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Abstract
Video analysis interventions that incorporate self-monitoring procedures may be an 
effective method for training parents; however, prior research with parents has been 
limited to in-person training. Using remote delivery to deliver parent training has the 
potential to increase accessibility. This study used distance technology to train par-
ents on the use of video analysis procedures to increase self-selected instructional 
practices. Parents used goal setting, self-graphing, and reflection to self-monitor 
their use of instructional practices. Results from a changing criterion and two multi-
ple-baseline designs indicated that video analysis was effective for changing parents’ 
instructional practices and that the effects generalized to a second target behavior 
and maintained in the absence of intervention. Additionally, results from a social 
validity survey indicated that parents found the intervention acceptable and feasible.

Keywords Distance technology · Telehealth · Coaching · Parents · Praise

Introduction

Remote delivery has been gaining popularity recently as a viable mode of deliv-
ery for parent-training programs, particularly those based on behavioral principles 
(see Bearss et al. 2018; Ingersoll et  al. 2016, 2017; Vismara et al. 2016). Receiv-
ing training via distance technology has many benefits for parents, including wider 
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access to trained professionals and the ability to receive training from home (Inger-
soll et al. 2017). When parents are able to access training in their home, it eliminates 
travel time and the need for transportation, thus increasing the number of people 
who are able to benefit from training, especially those from geographically isolated 
areas. Additionally, parents have reported a high level of satisfaction with behavioral 
training delivered via distance technology (Bearss et al. 2018; Vismara et al. 2016). 
Despite these benefits, training parents via remote delivery can be resource and time 
intensive if instructors are needed to deliver intensive one-on-one coaching to par-
ents in order for them to reach fidelity. As such, a training program that incorporates 
more self-directed learning may be a more desirable option.

Self-management is one intervention that may be a viable method for training 
parents as parents are initially trained to manage their own behavior rather than 
requiring intensive one-on-one support from an external coach for the duration of 
the intervention. Broadly defined as personally applying behavior change tactics to 
change behavior (Cooper et al. 2007), self-management has decades of research sup-
porting its use, particularly among children (Briesch and Chafouleas 2009). When 
applied to adults, self-management has demonstrated efficacy as a viable training 
method for teachers (Molías et al. 2017) and has effectively been used to train par-
ents; however, the research with parents is scarce and dated (see Sanders and Glynn 
1981; Sanders 1982). Additionally, the methods used in prior studies to train parents 
in self-management procedures were conducted in person, leading to questions as to 
whether parents can effectively be taught to use self-management via distance.

Despite such a broad definition, research using self-management typically 
includes one or more of the following procedures: self-monitoring, self-instruction, 
self-evaluation and recording, goal setting, self-reinforcement, and self-charting and 
graphing (Briesch and Chafouleas 2009). Self-monitoring, the most commonly used 
self-management procedure (Davis et al. 2016), is a procedure that involves the sys-
tematic observation and recording of one’s behavior (Cooper et al. 2007). In edu-
cational settings, positive impacts of self-monitoring systems have been identified 
across all grade levels of students, regardless of the presence or absence of a disabil-
ity in those students (Hager 2012; Ganz and Sigafoos 2005; Rankin and Reid 1995). 
Several meta-analytic reviews have presented support for the use of self-monitoring 
systems to enhance academic achievement, on-task behavior, independent social 
skills, and to decrease disruptive behavior among students (Davis et al. 2016; Hattie 
et al. 1996; Reid et al. 2005), as well as to increase instructional skills among educa-
tors (Morin et al. 2019); however, application of the system in home environments 
involving parents has yet to be explored in the literature.

The positive effects seen when using self-monitoring can often be enhanced 
when combined with video self-reflection, commonly termed video analysis (Nagro 
and Cornelius 2013; Morin et  al. 2019). The process of video analysis involves 
recording videos of oneself delivering instruction, reflecting and analyzing on one’s 
behavior in the video, and making changes to instruction based on the self-reflection 
and analysis (Nagro and Cornelius 2013; Morin et  al. 2019). Although not inher-
ent in the definition of video analysis, self-monitoring procedures, such as self-
identifying a behavior to improve, goal setting, data collection, and self-graphing, 
are often combined with self-reflection and self-analysis to intensify the effects of 
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the intervention (see Alexander et  al. 2012; Hager 2012). Using video analysis to 
change behavior has many benefits, including allowing the person viewing the video 
to (a) focus their analysis on specific behaviors, (b) see their instruction from a dif-
ferent perspective, (c) feel accountable to change their behavior, (d) remember to 
make changes to their instruction, and (e) see the progress they are making (Tripp 
and Rich 2012). When used with educators, the results from research using video 
analysis procedures are positive (Morin et al. 2019) and have focused on improving 
behaviors such as specific praise statements (Alexander et al. 2012), praise variety 
(Hager 2012), and opportunities to respond (Alexander et  al. 2012; Hager 2012). 
Although the literature base on the use of video analysis procedures with teachers 
is positive and supports its use among this population, the lack of research using 
this intervention with parents leads to doubt about its generalizability and usability 
across persons and settings.

The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of video analysis proce-
dures (i.e., instructional feedback, goal setting, self-monitoring through video, self-
graphing, and reflection) on the instructional practices of parents in a home setting. 
This study extends prior research by using distance technology to train parents, as 
well as evaluating whether parents’ use of the intervention techniques replicates 
with a different instructional practice and maintains in the absence of intervention. 
The specific research questions investigated in this study include the following:

1. What are the effects of video analysis procedures on two unique, self-identified 
instructional practices of parents?

2. Will the effects of video analysis on the instructional practices of parents maintain 
in the absence of intervention?

3. Do parents find the use of video analysis acceptable and feasible and do these 
views change over time?

Method

Participant Description

Seven parents and their children participated in this study. All parents were White 
females who conducted instructional sessions with their child. Although demo-
graphic data are presented for the children to provide context (see Table 1), children 
were not directly targeted with the intervention; therefore, no data were collected on 
child outcomes. Table 1 provides additional information regarding the age, educa-
tion level, and role of the parents, as well as the skills taught. To record the sessions, 
parents used either a laptop computer with a built-in camera (Madison, Lisa, Alana, 
and Tonya), a tablet-based computer (Karen and Jailyn), or a video camera (Teresa). 
Parents were located in the southern USA (Teresa, Alana, Madison, Lisa, and Jai-
lyn), Mexico (Karen), and Russia (Tonya). All phases of the study were conducted 
via distance. 
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All parents were enrolled in a Master of Education program with an emphasis 
in applied behavior analysis and were taking a course in single-case design at the 
time of the study. Parents were selected based on their enrollment in the course, and 
the investigators of this study (first and second authors) were co-instructors of the 
course. All group training sessions were conducted during synchronous class ses-
sions (see “Independent Variable” section). Informed consent was obtained from all 
participants included in the study.

Setting and Instructional Context

All sessions were conducted in various rooms of the parents’ homes, depending 
on the skill being taught (e.g., Karen’s sessions occurred in the kitchen as she was 
teaching her son cooking skills), and parents determined the instructional context 
of the sessions based on the academic, social, or behavioral needs of their child. No 
instruction was provided to the parents on how to conduct the instructional sessions 
other than to keep the content of the sessions consistent (e.g., do not teach math one 
day and toilet training the next) and to ensure that there was interaction between the 
parent and the child (e.g., having a parent supervise a child completing a worksheet 
independently and with no feedback from the parent would not be appropriate). See 
Table 1 for a description of the instructional content that was taught by each parent. 
This content was kept standardized across all sessions and phases of the study.

Research Design

Parents were assigned to either a changing criterion or non-concurrent multiple-
baseline design across participants (Kazdin 2011; Kennedy 2005) in order to investi-
gate the effects of using video analysis procedures on their use of instructional prac-
tices. An additional replication phase was added to determine whether the effects 
of video analysis would replicate to a second target behavior. Further, maintenance 
data were collected to determine whether effects would maintain over time. For the 
parent assigned to the changing criterion design (i.e., Karen), the decision to transi-
tion between goals was made by the investigators.

In addition to these single-case data, quantitative and qualitative data were also 
collected using a social validity survey and reflection questionnaire. This design, 
where both qualitative and quantitative data are collected simultaneously, allows for 
multiple perspectives to inform the same set of research questions (Creswell et al. 
2003) and has the added benefit of presenting quantifiable participant behaviors 
across phases while adding critical context about what was occurring during each 
phase based on the unique experiences and perspectives of individual participants 
(Hitchcock et al. 2010). Additionally, cross-referencing qualitative data with single-
case experimental design data creates an opportunity to triangulate findings across 
methods (Hitchcock et al. 2010).
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Independent Variable

The independent variable in this study was a video analysis intervention that con-
sisted of instructional feedback, goal setting, self-monitoring through video, self-
graphing, and reflection. Additionally, group synchronous instructional sessions 
were used to train parents on how to implement video analysis. After baseline, the 
investigators guided parents in the selection of an instructional practice to target and 
trained parents on how to (a) operationally define the behavior and (b) collect, graph, 
and visually analyze data on their target behavior (see “Procedures” and “Appendix 
1” sections). In order to ensure the reliability of data that parents collected, inter-
observer agreement was collected on a minimum of 20% of sessions across every 
phase, dependent variable, and participant (see “Interobserver Agreement” section).

All training sessions were delivered in a group format using a secure video con-
ferencing platform (i.e., Blackboard Collaborate) as part of the weekly synchronous 
class sessions in which the parents were enrolled, with individualized feedback 
delivered via email correspondence as needed. Training on how to operationally 
define a behavior, how to collect and graph data, and how to visually analyze data 
were delivered in three separate group training sessions lasting approximately 2 h 
each (weeks 3–5 of the study; see “Appendix 1” section). The content of these ses-
sions consisted of (a) explicit instruction, (b) modeling how to complete each step, 
and (c) opportunities for parents to practice each step, with feedback from the inves-
tigators, on data and videos unrelated to the study. Additionally, parents received 
nine additional weekly training sessions, lasting approximately 2 h each, on topics 
related to single-case research (e.g., effect sizes, generalization, interobserver agree-
ment, etc.; see “Appendix 1” section) and ongoing feedback on study procedures and 
the visual analysis of their own data.

Although the study lasted a total of 14 weeks, no training occurred during Week 
6 (this week was dedicated to optional small group meetings; however, no parents 
took advantage of the opportunity to meet with the investigators during this time) 
nor during Week 9 (spring break). All training sessions occurred concurrently with 
the study, and each training session focused on content that the parents would need 
to know to implement that phase of the study (e.g., training regarding the purpose 
and process for collecting maintenance data occurred during Week 13, immediately 
prior to parents entering the maintenance phase). The feedback provided to parents 
during these synchronous group training sessions primarily focused on the parents’ 
ability to visually analyze their data (e.g., excellent job describing the trend in your 
data) and when to switch conditions. If parents stated that they met their goal during 
an instructional session, general praise was provided (e.g., great work); however, the 
content of the feedback focused more on clarifying study procedures and visually 
analyzing data.

Dependent Variables

To increase the social validity of the intervention and the likelihood that it would 
be sustained after the conclusion of the study, parents self-selected the dependent 
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variables they wanted to change based on their performance during baseline (see 
“Procedures” section). The investigators provided parents with a list of possible 
practices they could select from that had substantial evidence to warrant their use 
(e.g., specific praise, wait time, etc.), but parents were not required to select a prac-
tice from the list. Parents were encouraged to select a behavior that occurred at low 
levels during baseline if they wanted to increase the behavior or that occurred at 
high levels during baseline if they wanted to decrease the behavior; however, to 
increase the social validity of the intervention, the decision on which behavior to tar-
get was ultimately made by the parents. All parents, except for Karen, chose specific 
praise as their primary target behavior (Karen chose specific praise as her second-
ary target behavior) as they noticed that this is a behavior from the list of suggested 
practices that occurred at very low levels or not at all during baseline. Many parents 
were quite surprised to find that they did not provide specific praise, as they thought 
this was something they did well prior to watching their videos. As one parent men-
tioned, “I never thought I was a ‘good job’ parent until I watched my videos.” See 
Table 2 for parent-generated operational definitions of the primary and secondary 
target behaviors selected by each participant.

Data Collection and Analysis

Parents submitted their videos to the investigators by uploading them to Google 
Drive, graphs were uploaded to a learning management system (i.e., eCampus), and 
answers to the reflection questionnaire and social validity survey were submitted via 
Google Forms. All accounts used to transfer data were secure and maintained by the 
university. Storage of all participant information was in compliance with the guide-
lines set by the university’s institutional review board.

Parents collected and calculated all data presented in the graphs in Figs.  1, 2, 
and 3. Parents measured specific praise, opportunities to respond, varied praise, 
higher-order questions, and negative statements by recording the frequency that 
these behaviors occurred during the session, and they measured dense schedule of 
reinforcement, increased breaks, and wait time on a trial-by-trial basis. For dense 
schedule of reinforcement (Alana) and increased breaks (Lisa), a trial began when a 
demand was given by the parent and ended when the child responded to the demand. 
If the parent provided reinforcement prior to the child emitting five correct responses 
(Alana) or provided a break prior to the child emitting five responses (Lisa), then a 
plus sign was recorded for that trial (+). A minus sign (−) was recorded for that 
trial if these behaviors did not occur. For wait time (Jailyn), a trial began when the 
participant delivered a verbal demand and ended when (a) the participant repeated 
or reworded the verbal demand, (b) provided a verbal or physical prompt, or (c) the 
child correctly responded to the verbal demand. For each trial, a plus sign (+) was 
recorded if the participant provided sufficient wait time according to the operational 
definition and a minus sign (−) was recorded if she did not. A “n/a” was recorded for 
instances in which the participant did not have the opportunity to provide a second 
verbal demand or a physical or verbal prompt because the child responded correctly 
before the minimum number of seconds elapsed. For each of the target behaviors, 
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the number of plus signs (+) was divided by the number of plus (+) and minus (−) 
signs and multiplied by 100 to obtain a percentage for each session.

Data from the changing criterion and multiple-baseline designs were visually ana-
lyzed by examining trend, level, overlap, and variability (Horner et al. 2005; Kazdin 
2011). The results of the social validity survey were analyzed using descriptive sta-
tistics to summarize the Likert scale items (see Table 3) and inductive content analy-
sis to identify themes in the open-ended responses (Thomas 2006; see Table 4).

InterObserver Agreement

Parents served as the primary data coders for the study, and interobserver agreement 
(IOA) data were collected by a second, independent data coder (i.e., a peer from the 
synchronous class training sessions) for 20–40% of sessions in each phase, for each 
dependent variable, and for each participant. IOA on data measured by frequency 
was calculated using total count IOA (Cooper et  al. 2007), meaning the number 
of instances of behavior recorded by one observer was compared to the number of 
instances of behavior recorded by the second observer and the smaller count was 
divided by the larger count and multiplied by 100 to obtain a percentage. For data 
measured by trials (i.e., reinforcement schedule, breaks, and wait time), IOA data 
were calculated by comparing the pluses (+) and minuses (−) for each trial to deter-
mine whether there was agreement (see “Data Collection and Analysis” section). 
The number of trials where there was agreement was divided by the total number 
of trials and multiplied by 100 to obtain a percentage. The mean IOA score across 
all participants, phases, and dependent variables was 86% (range 0–100). More spe-
cifically, for the primary target behavior the mean IOA was 82% (range 0–100) in 
baseline, 87% (range 50–100) in intervention, 89% (range 70–100) in the replica-
tion phase, and 94% (range 86–100) in maintenance. For the secondary target behav-
ior, the mean IOA was 74% (range 0–100) in baseline, 85% (range 50–100) in the 

Fig. 1  Frequency of opportunities to respond (OTR) and specific praise for Karen
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replication phase, and 91% (range 63–100) in the maintenance phase. For detailed 
IOA data for each participant, please see “Appendix 2” section.

Due to the nature in which IOA was calculated, the IOA was sometimes low 
for behaviors that were measured using total count IOA, particularly in baseline 
when the behavior for which data were collected occurred infrequently. For exam-
ple, Madison and Alana had an IOA score of 0% in baseline because one observer 
coded one instance of the target behavior occurring and the second observer 

Fig. 2  Frequency of specific praise, varied praise, and higher-order thinking questions and percent of 
opportunities for increasing breaks for Teresa, Madison, and Lisa
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coded zero instances of it occurring (see “Appendix 2” section). Had the 8-min 
session been broken into 16 30-s intervals (interval by interval IOA; Cooper et al. 
2007), the IOA score would have been 94% instead of 0% for that session (i.e., 
15/16 × 100). Similarly, a small number of disagreements were magnified in the 
IOA results for varied praise in baseline for Teresa and for decreasing negative 

Fig. 3  Frequency of specific praise for all participants and percent of opportunities to provide a dense 
schedule of reinforcement for Alana, percent of opportunities to provide wait time for Jailyn, and fre-
quency of negative statements for Tonya
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statements in the replication phase for Tonya due to the low frequency for which 
these behaviors occurred. Given that parents were the primary data coders and 
the low IOA scores occurred infrequently, we chose to retain the original data 
rather than asking parents to recode all of their data using the interval by interval 
method, which we felt would have been burdensome.

Procedures

All procedures performed in this study were in accordance with the ethical stand-
ards of the institutional research committee and with the 1964 Helsinki Declaration 
and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards. For detailed information 
about study procedures across each week of the study, see “Appendix 1” section.

Table 3  Social validity 
responses

S1 = video analysis can be used to improve many different teach-
ing skills; S2 = video analysis is feasible to implement in my set-
ting; S3 = the amount of time and effort it takes to implement video 
analysis is reasonable; S4 = video analysis is a cost-effective way to 
improve my teaching skills; S5 = I was able to implement video anal-
ysis without much assistance from others; S6 = I don’t mind watch-
ing myself on video; S7 = watching myself on video helped me to 
see things that I would not have noticed otherwise; S8 = video analy-
sis is worth the time invested; S9 = I plan on continuing to use video 
analysis after this project is complete; S10 = overall, I believe video 
analysis is an effective method for helping me improve my teaching 
skills; 5 = strongly agree; 4 = agree; 3 = unsure/neutral; 2 = disagree; 
1 = strongly disagree

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10

Time 1
 Mean 4.6 4.6 3.7 4.3 4.3 3.6 4.6 4.3 3.9 4.1
 Range 4–5 4–5 2–5 3–5 3–5 2–5 4–5 3–5 3–5 3–5

Time 2
 Mean 4.7 4.6 4.1 4.6 4.3 3.3 4.7 4.4 4.0 4.6
 Range 4–5 4–5 3–5 4–5 4–5 2–4 4–5 3–5 3–5 4–5

Time 3
 Mean 4.6 4.6 4.3 4.7 4.6 3.6 4.9 4.7 4.4 4.6
 Range 4–5 4–5 3–5 4–5 4–5 2–5 4–5 4–5 4–5 4–5

Time 4
 Mean 4.9 4.6 4.1 4.6 4.7 4.0 4.9 4.7 4.4 4.7
 Range 4–5 4–5 3–5 4–5 4–5 2–5 4–5 4–5 3–5 4–5

Time 5
 Mean 4.7 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.6 4.0 4.9 4.7 4.6 4.7
 Range 4–5 4–5 4–5 4–5 4–5 3–5 4–5 4–5 4–5 4–5

Overall 4.7 4.6 4.2 4.6 4.5 3.7 4.8 4.6 4.3 4.5
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Baseline

Parents were kept blind to the purpose of the study during baseline. The investi-
gators instructed parents to record five, seven, or nine 8-min videos of instruc-
tional sessions with their child, depending on the experimental design, but no other 
instructions were provided. The instructional context of each session was deter-
mined by the parents (see Table 1) and kept constant throughout all phases of the 
study. Baseline was completed in an average of 1 week across participants, and par-
ents uploaded an average of six videos per week during this condition.

Goal Selection

After all baseline videos were recorded, parents watched the videos to select an 
instructional practice to improve (see “Dependent Variables” section) and partici-
pated in training during synchronous group class sessions on how to (a) operation-
ally define the behavior and (b) collect, graph, and visually analyze data. See the 
“Independent Variable” section and “Appendix 1” section for information regarding 
parent-training procedures.

Parents used the operational definition they generated to collect and graph data 
on their baseline videos according to the measurement procedures described previ-
ously. After visually analyzing their baseline data, parents selected a goal for their 
primary target behavior that they wanted to reach in intervention. Karen selected 
multiple goals (i.e., 18, 20, 22, and 25 opportunities to respond per session) to cor-
respond with the multiple subphases in intervention. Teresa, Madison, Lisa, Alana, 

Table 4  Open-ended response 
themes and frequency of 
occurrence

Theme Frequency (%)

Suggested changes
None 5 (71%)
Faster video upload 1 (14%)
Reiterate instructions 1 (14%)
Feasibility of intervention
Easy to implement 7 (100%)
Advantages
Ability to see your own behaviors 7 (100%)
Cost-effective 5 (71%)
Increases self-awareness 2 (29%)
Ability to self-evaluate 3 (43%)
Flexibility 1 (14%)
Disadvantages
Time requirements 4 (57%)
Child availability/cooperation 4 (57%)
Discomfort viewing self 3 (43%)
Confidentiality 2 (29%)
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Jailyn, and Tonya’s goals were 15, 8, 8, 8, 4, and 5 instances of specific praise per 
session, respectively.

Intervention

During intervention, parents continued recording 8-min videos 5 days per week, but 
now they watched each video within 24 h of recording it and engaged in the following 
behaviors: (a) collected data on their primary target behavior according to the meas-
urement procedures described previously, (b) graphed their data in Excel, and (c) com-
pleted a reflection questionnaire. The reflection questionnaire asked parents to identify 
(a) something they did well, (b) any challenges or areas in need of change, (c) whether 
they met or exceeded their goal, and (d) what could be done differently during the next 
session to help them meet their goal (if applicable). Intervention was completed in 
4 weeks, and participants uploaded an average of 4 videos per week during this phase.

Replication

After the conclusion of intervention, parents viewed their baseline videos again to 
identify a second instructional practice to target for improvement. Once a second target 
behavior was identified and operationally defined, parents randomly selected five of 
the original baseline videos and collected data on their secondary target behavior using 
the procedures described previously. Parents graphed and visually analyzed these data 
in order to choose a goal for their secondary target behavior to determine whether the 
effects of using video analysis procedures would replicate with a second instructional 
practice. Goals for the secondary target behavior were as follows (per session): seven 
specific praise statements (Karen), six different praise statements (Teresa), five higher-
order questions (Madison), providing a break after a maximum of five responses in 
90% of opportunities (Lisa), providing reinforcement after a maximum of five correct 
responses in 90% of opportunities (Alana), engaging in sufficient wait time in 80% 
of opportunities (Jailyn), and delivering zero negative statements (Tonya). After goal 
selection, parents engaged in procedures identical to the intervention phase with the 
exception that they now collected and graphed data on both their primary and second-
ary target behaviors. The replication phase was completed over 7–10 days, and partici-
pants uploaded approximately five videos per week during this condition.

Maintenance

Between 1 and 2 weeks following the conclusion of the replication phase, parents 
recorded three maintenance videos. Maintenance procedures were identical to base-
line in that parents did not view the videos until all three had been recorded. After 
all videos were recorded, parents collected and graphed data on both their primary 
and secondary target behaviors following procedures described previously, as well 
as completed reflection questionnaires for each video. The maintenance phase was 
completed over 1–3 days, and participants uploaded an average of one video per day 
during this condition.
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Social Validity Survey

In order to investigate whether parents’ views on the feasibility and acceptability of 
using video analysis changed throughout the study, a social validity survey was admin-
istered at five points in time: immediately after participants watched their baseline 
videos, at the beginning of intervention, at the conclusion of intervention, after the 
replication phase, and after maintenance. The survey included 10 items that required 
participants to respond on a 5-point Likert scale to indicate the degree in which they 
agreed with the statement (5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 = unsure/neutral, 2 = disa-
gree, 1 = strongly disagree) and four open-ended questions that asked parents to pro-
vide information on the following (a) procedures they would change or keep the same, 
(b) the feasibility of using video analysis in their setting, (c) the advantages and disad-
vantages of using video analysis to change behavior, and (d) any additional comments 
they would like to add. Table 3 provides information on the 10 multiple-choice items 
included in the survey.

Fidelity of Implementation

The first and fourth authors collected fidelity of implementation data on parents’ adher-
ence to the study procedures using a checklist. Data were calculated by dividing the 
number of steps completed by the total number of steps and multiplying the number 
by 100 to obtain a percentage. Baseline and maintenance procedures included the fol-
lowing: (a) submission of the required number of videos, (b) videos were a minimum 
of 8 min in length, (c) baseline and maintenance data collection and completion of the 
reflection questionnaires did not occur until all baseline and maintenance videos had 
been recorded, (d) all data were graphed, and (e) graphs were submitted for review by 
the investigators by the dates requested. Intervention and replication phase procedures 
were identical to the baseline and maintenance procedures with the following excep-
tions: (a) data collection and reflection questionnaires were completed within 24 h of 
recording and uploading each video rather than occurring after all videos had been 
recorded, and (b) only one video was recorded per day.

Because all data, videos, graphs, and responses to questionnaires and surveys were 
submitted electronically, the submissions were date and time stamped. Thus, it was pos-
sible to determine whether parents followed the procedures in the implementation fidel-
ity checklist. Treatment fidelity data were taken on 100% of the procedures, and the 
overall score across all participants, phases, and dependent variables was 94% (range 
73–100). More specifically, the mean treatment fidelity score was 100% in baseline, 
92% (range 85–98) in the intervention, 93% (range 78–97) in the replication phase, and 
90% (range 73–100) in maintenance. Lower scores were primarily due to parents either 
(a) submitting their graphs after the date requested by the investigators (usually within 
a few days) or (b) uploading more than one video in a 24-h period. As indicated by the 
average procedural fidelity scores, these instances occurred infrequently and they did 
not adversely affect the results.
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Results

Overall, video analysis was effective for changing parents’ instructional practices. 
All seven parents changed their behavior in the desired direction during intervention 
for both target behaviors and these effects maintained in the absence of interven-
tion (see Figs.  1, 2, 3). When considering parents’ responses on the social valid-
ity survey, all parents rated the video analysis intervention favorably and indicated 
that they planned to continue using the intervention at the conclusion of the study 
(see Table 3). As hypothesized, parents viewed the intervention more favorably as 
the study progressed. Although all parents had changes in level from baseline to 
intervention, four parents (i.e., Karen, Madison, Alana, and Jailyn) had a decreasing 
trend in their data during the replication and/or maintenance phases for at least one 
target behavior; however, in spite of the decreasing trend, these parents’ data were 
still elevated above baseline levels. Teresa, Madison, Alana, and Jailyn met their 
goals for both target behaviors during the majority of sessions (see Figs. 1, 2), but 
despite making progress from baseline, the remainder of the participants were una-
ble to claim the same positive results. In order to provide possible explanations for 
why Karen, Lisa, and Tonya were unable to meet their goals for one or both target 
behaviors, we provide further discussion of these three participants to contextualize 
their experiences based on their responses to the reflection questionnaire.

Karen’s level of responding for specific praise did increase over baseline for the rep-
lication and maintenance phases; however, she did not meet her goal during any of the 
sessions. There were also several times that Karen did not meet her goal for opportuni-
ties to respond, especially during later stages in the study when her goal was very high. 
Analyzing Karen’s reflections provides context regarding her performance toward her 
goals. Karen explained that there comes a point when opportunities to provide specific 
praise hit a ceiling effect and any additional praise statements beyond this point became 
contrived and non-contingent upon the students’ behavior. Karen reiterated that she felt 
she should have set a lower goal for specific praise. Karen also stated that one reason 
she did not meet her goal for her target behavior was that many times the opportunities 
to respond she provided for her son were in the form of a physical response rather than 
a verbal response and the time it took for him to engage in the physical response limited 
future opportunities to respond. For example, she mentioned that during one session 
she gave her son the opportunity to crack the eggs, which did make him more receptive 
to cooking, but it also took up so much time that it limited the number of opportunities 
she gave him to respond during the rest of the session. Despite not meeting her goals, 
Karen’s responses on the social validity survey indicated that she felt the intervention 
was valuable and that she planned to continue using it at the conclusion of the study.

Although Lisa met her goal for specific praise during the majority of sessions, she 
only met her goal for increasing breaks once during the replication phase and not at 
all during maintenance; however, when visually analyzing her data in comparison 
with baseline, positive effects are seen as her levels from baseline to the replication 
phase show a significant increase. Despite levels for both target behaviors decreas-
ing slightly during maintenance, they are both elevated significantly from baseline 
levels. Analyzing Lisa’s reflections provides context regarding her performance and 



370 Journal of Behavioral Education (2020) 29:354–381

1 3

lack of improvement toward her secondary goal. Lisa cited difficulty keeping track 
of how many specific praise statements and breaks she was delivering in a session 
as the primary reason she did not always meet her goal. She particularly struggled 
with keeping track of how many demands she delivered before providing a break: 
“Sometimes I get on a roll and forget to take a break before I get to my 5 demands 
max. I get into a groove with the lesson and if my son is doing well, I just forget 
about what I am actually doing!” In order to help her meet her goal in the future, 
Lisa mentioned that it would have been helpful for her to use a counter to keep track 
of how many specific praise statements she was delivering in a session and to plan 
her lessons to include natural breaks throughout.

Tonya also had trouble meeting her goal for her second target behavior, despite 
achieving her goal for her primary target behavior. Although Tonya only met her goal 
of decreasing negative statements to zero for one session in the replication phase, her 
levels for this target behavior decreased from baseline to the replication phase and 
remained low in maintenance, indicating that maintenance was achieved. Tonya’s 
comments on the reflection questionnaire indicated she was satisfied with her progress, 
despite not meeting her goal for her secondary target behavior during the majority of 
sessions: “Overall, I am very pleased with my numbers…my praise statements are 
increasing, and my negative statements are decreasing, so both are moving in the right 
direction.” Tonya also commented that using video analysis made her aware of times 
when she unintentionally used negative statements out of habit and that she believed 
with more time she could completely eliminate this behavior. Additional comments 
on Tonya’s reflection questionnaires indicated that she was proud of the progress she 
was making with her first target behavior: “Seven specific praise statements is almost 
one a minute and even though it might be considered low for some people, that is a big 
number for me. I did not have a single praise statement when this project first started.”

Social Validity

Overall, parents agreed or strongly agreed with 9 out of 10 of the items. The only item 
that parents rated less than a 4.0 was related to their comfort with watching them-
selves on video. For this item, the overall average score was 3.7 which indicates that 
parents were unsure or neutral. The items that parents rated the highest were related 
to the benefits of the intervention (i.e., watching myself on video helped me see 
things I would not have noticed otherwise) and the broad applicability of the inter-
vention (i.e., video analysis can be used to improve many different teaching skills). 
When considering parents’ responses over time, parents responded more positively 
to 9 out of 10 items from the first administration of the survey to the last adminis-
tration. The only item that parents did not change their response on was related to 
the feasibility of implementing the intervention. For this item, parents consistently 
rated it 4.6, indicating that they agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. Par-
ents’ responses increased the most on items related to the time and effort required 
to implement the intervention (0.9 increase) and plans to continue implementing the 
intervention at the conclusion of the study (0.7 increase). Overall, parents viewed the 
intervention favorably and rated it as an effective method for improving their skills.
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Analyzing participant responses on the three open-ended questions also provided 
valuable information regarding parents’ views (see Table 4). When asked what they 
would change, the majority of parents said they would not change anything, indicat-
ing that they were satisfied with the intervention. All parents stated that the interven-
tion was very feasible and easy to implement. When asked about the advantages of 
using video analysis, all parents stated that the ability to see their selves on video was 
an advantage. Tonya stated that she had a lot of “wow…. that needs to be changed” or 
“do I really do that?” moments throughout the study, and both Karen and Jailyn stated 
that using video analysis made them more self-aware. Cost-effectiveness was also a 
theme that arose frequently when parents discussed the advantages of the interven-
tion. Karen, Teresa, Madison, Lisa, and Tonya repeatedly stated that affordability of 
the intervention was a big advantage. As Tonya mentioned, “Every device these days 
has the capability to record. You do not necessarily need certain software programs.” 
All parents in this study used technology already available to them to record videos, 
so there was no need to purchase additional equipment. Another theme that emerged 
in parents’ responses was the ability to self-evaluate their behavior rather than hav-
ing someone else critique them. As Alana mentioned, “Critiques make me self-con-
scious, so being able to see and correct my own mistakes was helpful.” Finally, Lisa 
stated that the ability to watch the videos on your own time was an advantage to her. 
These comments highlight the benefits of video analysis, such as the flexibility of the 
intervention and the freedom to self-select behaviors for change.

When asked about the disadvantages of using video analysis, four distinct themes 
arose from parents’ responses. The two most common themes were the time it takes 
to implement the intervention and whether their child was cooperative on the day 
they were implementing. Jailyn, Alana, Madison, and Lisa all cited the time it takes 
to edit and upload videos as a disadvantage to the intervention. Concerns over con-
fidentiality were also disadvantages brought up, particularly regarding the storage 
or disposal of raw video. Another commonly identified disadvantage was the need 
for parents to record with their child when they were not willing or available. Spe-
cifically, Jailyn stated that some days her child needed extra sleep, Karen’s son was 
distracted by the camera, and Teresa’s son had medical issues, including epileptic 
seizures. Less common were comments about the discomfort in watching one’s self 
on video. For example Lisa mentioned, “It is not always easy to see the bad side to 
your teaching.” Despite these potential disadvantages, parents agreed that the advan-
tages of the intervention far outweighed the disadvantages.

Additional comments focused on the generalizability of the intervention and the 
impact it had on their child’s behavior. As Karen mentioned, “While I’m not spe-
cifically working on general praise…I notice when I praise [my son] in any way. So, 
there has been an increase in general praise statements [as a result of the interven-
tion].” Additionally, Karen showed an interest in using the intervention in a different 
setting: “I would actually like use video analysis at my workplace because we have 
an employee with very challenging behaviors and I would love to see how I behave 
around her and how I can change my behavior to help change hers.” Although data 
were not taken on child outcomes, parents indicated that they noticed the intervention 
was having a positive effect on their child’s behavior. Tonya stated, “Even though 
this project was targeting my behaviors, I have been able to identify behaviors in my 
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child that I could alter a bit. Her behaviors are of course stimulated by my actions so 
it is helping us both….there are far less meltdowns, less resistance to instruction, and 
there is an overall willingness to learn.” Parents’ comments on the social validity sur-
vey corroborate the positive effects found when visually analyzing their data.

Discussion

Overall, video analysis was effective for changing parents’ behavior and parents per-
ceived the experience as worthwhile. One interesting finding from this study was 
that although all parents met their goal for their primary target behavior for the 
majority of sessions, not all parents met their goal for their secondary target behav-
ior. Additionally, responding for the primary target behavior decreased for several 
participants when the secondary target behavior was introduced. When analyzing 
parents’ responses on the reflection questionnaires, several parents acknowledged 
difficulty trying to improve multiple behaviors at once. This finding is consistent 
with prior research which found that behavior change as a result of self-monitoring 
is reduced when multiple behaviors are tracked simultaneously (Hayes and Cavior 
1977). Although some parents met their goals more often than others, all parents 
showed improvement over baseline for both target behaviors.

Parent reflections offered important context to explain why they recognized video 
analysis as a positive approach to improving instructional skills and self-efficacy. 
Even when goals were not met, parents identified benefits of setting goals and track-
ing performance through video analysis sessions. Parents reflected that using target 
behaviors so frequently helped to add these behaviors to their instructional reper-
toire. The current study demonstrates the potential benefits of video analysis as a 
conduit to self-evaluate and self-reflect with the goal of improving both how to think 
about instructional decision making and also how to improve implementation of 
research-supported instructional practices.

Broadly, this investigation supports previous research that classifies video analy-
sis as a promising practice for transforming existing beliefs and practices (see Nagro 
and Cornelius 2013), and it also expands the literature base by demonstrating the 
feasibility and replicability of video analysis practices across contexts. Specifically, 
support for video analysis practices is typically contextualized within formal edu-
cation settings, such as K-12 classrooms, with educators as implementers (Morin 
et al. 2019); however, this study demonstrates the generalizability of video analysis 
practices as useful in more informal education settings (i.e., participant homes) and 
extends the scope of the body of research on video analysis to include parents. Fur-
thermore, this research extends prior work by demonstrating the broad application 
and replicability of video analysis practices to target instructional and behavioral 
skills not previously explored in the literature, such as reducing instances of nega-
tive statements and increasing breaks and reinforcement schedules.

One of the key strengths of this study was the way in which parents could access 
training on video analysis from a distance, allowing for greater accessibility. Prior 
work has indicated that parent-training programs are effective for changing behav-
ior (O’Connor et al. 2013); however, previous studies have overwhelmingly delivered 
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parent-training interventions in person. This study expands previous research by 
demonstrating that parents can be trained to implement an intervention entirely via 
distance technology and that the time and effort it takes to implement the interven-
tion are acceptable to parents. The positive results on the social validity survey com-
plement prior work using remote delivery to deliver parent-training programs (e.g., 
Bearss et  al. 2018; Vismara et  al. 2016) which have demonstrated that this mode 
of delivery is satisfactory to parents. The results of this study are encouraging as 
it offers a concrete approach for practitioners to reach larger numbers of parents in 
remote locations by taking advantage of the distance-based coaching procedures out-
lined in this study. Practitioners are often limited in the number of intervention hours 
they can deliver to children due to funding restrictions, thus potentially restricting the 
success of the intervention. However, if practitioners can effectively teach parents to 
implement the intervention outside of the child’s scheduled instructional session with 
a therapist or teacher, then the impact of the intervention can be maximized. Addi-
tionally, this study demonstrates that parents can successfully be trained to use video 
analysis in group settings and that resource-intensive, one-to-one, in-person sessions 
may not be needed. The total time that was spent on training parents in this study is 
comparable to other parent-training interventions delivered in a group format (e.g., 
Kjobli et al. 2013) and requires less time overall by a therapist or interventionist who 
would otherwise have to deliver the intervention multiple times to individual parents.

Another unique contribution of this study is the collection of social validity data at 
multiple points in time to determine whether parents’ views regarding the acceptabil-
ity and feasibility of video analysis changed over time. Although prior work has col-
lected social validity data on video analysis procedures with educators (e.g., Capizzi 
et al. 2010), this is the first study, to the authors’ knowledge, that has collected these 
data with parents. Taking data at multiple time points revealed that parents’ views 
of video analysis do change over time; more specifically, parents viewed the inter-
vention more favorably as the study progressed. One likely reason for this finding is 
that parents became habituated to seeing themselves on video and the act of viewing 
their own behavior became less aversive. Another possible reason for the increase in 
parents’ social validity scores is that parents became more proficient in implementing 
the video analysis procedures, thus increasing their self-efficacy and the acceptability 
of the intervention. It is also likely that as parents began to see positive effects from 
video analysis, their results served as automatic reinforcement for the implementa-
tion of the intervention. These findings are encouraging as they provide evidence that 
parents who initially demonstrate reluctance when asked to implement video analysis 
procedures may change their perspective as the intervention progresses.

Implications for Practice

One point to consider when teaching parents to use the methods described in this 
study is that practitioners may need to offer more guidance on goal setting for some 
parents to ensure that the goals they select are reasonable and attainable. The major-
ity of parents met or exceeded their goals throughout the study; however, some par-
ents did not meet their goals despite making progress toward them. An analysis of 
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their data and their responses on the reflection questionnaire indicated that one rea-
son parents were not able to meet their goal is that their goals were set too high 
or too low. Although parents should choose their own goals to increase the social 
validity of the intervention, practitioners can offer guidance to parents by encourag-
ing them to select goals based on their baseline performance and to consider the rea-
sonableness of their goal in light of the session length and the behavior they wish to 
change. Another reason that parents did not meet their goal is that it was difficult for 
some parents to focus on multiple behaviors at once. Practitioners should be aware 
that the effects of video analysis with self-monitoring may be reduced when parents 
are expected to change multiple behaviors concurrently.

Although all parents stated that the intervention was very feasible and easy to 
implement, there were comments expressing concern about technical aspects of the 
video analysis process, including the need to improve video upload times and deter-
mine ideal camera setup. To address upload speed concerns, practitioners can encour-
age parents to connect directly to the Internet when uploading videos rather than 
using Wi-Fi, teach parents to “zip” the file or to reduce the resolution of the videos, 
or consider shortening video episodes. Parents in this study recorded 8-min videos 
in order to standardize the procedures across all participants; however, shorter vid-
eos would likely have been sufficient for some parents. To address concerns regard-
ing capturing critical aspects of instruction on video, practitioners can provide par-
ents with a reference sheet of important points to remember when recording videos, 
including how to set the camera up to maximize the quality of the recording. Pub-
lished resources about do’s and don’ts for recording instruction can be shared with 
parents as part of their training (e.g., Nagro 2016; Harvard College 2015).

Limitations

This study has several limitations which should be considered when interpreting 
the results. First, data were not taken on child outcomes; therefore, it is unknown 
whether the positive effects found for parents can be extrapolated to their children. 
Second, the maintenance condition was implemented a maximum of 2 weeks post-
intervention due to limitations on the length of the study; as such, questions still 
remain regarding whether the effects of video analysis would maintain over longer 
periods. These questions are particularly relevant given that four participants (i.e., 
Karen, Madison, Alana, and Jailyn) had a decreasing trend in their data across the 
replication and/or maintenance phases for at least one target behavior. Although 
their levels of responding were still increased over baseline, it is unknown whether 
their data would have continued to decrease had a longer maintenance period been 
implemented. Third, parent participants were all graduate students studying applied 
behavior analysis; given that the dependent variables were all behavior analytic in 
nature, it is unknown whether parents without experience in behavior analysis would 
have similarly positive results. Fourth, although the mean IOA for each phase and 
participant were generally high for most phases and participants (see “Appendix” 
section), IOA data did drop below 80% at times, particularly when the behavior 
occurred at low levels (e.g., during baseline); therefore, readers should take these 
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data into consideration when interpreting the results. Lastly, one of the questions 
on the reflection questionnaire that parents completed after each intervention ses-
sion asked whether they met or exceeded their goal. As such, many parents tried 
to exceed their original goals. Although this was not an issue for the majority of 
participants, given that they were in a multiple-baseline design, it did lead to Karen 
having variable data that was not tightly clustered around the different criteria for 
each subphase; thus, the internal validity for the changing criterion design in this 
study is weakened (Hartmann and Hall 1976).

Future Research

Several areas for future research were revealed during this study. First, although par-
ents anecdotally noted that video analysis was having a positive effect on their child’s 
behavior, it is important for future research to investigate these effects empirically. 
Second, to determine whether the positive results found for video analysis will main-
tain over longer periods of time, future studies should include a longer maintenance 
period than what was included in this study. Third, future research should investigate 
whether video analysis is effective for teaching parents to engage in more complex 
behavioral procedures, such as conducting a functional behavior assessment, func-
tional analysis, or using extinction. Research in these areas is limited, and it would 
be important to determine whether video analysis is effective for teaching multi-step 
procedures. A final area for future research involves conducting a parametric and 
component analysis to determine the optimal dosage of the intervention and which 
components are most effective (Dallery and Raiff 2014). The video analysis interven-
tion in this study was conducted 5 days per week with four different components (i.e., 
goal setting, self-monitoring, self-graphing, and reflection). Although effective, the 
intensity of the intervention was time-consuming and a disadvantage noted by some 
parents. If the same results can be obtained with a lower dosage and less components, 
it may further increase the social validity of the intervention.
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US Department of Education.

Appendix 1

See Table 5.
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Table 5  Weekly synchronous class training objectives and study activities

Weekly synchronous class training objectives Study activities

Week 1: Introduction and baseline
1. Introductions
2. Provide general overview of study activities 

(e.g., number and length of videos, tips for set-
ting up the camera to record, etc.)

3. Discuss aspects of single-case research (e.g., 
general purpose of baseline and intervention 
phases, etc.)

1. Complete background and demographic question-
naire

2. Identify setting and content for instructional ses-
sions with child

3. Record and submit two baseline videos prior to 
Week 2’s group meeting

Week 2: Basic design and functional relationship
1. Distinguish between applied research and basic 

research
2. Identify various single-case designs (i.e., mul-

tiple baseline, changing criterion, reversal) and 
identify criteria specific to each design

1. Continue recording baseline videos and submit all 
baseline videos prior to Week 3’s group meeting

Week 3: Target behavior and identifying a prob-
lem

1. Discuss possible target behaviors (e.g., specific 
praise, opportunities to respond, wait time, 
higher-order thinking questions, etc.)

2. Watch practice videos during synchronous 
class sessions and select an appropriate target 
behavior

3. Describe the essential parts of an operational 
definition (e.g., context, setting, specificity, etc.)

4. Practice operationally defining target behaviors 
during synchronous class sessions

1. Watch all of your baseline videos and identify a 
target behavior

2. Operationally define the target behavior and 
email the proposed target behavior and operational 
definition to instructors

3. Complete the first social validity survey

Week 4: Graphing data and design selection
1. Collect data using common recording tech-

niques in single-case research (e.g., frequency, 
percent of opportunities, duration, etc.) on a 
practice training video

2. Classify graphs by research design (i.e., chang-
ing criterion, multiple baseline, reversal)

3. Discuss the characteristics of common single-
case research designs

4. Create a single-case graph in Microsoft Excel 
after watching a video model

1. Use the provided data sheet to collect data on 
your approved target behavior

2. Submit your data and complete the reflection 
questionnaire in Google Forms

3. Graph your baseline data in Microsoft Excel
4. Submit the graph that includes all of your base-

line data points

Week 5: Visual analysis and intervention
1. Define trend, variability, level, and overlap
2. Visually analyze single-case data in terms of 

trend, variability, level, and overlap
3. Determine appropriate intervention goals based 

on baseline data

1. Analyze baseline data to determine an appropriate 
goal for intervention

2. Record four intervention videos
3. Upload intervention videos to Google Drive 

within 24 h of recording them
4. Use the provided data sheet to collect data on 

your target behavior after every intervention video
5. Click on the link to submit your data and com-

plete the reflection questionnaire in Google Forms 
within 24 h of recording your intervention video.

6. Graph your intervention data each day
7. Submit your Microsoft Excel graph
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Table 5  (continued)

Weekly synchronous class training objectives Study activities

Week 6: Small group team meetings
1. Discuss questions and concerns about the study 

with instructors in small group meetings, as 
needed

1. Complete the second social validity survey
2. Continue (a) recording daily intervention videos, 

(b) uploading your intervention videos to Google 
Drive within 24 h of recording them, (c) collecting 
data on your target behavior using the provided 
data sheet, (d) submitting your data and complet-
ing the reflection questionnaire in Google Forms 
within 24 h of recording your intervention video, 
and (e) graphing your data

Week 7: Quality of design
1. Identify the characteristics of well-designed 

single-case studies according to the What Works 
Clearinghouse (WWC) Pilot Single-Case Design 
Standards

2. Discuss how internal and external validity are 
impacted by design quality

1. Continue (a) recording daily intervention videos, 
(b) uploading your intervention videos to Google 
Drive within 24 h of recording them, (c) collecting 
data on your target behavior using the provided 
data sheet, (d) submitting your data and complet-
ing the reflection questionnaire in Google Forms 
within 24 h of recording your intervention video, 
and (e) graphing your data

Week 8: Interobserver agreement
1. Identify the differences and importance of 

validity and reliability in research
2. Practice coding videos for interobserver agree-

ment during synchronous class sessions
3. Discuss the relationship between operational 

definitions and validity
4. Differentiate between the different methods for 

calculating IOA
5. Calculate percent agreement between your own 

data and IOA data coded by a peer

1. Continue the following activities until you are fin-
ished with intervention: (a) recording daily inter-
vention videos, (b) uploading your intervention 
videos to Google Drive within 24 h of recording 
them, (c) collecting data on your target behavior 
using the provided data sheet, (d) submitting your 
data and completing the reflection questionnaire 
in Google Forms within 24 h of recording your 
intervention video, and (e) graphing your data

2. Complete IOA on 20% of sessions for a peer and 
submit your results

Week 9: Spring break—no group meeting
Week 10: Generalization
1. Discuss and differentiate between the seven 

types of generalization commonly used in 
single-case research

1. Complete the third social validity survey prior to 
beginning the replication phase

2. Review baseline videos and identify a second 
target behavior

3. Submit second target behavior and operational 
definition to the instructors

4. Use your baseline videos to collect baseline data 
on your second target behavior using the provided 
data sheet

5. Submit your baseline data for your second target 
behavior using Google Forms.

6. Graph your baseline data for your second target 
behavior and submit the completed graph
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Table 5  (continued)

Weekly synchronous class training objectives Study activities

Week 11: Effect sizes
1. Differentiate between different types of effect 

size calculation techniques for single-case 
research

2. Use online Tau-U calculator to calculate effect 
size of your study during synchronous class

1. Start recording intervention videos for your sec-
ond target behavior (replication phase)

2. Submit your video to Google Drive within 24 h 
of recording it

3. Collect data on both your first and second target 
behaviors using the provided data sheet

4. Submit your data for both your first and second 
target behaviors and complete the reflection 
questionnaire using Google Forms within 24 h of 
recording the video

5. Graph data for both your first and second target 
behavior

Week 12: Interpretation
1. Use case examples to identify how single-case 

research impacts decision making and interpre-
tation in real life scenarios

2. Identify skills needed to optimally interpret 
single-case data in various settings

3. Discuss your progress in synchronous meeting

1. Continue Week 11’s activities until the replication 
phase is complete

2. Once you have graphed five data points for the 
replication phase, submit your completed graph

3. Complete the fourth social validity survey after 
you have finished the replication phase

4. Code one video from a peer’s replication phase 
for IOA

Week 13: Maintenance
1. Identify types of indiscriminable contingencies 

used in maintenance
2. Describe the rationale for collecting mainte-

nance data in single-case research
3. Explain the process for collecting and visually 

analyzing maintenance data

1. After a minimum of 1 week has passed after the 
completion of the replication phase, record three 
maintenance videos

2. After all three maintenance videos are recorded, 
watch the videos and collect data on both target 
behaviors using the data sheets provided

3. Upload maintenance videos to Google Drive and 
submit maintenance data and complete the reflec-
tion questionnaire via Google Forms

4. Code one peer’s maintenance video for IOA
Week 14: Social validity
1. Identify techniques for assessing social validity
2. Identify steps in the social validity assessment 

process
3. Discuss importance and use of social validity in 

single-case research

1. Complete the final social validity survey after all 
maintenance activities are complete



379

1 3

Journal of Behavioral Education (2020) 29:354–381 

Appendix 2

See Table 6.

Table 6  Interobserver agreement (IOA) results

% IOA = the percentage of data points for which IOA data were collected
a An absence of range indicates that IOA data were collected for only one video session for that partici-
pant and for that target behavior (e.g., there were a total of five sessions in baseline for Karen for oppor-
tunities to respond; thus, 20% IOA is equal to one video-recorded session)

Participant/phase Mean  (rangea) % IOA Mean  (rangea) % IOA

Karen Opportunities to respond Specific praise
 Baseline 100 20 100 20
 Intervention 86 (71–96) 26 – –
 Replication 96 20 100 20
 Maintenance 88 33 100 33

Teresa Specific praise Varied praise
 Baseline 100 40 33 20
 Intervention 86 (75–100) 24 – –
 Replication 86 20 90 20
 Maintenance 93 33 80 33

Madison Specific praise Higher-order questions
 Baseline 84 (67–100) 29 0 29
 Intervention 90 (83–100) 27 – –
 Replication 70 20 77 20
 Maintenance 88 33 63 33

Lisa Specific praise Increased breaks
 Baseline 100 22 100 20
 Intervention 90 (75–100) 31 – –
 Replication 100 20 97 20
 Maintenance 100 33 100 33

Alana Specific praise Reinforcement schedule
 Baseline 0 40 88 20
 Intervention 88 (69–100) 23 – –
 Replication 82 20 100 20
 Maintenance 100 33 100 33

Jailyn Specific praise Wait time
 Baseline 100 28 100 20
 Intervention 79 (50–92) 27 – –
 Replication 100 20 79 20
 Maintenance 86 33 93 33

Tonya Specific praise Negative statements
 Baseline 100 22 100 20
 Intervention 96 (89–100) 31 – –
 Replication 88 20 50 20
 Maintenance 100 33 100 33
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