analysis. A demonstration study is one
in which researchers assessed the effects of an
intervention on a target behavior. A parametric
analysis is one in which the effects of different levels
or dosages of an intervention on the dependent
variable are assessed. A component analysis is one
in which different pieces or components of an
intervention package are evaluated to determine
which piece affects the dependent variable.

multiplying by 100. The mean agreement score for the
article coding was 94.83% (range: 84%-100%).
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TABLE 3 Definitions of article analysis components for the experimental arrangement of choice and no choice.

Component

Definition

Independent variable(s)
Codes

Choice and no choice

Differential reinforcement

Task/Activity choices

Other

Dependent variable(s)

Codes
Initial link selection

completion

Challenging behavior
Academic responses

On-task behavior

Simple operant task responses

Preference selection

Other

Teaching of prerequisite skills

Option type

Codes for putative reinforcers as
choice options

Edibles
Tangibles
Activities
Location
Codes for instructional choice options
Academic materials
Location
Task sequence
Antecedent instruction
Task engagement
Response topography
Codes for other choice options
Numbers on screen

Cooperate or defect

Colored cards
Array size

Antecedent versus consequence
presentation of choice opportunity

Immediate versus delayed delivery of
chosen option

The primary intervention implemented to observe its effects on the dependent variable.

When an experiment directly manipulated the choice and no-choice conditions to compare the
two conditions.

When an experiment investigated the effects of differential associations with reinforcer
parameters on one’s preference for choice versus no choice.

When an experiment involved an instructor providing multiple alternatives for instructional
tasks or activities.

Independent variable(s) that were not included in the aforementioned codes.

The behavior measured to observe how it changed because of the manipulation of the
independent variable.

Selection made in the initial links of a concurrent-chains arrangement.

Engagement in a response for a predetermined period of time or completing multiple steps of
instructions or tasks.

A pattern of behavior interfering with an individual’s learning or engagement with others.
Count of discrete responses in an academic context.

Active participation in the task or activity.

Single step, discrete responses in a nonacademic context.

Selection of a preferred option out of an array of alternatives in a concurrent-operants
arrangement.

Dependent variable(s) that were not included in the aforementioned codes.

Whether the researcher taught prerequisite skills needed for selection responses (e.g., attending
to and reaching for the options, stimuli discrimination) prior to beginning the intervention.

The description of the type of choices provided.

Preferred food.
Preferred items (e.g., toys, stickers).
Preferred activity (e.g., games).

Preferred place to complete a noninstructional task.

Preferred type of materials used during instruction.
Preferred place to complete an instructional task.
Preferred order of steps to complete a task.
Preferred instructional procedure.

Whether an individual engaged in a task or not.

Preferred way to respond.

Numbers displayed on a computer screen.

Access to a larger, delayed reinforcer (i.e., cooperate), or a smaller, immediate reinforcer (i.e.,
defect).

Colored cards displayed on a computer screen.
The number of alternatives from which to choose.

Antecedent means that the experimenter provided the choice opportunity prior to each
participant engaging in a target behavior. Consequence means that the experimenter provided
the choice opportunity after the participant engaged in a target behavior.

Immediate delivery means that the experimenter delivered the chosen option immediately
following a selection response. Delayed delivery means that the experimenter delivered the
chosen option after completion of work requirement.

(Continues)



104 | KIM ET AL.
TABLE 3 (Continued)

Component Definition

Baseline/Control Some studies incorporated a separate baseline phase or control condition. In these conditions,

an individual’s response resulted in no reinforcement (e.g., empty plate or moving to a different
activity) or neutral consequence that was not an option (e.g., praise), whereas a no-choice
condition involved a limited option (e.g., experimenter-selected option).

Note: If the study specified an initial and terminal link, the terminal link was used to analyze the arrangement of the choice condition.

TABLE 4 Definitions of article analysis components for preference
for choice.

Component Definition

*Initial link type The description of the type of
initial link alternatives

provided.

The number of alternatives
from which to choose in the
initial link.

Initial link array size

Number of choice preferences
across participants

The number of participants
preferring choice, no choice,
or with no preference. No
preference meant that the
participant had similar
preference across choice, no
choice, and/or control
conditions. If the purpose of
the experiment was to shift
preference, the initial
assessment data prior to the
intervention (e.g., condition
with no change in reinforcer
magnitude in Rost

et al. [2014]) were used.

When the selection of choice
condition was sustained across
time. This was determined by
a participant successively
selecting choice condition over
no-choice condition without
switching preference from
choice to no choice.

Maintenance of choice
preference

Note: *Previous studies showed that an individual’s relative level of responding in
the initial links reflects their preference for the contingencies in the terminal links
(Catania, 1992). During the initial link, concurrently available responses
associated with independent reinforcement schedules are presented. The selection
of a response in the initial link determines the schedule or type of reinforcement in
the terminal link.

Disagreements were resolved through discussions
among the research team.

RESULTS
General characteristics of the literature
The 38 articles included in this review were published in

11 journals. The Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis
(n = 19) had the highest number of experiments, followed

by the Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions (n = 4).
See Table 1 for the complete list of journals and the num-
ber of articles found in each. Figure 2 depicts the cumula-
tive number of experiments included in this review. On
average, 2.05 articles were published each year (range: 1-
5). Out of the 322 participants across the 41 experiments,
the demographic information on race and ethnicity was
unavailable for 305 participants. Of the participants
whose demographic information was made available,
eight were White, five were Black, three were Hispanic/
Latinx, and one was Asian. Experiments were conducted
most frequently in a school setting (n = 20), followed by
university (n = 9), clinic (n = 4), home (n = 3), residen-
tial facility (n = 3), and other (n = 3).! The “other” cate-
gory included online, individual cubicle, and inpatient
settings. Out of the 41 experiments, two included a para-
metric analysis, two other experiments included a compo-
nent analysis, and five other experiments were
demonstration studies.

Research Question (1): What are the
experimental arrangements for choice and no
choice within the behavior-analytic literature?

The purpose of this evaluation was to identify the com-
mon strategies for experimental arrangement that were
used to compare choice and no-choice conditions. The
information from this evaluation was categorized into
three choice arrangements: putative” reinforcers as choice
options, instructional choice options, and other
choice options. The definitions for each analysis are
shown in Table 3, and the data are shown in Tables 5-7,
respectively. An arrangement was categorized as putative
reinforcers as choice options when the choice condition
involved a preference assessment or functional analysis to
determine a potential reinforcer used as the choice
option. An arrangement was categorized as instructional
choice options when the choice condition involved follow-
ing an instruction or completing a task. An arrangement

!The number of experiments when evaluating settings exceeded the number of
experiments included in the current review because Rispoli et al. (2013) conducted
their study in both a home and school setting.

2We use the modifier “putative” in front of “reinforcer” throughout the article
because stimuli used in choice arrays were often assumed to increase the
likelihood of a specific behavior but the effects were not always empirically
demonstrated.
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Cumulative Number of Experiments

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

Year

FIGURE 2 Cumulative number of experiments published between
January 2000 and September 2022.

was categorized as other choice options if the choice con-
dition did not meet the criteria for the aforementioned
categories. A combined analysis across the three arrange-
ments is provided at the end of this section.

Putative reinforcers as choice options

Table 5 displays the experimental arrangements for
choice and no choice of the 24 experiments that used
putative reinforcers as choice options. The independent
variables included the choice and no-choice (n = 19;
79.17%), differential-reinforcement (n = 3; 12.50%), and
other conditions (n =2; 8.33%). The “other” category
included posttrial and pretrial choice and a treatment
package of varied reinforcers within sessions including
choice of reinforcer, increased break, and intermittent
reinforcement. Initial link selection was most widely used
as the dependent variable (n = 14; 58.33%), followed by
academic responses (n = 6; 25.00%), task completion
(n = 5; 19.23%), challenging behavior (n = 3; 12.50%),
simple operant task response (n = 3; 12.50%), on-task
behavior (n =1; 4.17%), preference selection (n=1;
4.17%), and other (n = 2; 8.33%).” Dependent variables
categorized as “other” included physical activity and
social skills.

Three experiments (12.50%) reported the teaching of
prerequuisite skills prior to the experiment, such as teaching
how to discriminate between different stimuli and teaching
how to make selections out of concurrently available
options. The most widely used choice option was edibles
(n = 20; 83.33%), followed by tangibles (n = 5; 20.83%),
activities (n = 2; 8.33%), and location (n = 1; 4.17%).*

The array size ranged from two to 21, with five being
the modal array size of choice options (7 = 9; 37.50%),

followed by three (n = 7; 26.17%). Fifteen experiments
(62.50%) provided the choice opportunity before the par-
ticipant engaged in the target behavior, whereas 10 experi-
ments (41.67%) provided the choice opportunity after the
participant engaged in the target behavior. Fourteen
experiments (58.33%) delivered the chosen option imme-
diately, whereas 11 experiments (45.83%) delivered the
chosen option after a delay.’

The no-choice condition arrangement was examined
by determining whether an experiment incorporated a
separate baseline phase or control condition. Out of
24 experiments, 20 (83.33%) included a baseline/control
condition. Four experiments (16.67%) included neither
a baseline phase nor a control condition, meaning they
directly compared choice and no choice without a neu-
tral control (e.g., an experiment using a reversal design
or an alternating-treatment design to compare choice
and no-choice conditions without a baseline or control
condition).

In general, when a putative reinforcer was used as the
choice option, an experiment did not include the teaching
of prerequisite skills and edibles were most widely used in
an array size of five. About half of the experiments
reported that the choice opportunity was provided before
the participant engaged in the target behavior with imme-
diate delivery of chosen option.

Instructional choice options

Table 6 displays the experimental arrangements of choice
and no choice of the 14 experiments that used instruc-
tional choice options. The most used independent vari-
ables were choice and no choice (n=19; 64.29%),
followed by task/activity choice (n =4; 28.57%) and
other (n = 1; 7.14%). The “other” category included a
staff training package. The most widely used dependent
variables were academic response (n = 4; 28.57%) and
challenging behavior (n = 4; 28.57%), followed by on-
task behavior (n = 3; 21.43%), task completion (n = 3;
21.43%), preference selection (n = 3; 21.43%), initial link
selection (n = 1; 7.14%), and other (n = 3; 21.43%).° The
“other” category included vocational and daily living
skills, choice opportunity presentation, curriculum-based
measurement, standardized reading measures, and social-
validity measures.

One experiment (7.14%) reported teaching prerequi-
site skills prior to the experiment. The teaching involved
establishing correspondence between vocal and nonvocal
behavior. The most widely used choice option was

*The total number of experiments exceeds the total number of experiments using
putative reinforcers as choice options because several experiments had multiple
dependent variables. Refer to Table 5 for detailed information.

“The total number of experiments exceeds the total number of experiments using
putative reinforcers as choice options because four studies (Carter, 2001;
Hanratty & Hanley, 2021; Schmidt et al., 2009; Waldron-Soler et al., 2000) used
multiple choice options.

°The total number of experiments exceeds the total number of experiments using
putative reinforcers because one study (Peterson et al., 2016) presented the choice
opportunity both as an antecedent and consequence and delivered the chosen
option both immediately and after a delay.

®The total number of experiments exceeds the total number of experiments using
instructional choice options because several experiments had multiple dependent
variables. Refer to Table 6 for detailed information.
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academic materials (n = 8; 57.14%), followed by task
sequence (n=6; 42.86%), task engagement (n=2;
14.29%), location (n = 2; 14.29%), antecedent instruction
(n = 1; 7.14%), and response topography (n = 1; 7.14%).”
The array size ranged from two to six, with two being the
modal array size of choice options (n = 8; 57.14%), fol-
lowed by four (n = 3; 21.43%). All 14 experiments (100%)
provided the choice opportunity before the participant
engaged in the target behavior and delivered the chosen
option immediately. When evaluating the no-choice condi-
tion arrangement across the 14 experiments, five experi-
ments (35.71%) included a baseline/control condition,
whereas nine experiments (64.29%) included neither.

Overall, when instructional choice options were eval-
uated, one experiment reported the teaching of prerequi-
site skills. Academic materials were most widely used in
an array size of two, and all experiments reported that
the choice opportunity was provided before the partici-
pant engaged in the target behavior, with immediate
delivery of the chosen option.

Other choice options

Table 7 displays the experimental arrangements of choice
and no choice of the four experiments that used
choice options other than putative reinforcers and instruc-
tional choice options. This section provides preliminary
information on other choice options and should be read
with caution given the wide range of choice options and
the small number of experiments for each choice option.
The four experiments discussed in this section are qualita-
tively different from those under the putative reinforcer as
choice options and instructional choice options categories.
The experiments in this section are all basic human oper-
ant studies, whereas the other experiments are more
applied. Independent variables included differential rein-
forcement (n = 2; 50.00%), choice and no choice (n = 1;
25.00%), and other (n = 1; 25.00%). The “other” category
included cooperation and defect conditions.® Dependent
variables included initial link selection (n = 3; 75.00%)
and other (n = 3; 75.00%).” The “other” category included
choice, points, and odds quotient'® and cooperation and
defect selection. One experiment (25%) reported teaching

"The total number of experiments exceeds the total number of experiments using
instructional choice options because several experiments had multiple choice
options. Refer to Table 6 for detailed information.

8Locey and Rachlin (2012) used a prisoner’s dilemma preparation to mimic a
conflict situation where two individuals can choose to cooperate or defect. The
selection of the former resulted in access to a larger, delayed reinforcer, whereas
the selection of the latter resulted in a smaller, immediate reinforcer.

The total number of experiments exceeds the total number of experiments using
putative reinforcers because two studies (Karsina et al., 2011, 2012) included
multiple dependent variables.

K arsina et al. (2011, 2012) defined choice quotient as the initial link selection
during choice trials, points quotient as which terminal link was followed by more
points during all trials, and odds quotient as the terminal link that corresponded
with better odds of point delivery in a computer-based game that used a
concurrent-chains arrangement.

prerequisite skills prior to the experiment. The most
widely used choice option type was numbers on screen
(n =2; 50%), followed by cooperate or defect (n = 1;
25%) and colored cards (n = 1; 25%). The array size
ranged from two to eight, with eight being the most
widely used array size of choices (n = 2; 50%). All four
experiments (100%) provided the choice opportunity
before the participant engaged in the target behavior,
and all four experiments (100%) immediately delivered
the chosen option. Three experiments included neither
a baseline phase nor a control condition (75%),
whereas one experiment included both a baseline and a
control condition (25%).

Combined analysis

Independent and dependent variables

Out of the 41 experiments, choice and no-choice condi-
tions were used most widely as the independent variable
(n = 29; 70.73%), followed by differential reinforcement
(n=75; 12.20%). A wide range of dependent variables
was used across all 41 experiments, with the initial link
selection most widely used (n = 18; 43.90%), followed by
academic responses (n = 10; 24.39%) and challenging
behavior (n = 7; 17.07%).

Experimental arrangement

Figure 3 shows a summary of the experimental
arrangement of the choice conditions across 42 experi-
ments'! based on the array size, antecedent or conse-
quence presentation of the choice opportunity, and
immediate or delayed delivery of the chosen option. If
multiple array sizes were used in one experiment, the
mean was used for this analysis. For example, Tiger
et al. (2006) Experiment 3 used array sizes of 5, 10, and
15. For the analysis of the arrangements, we used 10 as
the array size.

The highest number of arrangements (n = 8 experi-
ments; 19.05%) included the presentation of the choice
opportunity before a participant engaged in a target
behavior, with an array size of two and immediate access
to the selected choice option. In general, the array size
was smaller when the choice opportunity was provided
before a participant engaged in a target behavior than
when the choice opportunity was provided after a partici-
pant engaged in a target behavior. No experiments pro-
vided the choice opportunity after a participant engaged
in a target behavior along with delayed access to the
selected choice option.

""The total number of experiments analyzed in this section exceeds the total
number of experiments included because two experiments (Fenerty & Tiger, 2010;
Peterson et al., 2016) with both immediate and delayed delivery of chosen option
conditions were counted separately and one experiment (Lory et al., 2020) was
excluded because the array size was unclear.
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TABLE 7 Other choice options (n = 4 experiments).
Teaching Choice No choice
References v DV prereq skills  Option Array Size  Antvs.Cons IDvs.DD BL
Karsina et al. Differential Initial link N Numbers on 8 A 1D N
(2012) reinforcement selection, screen
other
Karsina et al. Differential Initial link N Numbers on 8 A ID N
(2011) reinforcement selection, screen
other
Locey & Rachlin — Other Other N Cooperate or 2 A 1D Y
Exp 1 (2012) defect
Rost et al. (2014) Choice and Initial link Y Colored cards 3 A 1D N
no choice selection

Note: IV = independent variable; DV = dependent variable; Prereq = prerequisite; Ant (A) = antecedent; Cons (C) = consequence; ID = immediate delivery;

DD = delayed delivery; BL = baseline; Y = yes; N = no; Exp = experiment.

Research Question (2): What factors influence
the preference for choice or no choice?

Table 8 displays the data from 22 experiments (54.66% of
all experiments) that evaluated the participants’ prefer-
ence for the choice versus no-choice condition (see
Table 4 for a review of the definitions used in the analy-
sis). Out of 22 experiments, 16 experiments (72.73%) used
putative reinforcers as choice options, three experiments
(13.64%) used instructional choice options, and three
experiments (13.64%) used other choice options. Initial
links were used to evaluate preference in 18 out of
22 experiments (81.82%). Four experiments (18.18%)
used other arrangements including a concurrent-operants
arrangement (Deel et al., 2021; MacNaul et al., 2021),
verbally asking about the participant’s preference
(Wiskow et al., 2018), or no report of how preference was
measured (Solis et al., 2021). All 18 experiments (100%)
that used an initial link to evaluate preference included a
selection response to evaluate the initial link response.
Fifteen (83.33%) involved a touching response of a physi-
cal stimulus (e.g., worksheet), and three experiments
(16.67%) involved a clicking response using a computer
mouse. The array size ranged from two to four with a
mode of three (n = 13; 68.42%).

Out of 131 participants across the 22 experiments,
103 participants (78.63%) preferred choice, eight partici-
pants (6.11%) preferred no choice, and 20 participants
(15.27%) showed no preference. Out of the 22 experi-
ments, 18 (81.82%) were evaluated for maintenance of
preference for choice across time (four studies were
excluded because preference was not reported across ses-
sions or days but at an aggregate level). Fourteen out of
the 18 experiments (77.78%) reported that the preference
was not maintained across time and that there was a shift in
preference. The shift in preference was demonstrated when
differential reinforcement history successfully switched an
individual’s preference (Ackerlund Brandt et al., 2015;
Drifke et al., 2019; Gifford et al., 2022; Karsina et al., 2011,
2012) or increased effort switched an individual’s preference

(Experiment 3 of Tiger et al., 2006). Differential rein-
forcement was evaluated through multiple parameters
of reinforcement including preference for reinforcers
(e.g., high- versus low-preference items; Ackerlund
Brandt et al., 2015; Drifke et al., 2019), reinforcer mag-
nitude (Drifke et al., 2019), immediacy of reinforcer
delivery (Gifford et al., 2022), and odds of winning a
game (Karsina et al., 2011, 2012).

DISCUSSION

The main purpose of this research was to review and
summarize the arrangements of choice within experimen-
tal evaluations of choice and no choice in articles pub-
lished in behavior-analytic journals. Although several
previous reviews evaluated important components of
choice procedures, this review was the first to provide
information about the specific arrangement for evaluat-
ing choice in comparison with no choice. We provided a
summary of the general characteristics of the literature
and discussed the two main findings, implications for
practice and research, and limitations of the current
review.

The overall rate of experiments published was steady
across the years of this review, with 21 experiments pub-
lished during the first 11 years and 20 experiments during
the last 11 years covered. Aspects of the general character-
istics of the literature were consistent with those of other
behavior-analytic research, such as underreporting partici-
pants’ race and ethnicity (see Jones et al., 2020). The omis-
sion of race and ethnicity data limits the overall generality
of the information reported in this review because it is
unclear whether the procedures used in the reviewed stud-
ies were successful across these demographic variables. We
strongly encourage future researchers to report the demo-
graphic variables, especially race, ethnicity, and income
level, when reporting participant information. Studies
should also report the type and level of developmental dis-
ability given that choice is often arranged in programming
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Timing of Choice Opportunity and Delivery of
the Chosen Option
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FIGURE 3 The number of experiments in each arrangement of
choices. The number inside the circle indicates the number of
experiments in the respective arrangement combination. Darker circles
indicate multiple experiments, and lighter circles indicate fewer
experiments. The total number on this figure exceeds the total number
of experiments because two experiments with both immediate delivery
and delayed delivery conditions were counted separately. One
experiment was excluded because the array size was unclear.

ID = immediate delivery; DD = delayed delivery.

for those with developmental disabilities. Additional infor-
mation would allow one to analyze the differential effects
of choice across demographics beyond gender and age and
to develop a culturally sensitive, individualized choice
arrangement.

The review of the experimental arrangement and
preference-assessment strategies described in published
studies comparing choice and no-choice conditions
resulted in several interesting findings. Based on our ana-
lyses, the current state of choice arrangements informs us
of two main findings discussed below.

A wide variety of choice arrangements

Although choice is ubiquitous in many ways, our ana-
lyses show that the variables that affect choice are mani-
fold and garner many unanswered questions. For
example, a sizable difference in the mean choice array
size was found between studies that evaluated choice as a
putative reinforcer and those that evaluated choice as

a component of instruction. When the experimental
arrangements were divided into three different option
type categories (i.e., putative reinforcers as choice
options, instructional choice options, and other
choice options), the differences between the choice
arrangements became more pronounced. The evaluation
of choice as a putative reinforcer primarily involved edi-
bles and tangibles as choice options within a larger array
of 2 to 21 (mode: 5). On the other hand, the evaluation of
choice as a component of instruction primarily used aca-
demic materials and task sequences as choice options
within a smaller array of two to six (mode: 2). Although
the difference in choice options was to be expected, the
differences in the array sizes are noteworthy because such
data may imply that the type of choice option is an
important variable to consider when determining array
sizes.

Previous findings have shown that array size may
affect the value of reinforcers. For example, larger array
sizes have been shown to diminish the reinforcing value
of reinforcers for neurotypical preschoolers (Miller
et al., 2017) and to diminish the reinforcing value of
choice for adults (Reed et al., 2011). However, these find-
ings should be interpreted cautiously when working with
individuals with developmental disabilities, as studies
involving individuals with autism spectrum disorder
showed a greater preference for a larger array size
(Fernandez et al., 2022; Tiger et al., 2006). One consider-
ation is that choice used as a component of instruction
may be more sensitive to the paradox of choice
(Schwartz, 2004)!? than choice used as a putative rein-
forcer because there are more potentially aversive vari-
ables involved with choosing work tasks than putative
reinforcers.

Another interesting variation related to the experi-
mental arrangement for choice was when the choice
opportunity was provided. Studies evaluating choice as a
component of instruction uniformly presented the choice
opportunity before the participant engaged in a target
behavior. This was not the case when choice was evalu-
ated as a putative reinforcer, as 62.50% of the experi-
ments presented the choice opportunity before the
participant engaged in the target behavior and 41.67%
presented it after.'® Similarly, the timing of the delivery
of the chosen option varied. All experiments evaluating
choice as a component of instruction involved immediate
delivery of the chosen option. However, when evaluating
choice as a putative reinforcer, 58.33% of the experiments
immediately delivered the chosen option, whereas
45.83% provided it after a delay.

2The paradox of choice is the concept that as number of options within a choice
increases, the probability of an organism engaging in the choice decreases
(Schwartz, 2004).

3The total number of experiments exceeds the total number of experiments using
putative reinforcers because one study (Peterson et al., 2016) presented the choice
opportunity as both an antecedent and consequence.
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TABLE 8 Preference assessments (n = 22 experiments).

Initial link Number of
Number of participants Number of
Choice Array participants preferring participants Maintenance of
References category Type size preferring choice no choice with no preference preference
Ackerlund Brandt R Flashcard 3 20 out of 30 0 out of 30 10 out of 30 N
etal. — Exp 1 (2015) selection
Ackerlund Brandt R Flashcard 3 8 out of 11 0 outof 11 3outof 11 *N
et al. — Exp 2 (2015) selection
Deel et al. (2021) R - - 2 out of 3 1 out of 3 0 out of 3 N
Drifke et al. (2019) R Worksheet 3 Soutof 5 0 out of 5 0 out of 5 *N
selection
Fenerty & Tiger R Index card 4 3 out of 4 0 out of 4 1 out of 4 N
(2010) selection
Fenerty & Tiger 1 Index card 4 2 out of 4 0 out of 4 2 out of 4 N
(2010) selection
Gifford et al. (2022) R Worksheet 3 1 out of 2 1 out of 2 0 out of 2 *N
selection
Hanratty & Hanley R Wingding symbol 3 Soutof 6 0 out of 6 1 out of 6 N
(2021) selection
Karsina et al. O Message box 2 7 out of 7 0 out of 7 0 out of 7 *N
(2011) selection
Karsina et al. O Message box 2 4 out of 6 2 out of 6 0 out of 6 *N
(2012) selection
MacNaul et al. 1 - - - - - -
(2021)
Peterson et al. R Card selection 2 4 out of 4 0 out of 4 0 out of 4 Y
(2016)
Rost et al. (2014) O Card selection 2 12 out of 14 1 out of 14 1 out of 14 -
Schmidt et al. R Worksheet 7 out of 8 0 out of 8 1 out of 8 N
(2009) selection
Sellers et al. (2013) R Task materials 3 2 out of 4 2 out of 4 0 out of 4 N
selection
Solis et al. (2021) I - - 4 out of 4 0 out of 4 0 out of 4 -
Sran & Borrero R Worksheet 3 3outof3 0 out of 3 0 out of 3 -
(2010) selection
Tiger et al. — Exp 1 R Worksheet 3 Soutof 6 1 out of 6 0 out of 6 N
(2006) selection
Tiger et al. — Exp 3 R Worksheet 3 2 out of 3 0 out of 3 1 out of 3 N
(2006) selection
Tiger et al. — Exp 4 R Worksheet 3 3outof3 0 out of 3 0 out of 3 **N
(2006) selection
Toussaint et al. R Card selection 3 3outof 3 0 out of 3 0 out of 3 Y
(2016)
Wiskow et al. R - - 1 outof 1 0 out of 1 0 out of 1 Y
(2018)

Note: A hyphen (—) indicates that the respective information was unavailable. An asterisk (*) indicates when differential reinforcement was used as an intervention and
successfully switched preference. Two asterisks (**) indicate when increased effort required to earn a reinforcer switched preference. R = putative reinforcers as choice
options; O = other choice options; I = instructional choice options; Y = yes; N = no; Exp = experiment.

Typically, choice opportunities evaluated as part of
instruction are presented as an antecedent. For example,
providing two or more variations of a task (e.g., worksheet
with numbers or shapes) prior to the beginning of a session.
The chosen option is also expected to be delivered immedi-
ately, as a person cannot begin the task until they have the
task. However, the variation across choice as putative

reinforcers warrants further investigation. To date, there is
limited experimental literature directly comparing the
effects of the timing of the presentation of choice opportu-
nity and the delivery of the chosen option on the terminal
link performance or preference. When provided with a
choice of two concurrent options (e.g., Would you like to
play outside or read a book?), people tend to select the more
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preferred stimulus (DeLeon & Iwata, 1996). However, stud-
ies have also shown that when choice is part of a sequence
of outcomes (e.g., Which would you like to do first: play
outside or read a book?), people prefer an improving
series of consequences, a phenomenon known as nega-
tive time preference (Castillo, Frank-Crawford,
Liesfeld, et al., 2022; Castillo, Sun, Frank-Crawford, &
Borrero, 2022). It is possible that the difference in how
choice is framed may affect responding, but more
research is needed. Other studies have also shown that
individuals tend to devalue delayed reinforcers, or said
differently, prefer immediate reinforcers when choice
involves two concurrent options (Rachlin et al., 1991),
and individuals prefer to accumulate reinforcers or, in
other words, produce larger, continuous access to rein-
forcers delivered later (Frank-Crawford et al., 2019).
Taken together, the timing of the delivery of the choice
option may affect an individual’s preference for choice.
Thus, finding the optimal timing may be crucial to
increasing the preference for and effectiveness of choice
and there should be further research in this area.

There may be several reasons for variations in choice
arrangements. First, behavior analysis as a field focuses on
tailoring assessment and treatment to individual needs
(Baer et al., 1968). Thus, choice arrangements in behavior-
analytic articles may be individualized for every partici-
pant. Idiosyncratic choice arrangements potentially
increase treatment efficacy and address potential ethical
considerations that may come with different settings and
available resources. For example, in terms of available
resources, a practitioner may provide two options of rein-
forcers in classroom settings with limited resources such as
time and money, whereas the array size may be larger
when a practitioner works in a more resource-abundant
setting. In addition, a client may only prefer a limited
number of activities, whereas another client may have a
plethora of preferred activities. The former client may only
need an array size of three, for example, whereas the latter
client may benefit from having a larger array size.

A second reason for the variations in choice arrange-
ments is that some of the studies may have been explor-
atory or preliminary. These experimenters may have used
arbitrarily selected numbers or arrangements to assess
the feasibility of an assessment procedure or the imple-
mentation of novel interventions (Leon et al., 2011).
Exploratory and preliminary studies are valuable in
informing future research and practice, and, understand-
ably, studies may do this initially before conducting
larger-scale studies. Some experiments included in the
current review disclosed the preliminary nature of the
exploration (Lory et al., 2020; Wiskow et al., 2018).
However, given that this was outside the scope of the
purpose, we did not differentiate the types of studies.

The last reason for the variations in choice arrange-
ments may be simply the lack of guidance on how to
arrange choice best tailored for an individual. It is impor-
tant that behavior analysts integrate the best available

empirical data with their clinical expertise and client
values and context (Slocum et al., 2014). As discussed
above, variations without empirical support may com-
promise the efficacy of the choice arrangements in treat-
ment and make replications across studies difficult. To
this end, we will discuss developing systematic guidelines
for arranging choice conditions below (Implications for
practice and research).

Learning history and response effort affect
preference for choice

The evaluation of preference for choice provided insight
into the variables affecting whether people prefer having
choice, prefer having no choice, or have no particular pref-
erence. Within the preference assessment component of this
review, an overwhelming majority of participants showed a
preference for choice (103 out of 131 participants). This
finding is in line with previous literature indicating that
humans prefer choice opportunities over no-choice oppor-
tunities (Fisher et al., 1997; Tiger et al., 2006) and supports
various organizations’ advocacy for integrating choice into
support planning for individuals with developmental dis-
abilities with the goal of emphasizing compassion, dignity,
and respect (Behavior Analyst Certification Board, 2020;
The Arc, n.d.). An interesting finding was that there was
still a small number of participants who prefered no choice
(eight out of 131 participants) or who showed no particular
preference across the different choice conditions (20 out of
131 participants). Furthermore, a majority of the studies
showed that there was a lack of maintenance in the partici-
pants’ preference for choice.

Individual differences stemming from different learn-
ing histories may explain the differential preferences for
choice. For example, several studies in this review dem-
onstrated the effects of differential reinforcement history
on preference for choice and no choice (Ackerlund
Brandt et al., 2015, Experiment 2; Drifke et al., 2019;
Gifford et al., 2022; Karsina et al., 2011, 2012). The suc-
cessful shift in preference highlights how malleable pref-
erence for choice and no choice can be and that the
arrangement of the environment along with one’s rein-
forcement history of choice is critical in explaining one’s
preference. Other aspects of learning history may also
affect preferences for choices but may be more difficult to
identify, like temporally distant events. More research is
needed on the influence of verifiable learning histories,
like recent reinforcement histories, and ambiguous learn-
ing histories, like temporally distant events, on the prefer-
ence for choice and no choice.

The response effort required to contact a reinforcer
may also explain the inconsistent preference for choice.
The findings in this review suggested that if the response
effort for the choice condition increases substantially, an
individual may prefer the no-choice condition that
requires less response effort. For example, Experiment
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4 of Tiger et al. (2006) showed that all three participants
shifted their preference from choice to no choice when
the work requirement in the terminal link of the choice
condition increased. This is consistent with findings from
several other studies evaluating children’s preference for
contingent reinforcement and noncontingent reinforce-
ment (Luczynski & Hanley, 2009, 2010). Although chil-
dren generally prefer contingent reinforcement over
noncontingent reinforcement under a continuous sched-
ule of reinforcement, a shift in preference from contin-
gent reinforcement to noncontingent reinforcement was
observed when the schedule of reinforcement was pro-
gressively thinned.

Choice, or being able to express one’s preference, is
critical to developing an effective behavior support plan
and a meaningful way for clients to be involved in their
own treatment decision-making process (Rajaraman
et al., 2023). Thus, once we identify the contingencies
affecting one’s choice preference, we can more effectively
tailor the choice condition to that individual to promote
client involvement and treatment effectiveness.

Implications for practice and research

Our findings provide directions for future practice and
research. First, when arranging choice conditions, we
encourage practitioners to determine the option type.
This review found different arrangements of choice based
on the option type. For example, array sizes of choice
varied more when choice was evaluated as a putative
reinforcer than when choice was evaluated as a compo-
nent in instruction. Thus, practitioners should first deter-
mine the option type they will use in the choice
arrangement. Then, they should arrange the other vari-
ables such as array size, the timing of choice opportunity,
and delivery of the chosen option as laid out in the fol-
lowing paragraphs.

Second, when considering the array size, we encour-
age practitioners to begin with a smaller array size and
increase it as needed. As mentioned above, a larger array
size could diminish the reinforcing value of each option
(e.g., Miller et al., 2017), so it may be beneficial to begin
with a smaller array size. Our review showed that the
modal array size was five when choice was evaluated as a
putative reinforcer and two when choice was evaluated as
a component in instruction. Unfortunately, as far as the
authors know, there are no guidelines on the recom-
mended array size for setting up the choice condition ini-
tially. We preliminarily suggest that practitioners start
with an array size of five or smaller for a putative rein-
forcer and two for instructional choice options. There are
also studies that have shown that a larger array size
increases the value of choice to a greater degree than a
smaller array size (e.g., Tiger et al., 2006). That is, indi-
viduals preferred having more options to choose from
rather than fewer. If there is limited client responding

when provided with a smaller array size, a practitioner
should incrementally increase the array size to promote
choice. This is a general suggestion based on an aggregate
result. We strongly recommend that practitioners con-
sider the client’s individual characteristics and responding
when deciding and adjusting the array size. To better
understand the effects of the different array sizes in
choice, more parametric studies should be conducted
within and across different option types.

Third, when considering the timing of choice oppor-
tunity, our findings suggest that there is a potential
advantage to providing putative reinforcers as choice
options before the client engages in a target behavior.
Peterson et al. (2016) showed that three out of four par-
ticipants preferred choice opportunities provided before
engaging in the target behavior and two out of four par-
ticipants performed at a higher rate when choice opportu-
nities were provided before engaging in the target
behavior. Despite the potential advantage, a practitioner
may want to provide the choice opportunity after the tar-
get response (e.g., task completion) if they wish to iden-
tify the most highly preferred reinforcer at the time of
selection.

Also, it may be beneficial to provide choice opportu-
nities involving putative reinforcers over instructional
choice options, if possible. Fenerty and Tiger (2010)
showed that individuals prefer the choice of consequence
(i.e., putative reinforcer as choice option) over the choice
of task (i.e., instructional choice option). However, it is
important to note that this suggestion is based on prefer-
ences rather than some measure of performance
(e.g., response rate). Information on preference allows
practitioners to understand what a client “likes” but may
not necessarily inform practitioners of how a client will
perform given the preferred condition. It is possible that
the most preferred condition results in low levels of
behavior. Supplementing information on preference with
information on performance will provide a richer source
of information that allows practitioners to assess whether
preferred conditions result in differentially optimal per-
formance. Previous findings support this point, as they
showed that choices and response rates were controlled
by different dimensions of the reinforcer and there may
be an aspect of performance not revealed when evaluat-
ing only preferences (Neuringer, 1967). When evaluating
preference, future research should incorporate a measure
that captures the performance of the socially significant
target behavior and systematically compare the effects of
different timing of choice opportunities on the
performance.

Additionally, when considering the timing of the
delivery of the chosen option, delay should be minimal.
Studies have shown that increases in the delay of rein-
forcer delivery can lead to decreased reinforcer consump-
tion (i.e., fewer reinforcers obtained), similar to when
work requirement is increased (Bauman, 1991; Hursh
et al., 2013; Leon et al., 2016). Thus, if a practitioner
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wants to promote responding, we recommend that practi-
tioners deliver the chosen option immediately following a
selection response. There may be cases where practi-
tioners provide the choice opportunity prior to the target
response and deliver the choice after an individual emits
the target response. In these cases, some delay is accept-
able. Leon et al. (2016) showed that delayed food deliv-
ery (i.e., up to 60 s) produced responding that was similar
to that with immediate food reinforcement. Similarly, Sy
and Vollmer (2012) showed that delays up to 40 s pro-
duced an acquisition rate similar to that when food and
toys were delivered immediately. Nevertheless, there is a
need for more studies evaluating the optimal timing of
the delivery of the chosen option. As a starting point,
future researchers should evaluate the effects of immedi-
ate versus delayed delivery of the chosen option across
the different choice options on an individual’s response
rate and preference.

Overall, the variations in the arrangements found in
this study indicate a need for systematic guidelines for
increasing preference for choice with the goal of increas-
ing treatment efficacy. The goal of the guidelines is not
simply to maximize choice opportunities but to increase
the efficacy of treatment while ensuring client care with
compassion, dignity, and respect through strategic
arrangement of choice based on individual characteris-
tics. Developing clear guidelines when enough research is
available may serve as a catalyst for practitioners to
arrange choice conditions most effectively and ethically
and to ensure the replicability of effective procedures.

This review also evaluated preference for choices and
found inconsistency in preference for choice over no
choice. Based on our findings, we strongly encourage
practitioners to consider the individual learning histories
and the response effort associated with choice when
arranging the choice condition. Before doing so, practi-
tioners should consider whether a client has the prerequi-
site skill to engage in choice. Our review identified only a
handful of studies reporting prerequisite skills instruction
prior to allowing a participant to engage in choice oppor-
tunities. Without ensuring that a client has a clear under-
standing of the contingencies, some clients may struggle
to make selections or select an option that may not reflect
their preferences. Thus, it may be necessary for a practi-
tioner to ensure that a client can differentiate the different
conditions, engage in a selection response, and under-
stand the consequences associated with the different con-
ditions. If a prerequisite skill for choice is absent, we
encourage a practitioner not only to expose them to the
conditions but also to directly teach the skills prior to
arranging a choice condition.

Once the prerequisite skills are addressed, practi-
tioners should start to evaluate the individual learning
histories and the response effort associated with choice.
We encourage practitioners first to analyze the immediate
reinforcement history. As mentioned above, considering
known variables (e.g., reinforcement history) and

ambiguous variables (e.g., temporarily distant events)
would help incorporate a client’s preference into the
treatment context. Like providing choice, incorporating
preferences would be another way to ensure compassion,
dignity, and respect in relation to treatment.

Additionally, a majority of the assessments evaluating
the preference for choices were incorporated into studies
evaluating the choice as a putative reinforcer rather than
as a component of instruction or some other arrange-
ment. The findings suggest that preference is seldom eval-
uated in studies that evaluate choice as a component of
instruction. Considering the overall positive influence
that choice seemed to have on instruction, future research
should evaluate the preference for choices when choice is
a component of instruction and investigate the effects of
choice on academic performance (e.g., accuracy on math
problems) and performance on academic-related behav-
iors (e.g., on-task behavior, task completion).

Limitations

One limitation was that we only searched the behavior-
analytic journals listed on the Association of Behavior
Analysis International and Behavior Analyst Certifica-
tion Board websites. Due to the narrow search, there
may have been behavior-analytic articles or articles rele-
vant to the research question not included. Given the
broad use of choice arrangements in different settings,
there may have been articles in other education or clinical
journals. Future researchers should broaden the search
using databases (e.g., PsycInfo and ERIC) and conduct a
systematic review to identify studies that may provide
additional information.

Furthermore, the search terms used could have
resulted in studies involving no-choice conditions not
being captured in this review. Studies may have used
baseline or control conditions to reflect a no-choice con-
dition without using the term that we searched for—“no-
choice”—to describe the condition. These studies that did
not directly use the search term “no choice” would not
have been included in the initial article search. Therefore,
future studies should expand the search by using more
inclusive search terms.

Conclusions

We hope that after more research is conducted on choice,
general guidelines for embedding choice into practice can
be created. Guidelines and best practices on choice have
the potential to affect several aspects of practice including
reinforcer identification, instruction delivery, client
involvement in therapeutic decisions, treatment selection,
and other features of ethical and sound intervention.
Thus, research on choice is important to and complimen-
tary of other growing areas of research like assent with
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individuals with communication difficulties (Morris
et al., 2021), differential reinforcement of alternative
behavior without extinction (Briggs et al., 2019), and
resurgence (Shahan & Craig, 2017).

Behavior analysts should continue to arrange choice
opportunities for their clients as much as possible, with
careful consideration of what types of choice and
arrangement of choice options will be beneficial for their
clients. The results of this review, combined with the pre-
vious literature reviews on the topic of choice, provide a
foundational basis that behavior analysts should use as
a starting point when making individualized decisions
related to embedding choice in practice.
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