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ABSTRACT 

 Values-centered Acceptance and Commitment Training (ACTraining) interventions have 

enhanced the performance of direct care providers across a variety of settings; however, 

procedural limitations raise concerns regarding the generalization of these interventions’ 

outcomes into more naturalistic contexts. The current study evaluated the effect of an 

ACTraining session upon levels of unsupervised task engagement among three master’s students 

in an applied behavior analysis (ABA) demonstration classroom. The experimenter employed a 

multiple baseline across participants design to measure the prevalence of task engagement (i.e., 

active engagement, active treatment, data collection, and task-oriented discussion) when working 

with preschool age students with intellectual and developmental disability (IDD). All participants 

exhibited an increase in task engagement levels following intervention, illustrating a positive 

functional relation between ACTraining and unsupervised performance. The observed 

performance improvements demonstrate the generalization of values-centered ACTraining’s 

positive outcomes into contexts reflective of more naturalistic, unsupervised workplace settings. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

A Behavior Analytic Introduction to Values 

In the contemporary literature, behavior analysts conceptualize values as “rules that 

function as verbal motivating operations that increase or decrease the effectiveness of stimuli as 

reinforcers or punishers, thereby supporting overt behaviors that produce those stimuli” (Tarbox 

et al., 2020, p. 13). With respect to the development of values, Dixon et al. (2023) characterizes 

these rules as (a) verbally constructed, (b) global, and (c) freely chosen. 

The term verbal construction points towards the concept’s roots within relational frame 

theory (RFT). This interpretation of verbal behavior views values or, rather, valuing as the 

transformation of stimulus functions achieved through an individual’s relational responding 

(Dixon et al., 2023; Paliliunas, 2022). When applied more precisely to human behavior, this 

behavioral process entails the hierarchical relation of overt behavior (e.g., complimenting a peer) 

and salient stimuli (e.g., peer smiles) to a broader, value-specific category (e.g., being a friendly 

person) in an inclusive manner, thus strengthening the reinforcement for engagement in the overt 

behavior without altering its formal characteristics (Paliliunas, 2022; Tarbox et al., 2020). In 

effect, an individual valuing a behavior relates the direct contingencies associated with the 

specific behavior to indirect contingencies for more powerful, longer-term positive 

reinforcement (Paliliunas, 2022; Tarbox et al., 2020). 

These indirect contingencies denote the interminable, global nature of values. Unlike 

discrete events or outcomes, values cannot be comprehensively achieved through the fulfillment 
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of contingencies but rather instantiated through repeated practice (Dixon et al., 2023). For 

example, an individual that compliments a peer does not become a friendly person through a 

single demonstration of valued behavior. However, through consistent engagement in valued 

behavior over time, the individual moves in the direction of being a friendly person (Tarbox et 

al., 2020).  

Although this behavior analytic conceptualization of values describes all values as 

verbally constructed and global, the specific values selected, or freely chosen, by a person and 

the behavior contained within are informed by the cultural context in which the individual grows 

and lives. Viewed through Baum’s (1995) account of behavior and culture, cultural context 

shapes an individual’s behavior through its unique social and environmental contingencies. 

Consequently, the indirect contingencies that augment reinforcement or punishment for 

behaviors develop and manifest differently across ethnicities, families, and individuals. 

However, unlike rule-governed behavior maintained purely or primarily through coercive social 

contingencies, Dixon et al. (2023) distinguishes values from other culturally informed 

contingencies and practices in that they are freely chosen in the absence of aversive control and 

“exhibit reinforcing properties that are intrinsic to behavior” (p. 124). As such, the effect of 

values upon the reinforcement of truly valued behavior persists in the absence in the absence of 

social reinforcers and punishers (Dixon et al., 2023; Paliliunas, 2022). 

As verbally constructed, global, and freely chosen motivating operation capable of 

altering reinforcer effectiveness, personal values bear pertinent implications for an individual’s 

response allocation. Through the lens of matching law – an empirically supported model through 

which an individual’s response allocation can be predicted and manipulated in proportion to the 

reinforcement contacted by each available response (Borrero & Vollmer, 2002) – individuals 
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may shift overt behavior towards responses hierarchically related to, or contained within, a 

chosen value. Empirical studies from both the group and single-subject research disciplines have 

exemplified value-directed behavior change through enhanced academic performance (Chase et 

al., 2013), increased staff-initiated interactions with patients (Castro et al., 2016), and a multitude 

of additional performance-related applications (Suarez et al., 2022). However, the challenge for 

those seeking adaptive, value-directed behavior change is not the efficacy of personal values as 

motivating operations. Instead, the challenge within applied contexts is the coherence, or rather, 

the lack of coherence, between individual’s personal values and behavior (Tarbox et al., 2020). 

Pinpointing Values’ Role in the Workplace 

Values and Burnout 

Although personal values and, in turn, the direct consequences of a values-behavior 

mismatch manifest uniquely across individuals (Dixon et al., 2023; Gould et al., 2018), 

correlational studies point towards a potential role of values-behavior coherence in the 

workplace. For example, Bottini et al.’s (2020) survey of professionals and paraprofessionals 

serving individuals diagnosed with ASD found the degree to which a responder’s values and 

perception of an organization’s values match to be a statistically significant predictor of burnout. 

This burnout, plaguing an estimated 72% to 87% of behavioral service providers at moderate to 

severe levels, correlates with increased procedural errors, diminished client interactions, 

decreased attendance, and increased turnover intent among other detrimental service outcomes 

among affected staff (Bottini et al., 2025). Despite substantial efforts to address the symptoms of 

burnout at both the individual and organizational level, the lack of congruence across syndrome-

based models and measures of burnout has stymied effective, proactive action against the 

environmental antecedents of the phenomenon (Bottini et al., 2025). 
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To guide the development of pragmatic, function-based strategies against burnout and its 

observable effects, Bottini et al. (2025) identified and categorically defined burnout consistent 

behavior as behavior that (a) enables an individual to escape or avoid aversive, work-related 

stressors and/or (b) provides access to stimuli or activities that offset the aversive stressor 

(Bottini et al., 2025, p. 83). Further, Bottini et al. (2025) synthesized a broad list of antecedents 

that may precede and later maintain burnout consistent behavior, including but not limited to 

insufficient task supports for employees, inequitable distribution of rewards and opportunities 

across employees, and, notably, the mismatch between personal and organizational values as 

described in Bottini et al. (2020). This alternative, function-based approach to understanding the 

contextual stimuli and behavioral contingencies related to burnout dovetails Daniel’s (2016) 

behavior analytic illustration of the modern American workplace, illuminating a path towards 

pragmatic performance intervention nested in values. 

A Case for Positive Reinforcement   

Daniels (2016) characterizes the typical, modern workplace as an environment rife with 

inefficiency and employee discontent brought about by management practices rooted in negative 

reinforcement, and, in some cases, punishment. With respect to long-term outcomes, these 

common negative reinforcement contingencies (e.g., deadlines, quotas, increased oversight, etc.) 

only yield a level of performance among employees that is “just enough to escape or avoid some 

unpleasant consequence” (Daniels, 2016, p. 51). Alarmingly, the distinction between this 

prevalent behavioral pattern identified by Daniels (2016) and burnout consistent behavior may 

only be an employee’s prolonged exposure to the workplace’s aversive negative reinforcement 

contingencies (Bottini et al., 2025). In response to these deficient management practices, Daniels 

(2016) proposes an alternative approach to management that, despite not targeting burnout as a 
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psychosocial phenomenon, replaces the coercive practices (i.e., negative reinforcement 

contingencies) that often evoke and reinforce burnout consistent behavior while simultaneously 

maximizing employee productivity: positive reinforcement. 

Across the behavior analytic literature, performance-contingent reward strategies produce 

more desirable and reliable performance outcomes than the coercive strategies that require a 

minimum level of performance to remove an aversive stimulus (e.g., the threat of losing work-

related opportunities, privileges, etc.) (Daniels, 2016; Johnson et al., 2024; Pingo et al., 2022). 

For example, a typical employee required by a clinical quota to complete two Picture Exchange 

Communication System (PECS) sessions with a patient would most likely only complete two 

PECS sessions in the absence of reinforcement for additional completed sessions. One approach 

to increase this employee’s performance would be to increase the clinical quota to three or four 

sessions; however, this approach introduces environmental antecedents to burnout consistent 

behavior (e.g., increased workload without additional support) without addressing the approach’s 

initial performance-capping limitation (Bottini et al., 2025; Daniels, 2016). Alternatively, 

performance-contingent reward systems with positive, immediate, and certain reinforcement 

(i.e., graphed feedback and supervisor praise for an increase in completed PECS sessions) would 

likely match and surpass performance levels exhibited under the quota system (Carr et al., 2013; 

Daniels, 2016; Pingo et al., 2020). Unfortunately, certain restrictions common within the 

workplace may limit the feasibility or effectiveness of these strategies. 

Some Obstacles to Adoption 

Just as supervisors cannot always monitor employees and, in turn, ensure elevated 

performance in their absence (Brackett et al., 2007), supervisors cannot verify and reinforce 

every instance of desirable behavior exhibited by an employee. Applied within the context of 
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PECS delivery, a supervisor may not be able to verify that the employee implemented the 

protocol with fidelity through the examination of permanent products alone. Similarly, not all 

available rewards may sufficiently reinforce the desired behavior for the specific employee given 

the diversity of personal preferences across a workforce (Daniels, 2016). Although direct-

contingency management strategies (e.g., increased supervisor presence or additional task 

support) may minimize or eliminate these limitations, not all service providers have access to the 

resources required to effectively employ these strategies (DOL, 2024). The high levels of 

burnout within the applied behavior analysis (ABA) service industry (Bottini et al., 2025), 

despite professionals’ intimate knowledge and practice of positive reinforcement strategies, may 

serve as a critical indicator of this scarcity. 

The synthesis of Bottini et al.’s (2025) model of workplace burnout and Daniel’s (2016) 

broad review of workplace behavioral contingencies illustrate positive reinforcement’s potential 

role in both enhancing employee performance and disrupting the behavioral contingencies 

consistent with burnout. However, the logistical barriers presented by some empirically 

demonstrated reinforcement systems emphasize the need for accessible, alternative approaches to 

positive reinforcement delivery in the workplace. Fortunately, contemporary behavior analysis is 

not constricted to the confines of direct-contingency manipulation. With the development of RFT 

and Acceptance & Commitment Therapy (ACT) comes an additional avenue through which 

employees may contact or augment positive reinforcement: values-behavior coherence. 

A Framework for Values-Centered Intervention in the Workplace 

Contingency Coordination 

Alignment between an individual’s personal values and an organization’s stated values 

do not necessarily equate to the behavior analytic interpretation of values-behavior coherence. 
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Bottini et al. (2020) points towards this distinction in its recommendation that organizations, 

“create a shared vision for the organization that is reflected in the practices and policies rather 

than only in the mission statement” (p. 9). These organizational practices and policies shape the 

behavioral contingencies, and, consequently, the reinforcement available to employees in the 

workplace (Daniels, 2016). As such, personal-organizational values misalignment may be 

alternatively interpreted as the incoherence between the behavioral contingencies that an 

employee hierarchically relates to his or her values and the behavioral contingencies accessible 

within the immediate environment (Paliliunas, 2022; Tarbox et al., 2020). As Bottini et al. 

(2020) suggests, organization-level approaches to remediate this values-behavior incongruency 

through practices and policies may improve employees’ access to value-aligned behavioral 

contingencies. However, these strategies in isolation cannot guarantee that employees will relate 

their stated personal values to the behavioral contingencies afforded by organization-level 

intervention. By targeting behavioral processes through which employees hierarchically relate 

their chosen values to the actions available within the work context, an ACT approach to values-

centered intervention may support organizations in enhancing values-behavior coherence 

(Paliliunas, 2022; Tarbox et al., 2020) and, in turn, performance outcomes (Bottini et al., 2025; 

Daniels, 2016; Pingo et al., 2020). 

Values within the ACT Framework 

Within the existing body of behavior analytic research, relatively few empirical studies 

currently explore the reinforcing role of values as an isolated component within a single-subject 

design context (Paliliunas, 2022). Instead, behavior analytic-oriented researchers and 

practitioners evaluate values as a single, integrated component alongside many components 

within a larger, more complex conceptual network, ACT (Hayes et al., 2020; Paliliunas, 2022; 
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Tarbox et al., 2020). This network conceptualizes values as one of six interactive, operationally 

defined behavioral processes or repertoires – acceptance, defusion, present moment attention, 

self-as-context, values, and committed action – that mediate an individual’s psychological 

flexibility and committed, values-directed action in service of a meaningful life (Tarbox et al., 

2020). As such, insight into the reinforcing role of values lies embedded within numerous ACT 

interventions that target several behavioral repertoires simultaneously (Garcia et al. 2022; Suarez 

et al., 2022; Tarbox et al., 2020). Despite the diversity of ACT-based applications across 

psychotherapeutic (e.g., clinical depression treatment) and non-psychotherapeutic (e.g., 

workplace performance enhancement) contexts, values-centered intervention within the ACT 

framework adheres to a common, conceptually systematic approach. 

Summarized broadly, effective values-centered ACT intervention aims to, “transform the 

stimulus function of events that are otherwise aversive and that evoke avoidant responses” (p.13) 

to promote engagement in value-driven behavior (Tarbox et al., 2020). In other words, this 

approach seeks to mediate the positive reinforcement contacted through a behavior by altering 

the way in which individuals connect behavior-related stimuli to their personal values. When 

functioning as establishing operations, relating one’s values to a specific behavior may simply 

augment the positive reinforcement mediated through existing direct behavioral contingencies 

(Little et al., 2020; Pingo et al., 2020). However, the truly transformational aspect of the ACT 

approach lies within an individual’s interaction with aversive contextual stimuli or events. Often 

with the support of exercises targeting other ACT behavioral processes (e.g., acceptance, 

defusion, etc.), attendance to and recontextualization of aversive stimuli through the lens of one’s 

values may transform contextual stimulus functions such that, “stimuli that participate in 

equivalence networks with the stated value acquire new, more appetitive stimulus functions” 
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(Tarbox et al., 2020, p. 13). Translated to employee performance, ACT’s potential to transform 

the stimulus function of shorter-term, aversive – or less preferred – tasks and related stimuli to 

that of discriminative stimuli for more powerful, value-aligned positive reinforcement warrants 

further empirical exploration of values as “motivative, augmental rules” (p. 117) in the 

workplace (Paliliunas, 2022). 

ACT in the Workplace 

Numerous empirical studies conducted over the past decade have produced single-subject 

demonstrations of ACT’s effectiveness in producing desirable behavior change in the workplace 

(Suarez et al., 2022). These non-psychotherapeutic applications of ACT within the scope of 

applied behavior analysts – distinguished as Acceptance and Commitment Training 

(ACTraining) – exhibit ACTraining’s capacity to both (a) augment the effectiveness of direct 

contingency staff training interventions such as graphed performance feedback (Pingo et al., 

2020) and (b) mediate operant behavior change without the addition of explicit direct 

contingency supports (Ragulan et al., 2023). Further, ACTraining intervention within the 

behavioral service sector has produced socially significant, therapeutic effects upon the 

behaviors and, in turn, treatment outcomes obstructed by burnout consistent behavior (Bottini et 

al., 2025; Garcia et al., 2022; Suarez et al., 2022). 

With respect to the avoidance of client interactions correlated with burnout (Bottini et al., 

2025), ACTraining increased the frequency of staff-initiated interactions between direct care 

staff and clients with developmental disabilities across different contexts, ages, and years of 

experience (Castro et al., 2016; Chancey et al., 2019). Regarding the prevalence of burnout-

related work errors (Bottini et al., 2025), ACTraining introduced to behavioral service 

professionals increased accuracy of data collection (Issen et al., 2021) and the procedural 
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integrity of client treatment (Pingo et al., 2020; Ragulan et al., 2023). Exemplifying ACT’s 

conceptual capacity to transform the stimulus function of aversive events that historically evoke 

avoidant behavior, Little et al. (2020) employed ACTraining to increase newly promoted clinic 

trainers’ use of behavioral skills training (BST) when teaching skills to staff despite expressed 

aversion to and consequent avoidance of the task prior to ACTraining intervention. Further, 

Gould et al. (2018) displayed the apparent limitless number of behaviors sensitive to ACT-based 

intervention through its use of workshops to increase participant (i.e., mothers of one child 

diagnosed with ASD) engagement in unique, freely chosen, value-driven behaviors including but 

not limited to self-care in the absence of children, efficacious implementation of behavior plans 

at home, and letting one’s partner take care of the child without the participant’s supervision. 

Currently, the ACTraining literature serves as an ample body of work from which 

performance-oriented behavior analysts may draw inspiration. However, alongside each new 

finding in the research comes new questions and additional limitations to consider. Through 

further empirical investigation into the generality, durability, and accessibility of ACTraining, 

practitioners can accelerate the integration of a new class of cost-effective, reinforcement-based 

strategies into the contemporary management paradigm (Moran & Ming, 2022; Suarez et al., 

2022; Paliliunas, 2022; Tarbox et al., 2020). 

Opportunities for Further Advancement 

Some Logistical Limitations of the Comprehensive ACTraining Approach 

 Despite ACTraining research’s contributions to the broader behavior analytic literature, 

the requirements and constraints presented by some ACTraining interventions may hinder the 

approach’s adoption into the typical work setting, in turn, stymieing further empirical evaluation 

of ACTraining and its conceptual components (e.g., values and committed action). From the 
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perspective of prospective ACTraining practitioners, two initial investments present substantial 

barriers to entry: trainer expertise and intervention duration. Although ACT’s model of 

interactive behavioral processes provides practitioners with a multitude of avenues through 

which they may address deleterious behavior, comprehensive ACTraining interventions targeting 

all six processes may prove to be inaccessible across contexts. For example, Pingo et al. (2020) 

and Ragulan et al. (2023) require that interventionists demonstrate both a high level of expertise 

in ACT through didactic instruction of all six ACT processes and an intimate familiarity with 

numerous ACT-based exercises delivered throughout intervention. For some behavior analytic 

practitioners, the coursework, literature mastery, and supervised practical fieldwork needed to 

conduct these interventions with proficiency (Broadhead et al., 2018) may be beyond reach. 

Furthermore, the two studies reported time investments of 8 hr and 3 hr respectively to 

implement the full ACTraining intervention packages, an investment that may initially appear 

daunting for supervisors operating comfortably within the contemporary performance 

management paradigm. Although the training and time invested in both studies produced 

observable improvements in active treatment engagement (Pingo et al., 2020) and treatment 

integrity (Pingo et al., 2020; Ragulan et al., 2023) among behavioral service staff, the demand for 

less resource-intensive ACTraining intervention have inspired a slew of studies investigating the 

necessary parameters of ACTraining required to attain similar outcomes (Suarez et al., 2022). 

ACTraining Adaptations 

 To counteract these logistical barriers to entry, recent single-case research studies have 

systematically varied the delivery format, intensity or length, and content of ACTraining to 

reproduce similar levels of behavior change as observed following more resource-intensive 

intervention packages (Suarez et al., 2022). For example, Chancey et al. (2019) employed an 
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ACTraining-based workshop series targeting the repertoire of present moment attention to 

increase the frequency of staff-initiated interactions between staff and clients with development 

disabilities across three direct support staff members. Interventionists conducted ACTraining 

across five 15 min workshops delivered immediately prior to a participant’s observation session, 

a less time-intensive endeavor compared to more comprehensive ACTraining interventions (i.e., 

interventions with didactic instruction and exercises explicitly targeting each ACT repertoire). 

Additionally, Chancey et al.’s (2019) choice to primarily target participant’s present moment 

attention repertoire (i.e., mindfulness) through workshop exercises further increases the 

intervention’s accessibility. 

These findings cohere with present moment attention’s role within the conceptual ACT 

framework. Specifically, these exercises aim to strengthen a participant’s, “sensitivity to 

environmental contingencies and weaken unhelpful sources of verbal stimulus control” (Tarbox 

et al., 2020, p. 13). In the context of Chancey et al. (2019), this process may manifest as 

participants attending more closely to the behavioral contingencies present when engaging with 

clients. However, without intentional guidance, practitioners cannot fully account for the specific 

stimuli and, in turn, contingencies to which participants attend. For example, the intervention 

may have incidentally increased a participant’s attention to positively reinforcing stimuli such as 

a client’s smile or laughter following staff-initiated interaction, consequently increasing the 

participant’s engagement in the behavior. Alternatively, the present moment attention exercises 

may have increased a participant’s attention to negatively reinforcing stimuli such as an 

observer’s presence (Brackett et al., 2007), likewise increasing the participant’s engagement in 

behavior aligned with organizational expectations. Given the nature of these private behaviors, 

the observed behavior change exhibited by participants cannot be fully accounted for within the 
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study. Nevertheless, the therapeutic behavior change observed during and maintained after 

intervention provides a valuable foundation upon which cost-effective, accessible intervention 

can be built. 

Issen et al. (2021) employed a similar approach to ACTraining to increase staff-initiated 

interactions and accuracy of data collection. However, the 10 min workshops targeting present 

moment attention produced weaker demonstrations of effect compared to Chancey et al. (2019) 

with one participant’s level of staff-initiated engagement declining back to baseline levels after 

an initial upward performance spike (Issen et al., 2021). Although the intervention failed to 

produce a convincing demonstration of effect across all participants with respect to staff-initiated 

engagement, Issen et al.’s (2021) delivery of workshops corresponded with increased accuracy of 

data collection exhibited by the participant whose level of staff-initiated engagement declined. 

Given that some dimension of behavior (e.g., rate) increases following reinforcement, be it 

positive or negative, the findings of Issen et al. (2021) suggest that intervention indeed increased 

participants’ attendance to the immediate environment’s reinforcing stimuli like the intervention 

conducted in Chancey et al. (2019). However, its inconsistent results may indicate the exercises’ 

lack of control over which stimuli and contingencies to which participants direct their attention. 

To more precisely direct observable behavioral change, ACTraining practitioners may benefit 

from the incorporation of a readily accessible, generalizable, and durable mediator of behavior-

contingent reinforcement: personal values (Paliliunas, 2022; Tarbox et al., 2020). 

A Return to the Values-Centered Approach 

Building upon Chancey et al.’s (2019) approach, Little et al. (2020) takes significant 

strides towards an empirical ACT-based approach to values-mediated reinforcement in the 

workplace. Employing a multiple baseline across participants design, the experimenters 
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introduced participants to an empirically validated direct-contingency intervention (i.e., BST) 

and ACTraining workshop in a staggered fashion to increase clinical staff trainers’ use of BST 

themselves when teaching staff new skills. Following direct-contingency intervention for each 

participant, the experimenter conducted a 1 hr ACTraining session containing two present 

moment attention exercises, one values activity, and one committed action activity delivered in a 

one-on-one format. Like Chancey et al. (2019) and Issen et al. (2021), the intervention in Little et 

al. (2020) required significantly less time to fully implement compared to more comprehensive 

ACTraining interventions. Further, given the use of premade exercises to facilitate exercises and 

activities adapted from Harris (2007) and Harris (2009), the intervention required arguably less 

training regarding the implementation present moment attention, values, and committed action 

exercises and activities as well (Little et al., 2020). Procedurally, Little et al.’s (2020) 

ACTraining session sought to increase participant’s BST usage through three steps: (a) training 

participants to discriminate stimuli and contingencies in the present moment from potentially 

distracting private events; (b) prompting participants to identify and select their own personal 

values; and (c) guiding participants in the identification, selection, and dedication to context-

specific, work-related behaviors hierarchically contained within their freely chosen, personal 

values.  

With the introduction of ACTraining, clinic trainers’ use of BST increased to levels 

above those produced by traditional, direct-contingency intervention. Further, elevated 

performance maintained for at least five observation sessions after the ACTraining session and 

across at least two different context changes (Little et al., 2020). These findings align with the 

interpretation of values-behavior coherence as a cost-effective, durable, and generalizable 

mediator for reinforcement, demonstrating an effective, desirable shift in behavior with minimal 
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changes to the formal characteristics of the work environment. However, as in Chancey et al. 

(2019) and Issen et al. (2021), the stimuli and contingencies to which participants attended and, 

consequently, hierarchically related their values during observation sessions remain unclear. In 

the ideal conceptual model for behavior change, ACTraining would transform the stimulus 

function of the work task from that of a discriminative stimulus for negative reinforcement via 

avoidance to that of a discriminative stimulus for positive reinforcement via engagement in 

value-aligned behavior (Tarbox et al., 2020). Alternatively, ACTraining may only transform the 

stimulus function of the work task from that of a discriminative stimulus for negative 

reinforcement via avoidance to that of a discriminative stimulus for conditional negative 

reinforcement via engagement in value-aligned behavior in the presence of an observer. In other 

words, the values hierarchically related to the work task may serve as motivating operations that 

augment the punishment contacted by inaction in the presence of the observer, thus producing an 

increase in performance exclusively in the presence of an observer. Although these two different 

interpretations of the controlling contingency may point towards an arbitrary distinction between 

positive and negative reinforcement, Bottini et al. (2025) and Daniels (2016) have both provided 

sufficient rationale for the pursuit of a positive reinforcement approach over a negative 

reinforcement approach. 

Actionable Opportunities 

Fortunately, the procedures of Little et al. (2020) provide three opportunities from which 

future research may strengthen the interpretation of values as a mediator of positive, rather than 

negative, reinforcement in the workplace. First, the discriminable presence of an observer (i.e., 

the experimenter) during observation sessions may serve as a powerful discriminative stimulus 

for negative reinforcement (Brackett et al., 2007). Covert observation of participants would 
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provide additional insight into the contingencies maintaining observed performance changes as 

well as the durability of intervention outcomes in the absence of an observer. Second, the 

experimenter’s use of textual prompts immediately prior to the first two post-ACTraining 

observation sessions may have established or strengthened a negative reinforcer relation with the 

observer’s presence. Withholding the delivery of these prompts would provide additional clarity 

regarding the components of intervention required to produce behavior change. Third, the 

combined role of Little et al.’s (2020) experimenter as the primary observer, direct-contingency 

(i.e., BST) interventionist, and ACTraining interventionist may have further illustrated a clear 

negative reinforcer relation between the experimenter’s presence during observation and BST 

usage (i.e., the behavior trained by the experimenter prior to ACTraining). The disentanglement 

of the observer and ACTraining interventionist from any specific behavior prior to ACTraining 

may mitigate their influence upon participants’ choice of committed action during the 

ACTraining session and, consequently, performance during observation. Although Little et al. 

(2020) already delivers compelling evidence for ACTraining’s capacity to enhance performance 

through values-behavior coherence, a replication of its procedures with the proposed 

modifications would provide critical insight into the intervention’s generality, durability, and 

efficacy. 

Purpose 

The current study aimed to systematically replicate the ACTraining procedures of Little 

et al. (2020) with three crucial alterations: (a) the experimenter employed a video camera to 

conduct participant observations covertly; (b) the experimenter only prompted participants to 

review their Willingness and Action Plan after exhibiting a decline in post-ACTraining 

performance; and (c) the experimenter did not train or supervise participants in any capacity, 
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serving only as the ACTraining interventionist and the covert, primary observer throughout the 

study. With these modifications, the purpose of the study was to evaluate the effect of an 

ACTraining session upon levels of unsupervised task engagement among three graduate students 

completing supervised fieldwork requirements in a university-affiliated applied behavior analysis 

(ABA) demonstration classroom. Further, the study sought to evaluate the durability of the 

intervention outcomes through an examination of performance levels up to and beyond a two-

week, post-intervention threshold. Following intervention, the study also employed independent, 

university affiliated experts to rate participant performance across baseline and intervention 

conditions through a behaviorally anchored rating (BAR) scale and a Likert scale to measure the 

social validity of intervention outcomes. Additionally, the study surveyed participants to assess 

the intervention’s acceptability with respect to accessibility, relevance to the participants’ work, 

and perceived benefits to the participants’ professional development. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Brief Method 

Participants 

General Characteristics 

The study included three master’s students in a university-affiliated ABA demonstration 

classroom serving preschool-aged children with developmental disabilities who, in some cases, 

exhibit severe socially and educationally inhibitive behavior. To fulfill the fieldwork 

requirements of the university’s ABA degree program, these first-year master’s students – often 

referred to as staff – had completed at least one semester of concentrated supervised fieldwork 

experience in the demonstration classroom prior to the study. During this time, site leads and 

supporting supervisors provided formal instruction and supervision to the classroom’s staff 

members, including but not limited to the implementation of evidence-based practices such as 

discrete trial teaching (DTT), intensive toilet training (ITT), and naturalistic developmental 

behavioral instruction (NDBI). 

Pertaining to student-specific training and related task materials, board certified behavior 

analyst (BCBA) site leads who oversaw daily classroom operations provided each staff member 

with a written protocol for all the classroom’s students, behavioral skills training (BST) to 

successfully implement general classroom and student-specific procedures, and regular feedback 

regarding classroom performance. To further support his or her professional development and 

comply with Behavior Analyst Certification Board (BACB) fieldwork requirements, each staff 

member signed a supervision contract with a university-affiliated BCBA or BCBA-D at the 
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beginning of each academic semester to be his or her responsible supervisor. In addition to the 

provision of supplemental training and direct supervision alongside the classroom’s site leads, 

responsible supervisors engaged in activities with their respective supervisee aligned with the 

recommendations for an effective supervisory relationship outlined in Bailey & Burch (2016) 

including but not limited to meeting individually with a supervisee to plan and monitor goals for 

personal or professional development and progress related to those goals. Specific tasks of the 

responsible supervisor, relevant to the study, also included approving and signing of supervisee’s 

fieldwork verification forms to be sent to the BACB. 

Recruitment and Inclusion Criteria 

The experimenter (race/ethnicity = Latino, White; gender = Male; age = 25), a fellow 

staff member, recruited participants from the university’s ABA degree program. With respect to 

training, the experimenter completed 16 months of concentrated supervised fieldwork experience 

across the university’s eligible practicum sites prior to the study. Additionally, the experimenter 

had completed all academic coursework needed to sit for the BCBA certification examination, 

excluding the degree program’s final semester thesis and practicum requirement. To fulfill this 

thesis requirement, the experimenter contacted all first-year master’s students via email to 

request their participation and informed consent for the current study. In this initial 

communication, the experimenter characterized the general purpose of the study as a non-

specific staff training initiative, described potential observation methodologies (e.g., video 

recording), projected the time commitment required by participants, informed participants that 

they could opt out of the study at any point in time, and provided a university-approved informed 

consent form. 
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From this initial pool of potential participants, a staff member was excluded from the 

study if his or her responsible supervisor served as a site lead in the ABA demonstration 

classroom. Further, a staff member was excluded if his or her supervisor did not provide 

supervision of restricted behavior analytic fieldwork activities in this setting. Upon satisfying 

this preliminary inclusion criteria, a staff member was included in the study if he or she exhibited 

differentiation between levels of task engagement in the presence of his or her responsible 

supervisor and levels of task engagement in the absence of his or her responsible supervisor. 

Prior to the study, the experimenter observed consenting staff members’ performance under 

these two conditions – the Supervisor Present Condition and Supervisor Absent Condition 

described in the study’s procedures – in an alternating fashion to ascertain differentiated levels of 

responding through visual analysis. If a staff member exhibited differentiated responding (i.e., a 

non-overlap between the two conditions across at least three data points in each respective 

condition) and exhibited higher levels of performance in the Supervisor Present Condition, the 

staff member qualified for participation in the study. Each participant’s respective results in this 

pre-study examination can be reviewed in Appendix A. 

Selected Participants 

Qualifying participants included Angelica, Eliza, and Peggy. Angelica was a 21-year-old 

Asian American woman. Prior to beginning fieldwork with the university’s ABA master’s 

degree program, Angelica had attained a bachelor’s degree in psychology and had worked with 

pre-school aged youth with disabilities in an educational or caregiving context for 3 months. 

Eliza was a 22-year-old white woman. Prior to beginning fieldwork with the university’s ABA 

master’s degree program, Eliza had attained a bachelor’s degree in psychology and had no 

experience working with pre-school aged youth with disabilities in an educational or caregiving 
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context. Peggy was a 23-year-old white woman. Prior to beginning fieldwork with the 

university’s ABA master’s degree program, Peggy had attained a bachelor’s degree in 

psychology and also had no experience working with pre-school aged youth with disabilities in 

an educational or therapeutic context. The experimenter and demonstration classroom site leads 

regarded each participant as an invaluable asset to the classroom with unique strengths, values, 

and histories that enhanced the classroom experience for both its staff and students. 

Setting 

Classroom A 

The experimenter conducted observation sessions within a university-affiliated applied 

behavior analysis (ABA) demonstration classroom serving children with intellectual or 

developmental disabilities of preschool age or younger. The classroom occupied a space of 32 ft 

by 30 ft and consisted of two play centers, three 2 ft by 4 ft tables for individual instruction, three 

connected 2.5 ft by 2.5 ft tables for group instruction and mealtime, and two additional 2 ft by 4 

ft tables at which logistical classroom tasks such as instructional material crafting occurred. Each 

play space occupied an approximate 5 ft by 8 ft area containing a variety of toys for young 

children. From the ceiling above the play centers, a Garmin VIRB 360 camera hung against the 

wall amidst hanging decorations, providing a relatively inconspicuous view of play spaces. 

Two BCBAs oversaw classroom operations during hours of operation, including but not 

limited to facilitating communications with caregivers as well as providing instructive feedback 

and supervision to graduate-level staff fulfilling the practicum requirement of the university’s 

M.S. ABA program. Up to eight staff members occupied the classroom at any given time, 

providing instruction to students, implementing behavior plans, inputting student data, or 
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assisting in logistical classroom operations. Three additional BCBAs frequented the classroom 

daily to observe, instruct, and provide feedback to their respective supervisees. 

Within the play centers, the section of the classroom in which behavior was observed for 

the study, site leads and supporting supervisors expect staff members to actively engage with 

students, provide naturalistic instruction, and collect data as outlined in the dependent variable 

section. These periods occurred in 15 min increments, separate from other forms of programmed 

classroom instruction (e.g., PECS, DTT, NET, etc.) or classroom activities (e.g., recess, whole 

group instruction, etc.). Staff members were assigned to engage with students in the play centers 

zero to eight times per day depending on their daily role assignment and student attendance. 

Classroom B 

Scheduled renovation for Classroom A required the ABA demonstration class to 

transition to a different classroom, Classroom B, after all participants had been introduced to the 

study’s intervention. This new classroom resided within a neighboring university-affiliated 

severe behavior clinic. Classroom B, arranged in a similar manner to Classroom A with respect 

to furniture, materials, and procedures, bore four primary differences from the previous 

classroom: (a) classroom operations were continuously videotaped via two discriminable ceiling 

cameras and stored in a secure university-affiliated database per building policy; (b) this video 

footage was broadcasted directly into an observation space occupied by supervising BCBAs, 

BCBA-Ds, and additional staff members; (c) the new classroom occupied a smaller total area 

(i.e., 25.5 ft by 22.5 ft) than the previous classroom; and (d) fewer staff members occupied the 

classroom due to the reduced space. However, these changes did not affect the arrangement of 

play centers which occupied the same floor space, consisted of the same furniture, and contained 

the same toys and materials. 
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Training Space 

Within the same facility as the university-affiliated demonstration classroom, the 

experimenter conducted ACTraining sessions in a one-on-one format with a participant in a 

separate, private office space – referred to as the training space – with one 2.5 ft by 4.5 ft desk 

and two chairs, arranged on adjacent sides of the table. A computer desktop, keyboard, and small 

storage containers resided on the corner of the table opposite the chairs. On the floor behind the 

chairs in one corner of the room resides a cushioned carpet and two rocking chairs. 

Materials 

Throughout each phase of the study, participants had access to all materials necessary to 

engage in the target behavior in accordance with the expectations set by the supervisors of the 

ABA demonstration classroom. These materials included a wide variety of toys appropriate for 

pre-school age children, the students’ PECS books, clipboards with laminated data sheets 

containing NDBI goals, PECS guidelines, and student-specific behavioral targets, as well as pens 

attached to the clipboards to collect data. Participants could also request additional materials 

from fellow staff or site leaders at any time to assist in student-related tasks. 

To observe participant performance, the experimenter used a Garmin VIRB 360 camera 

to record staff performance in the play space with the consent of all participants and permission 

of the classroom’s supervisors. The primary observer and secondary observer later observed the 

recorded performance footage and collected data using the VIRB Edit software on a secure 

laptop. To measure the prevalence of task engagement during an observation session, the 

observers used paper copies of the PIR Data Sheet (see Appendix B). To support precise and 

accurate data collection, the observers additionally possessed laminated copies of the Observer 

Procedural Fidelity Checklist and the Observation Reference Sheet (see Appendix B). To notify 
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observers of interval elapse, the primary observer programed a 10 s interval timer into the Virtual 

MotivAider application on his phone that would vibrate every 10 s. Upon completion of 

observation sessions, the observers stored completed data sheets and reference materials in a 3-

ringed binder. 

During the ACTraining session, both the experimenter and participant had access to their 

own pens and printed paper copies of the ACTraining Materials Package, containing the two 

present moment awareness exercises, the values clarification exercise, and the goal setting 

exercise (see Appendix C). In addition to the ACTraining Materials Package, the experimenter 

employed the ACTraining Procedural Fidelity Checklist and ACTraining Visual Aid to enhance 

treatment integrity and engagement across all participants (see Appendix C). The experimenter 

also utilized the Garmin VIRB 360 camera to record workshops and evaluate procedural fidelity. 

To evaluate the social validity of the intervention outcomes, the experimenter provided 

the Outcome Validity Survey alongside pre- and post-intervention video recordings of each 

participant’s performance to university-affiliated experts unfamiliar with the study (see 

Appendix D). Additionally, to collect demographic information and evaluate intervention 

acceptability, the experimenter provided each participant with ACTraining Acceptability Survey 

via email (see Appendix D). 

Dependent Variable 

The study employed a pen-and-paper partial interval recording (PIR) system with 10 s 

intervals to capture the prevalence of task engagement of staff members in the demonstration 

classroom’s instructional play spaces. Task engagement, the primary dependent measure, 

entailed four categories of behavior within its operational definition adapted from Pingo et al. 
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(2020) and an unpublished programmatic enhancement study at the experimenter’s university: 

(a) active engagement, (b) active treatment, (c) data collection, and (d) task-oriented discussion. 

Observers exclusively coded participant behavior during assigned play periods, described 

in detail within the study’s general procedures. During these periods eligible for observation, 

observers scored intervals with a “+” symbol if the target behavior occurred, a “−” symbol if the 

target behavior did not occur, or a “V” symbol if an extraneous event prevented the participant 

from engaging in the target behavior or prevented the observer from viewing the participant for a 

whole 10 s interval. Specific descriptions of the scored behaviors (i.e., active engagement, active 

treatment, data collection, and task-oriented discussion) as well as extraneous events are 

provided below under their respective subheadings. 

Active Engagement 

Active engagement included any instance in which the staff member interacts with one or 

more assigned students, oriented towards the student and at least partially within the student’s 

view, in accordance with NDBI-based play strategies. These strategies include: (a) cooperative 

play based on expressed student interest; (b) modeling of appropriate play; (c) imitation of 

student gestures, facial expressions, body movement, vocalization, and toy manipulation; (d) 

teacher-initiated physical contact with the student that elicits student smiles, giggles, or laughs; 

and (e) use of vocal language related to play (e.g., singing, labelling actions, using game-based 

intraverbals). These strategies do not include student-initiated physical contact such as 

noncontingent holding or cuddling (i.e., not requested via target functional communication 

modality), nor do they include vocalizations unrelated to student play or the student’s immediate 

environment. 
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Active Treatment 

Active treatment included any instance in which the staff member implemented a formal 

instructional program (e.g., NDBI, PECS, or FCT), managed complex behavior – excluding 

elopement and climbing furniture – in accordance with the student’s behavior plan protocols, 

and/or applied operant teaching procedures to (e.g., prompting, reinforcing, etc.) to teach a 

specific skill or behavioral response with one or more assigned students. Specifically, this 

definition includes preparation for instruction within the play space (e.g., arranging the 

environment for a PECS trial), instruction implementation, and initial delivery of programmed 

reinforcement. This definition does not include reinforcement provided beyond the initial 

interval in which it was delivered unless the student’s protocol explicitly requires reinforcement 

to be provided for a specified interval. 

Data Collection 

Data collection included any instance of recording data directly related to the student’s 

behavior or performance within the play space. This does not include recording data for behavior 

in previous sessions unless they were explicitly asked to do so by a staff member, supervisor, or 

schedule (e.g., transition or toileting data). 

Task-Oriented Discussion 

Task-oriented discussion included any instance in which the staff member communicated 

with another staff member or supervisor about the assigned student’s protocols or procedures, 

including but not limited to task clarification regarding procedural fidelity, planning future 

objectives for the student, or asking about the student’s daily schedule. When receiving 

performance feedback or instruction, this behavior includes active listening, indicated by 

affirmative gestures or vocalizations, directive compliance, or orientation towards the relevant 
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speaker, student, or task material. This did not include conversation unrelated to assigned student 

protocols or procedures, even if conducted with a supervisor. This also did not include any 

conversation held outside of the play centers unless a supervisor explicitly asked the participant 

to engage in a discussion outside of centers. 

Extraneous Events 

On occasion, extraneous events occurred that disrupted a participant’s performance 

during an observation session. For example, if a supervisor asked the participant to briefly switch 

positions with a floating staff member to discuss a specific topic or provide feedback away from 

the students or other staff members, observers considered this specific interaction to be an 

extraneous event. To account for these potential interruptions during observation sessions, 

observers marked any whole interval in which the participant left the play centers or engaged in 

alternative work-related behavior at the explicit request of a supervisor with a “V” symbol, 

indicating that the interval was to be voided and not be incorporated in the calculation of the 

participant’s performance level. Additionally, intervals or sessions in which the participant 

requested to go to the bathroom or was asked to take a student to the bathroom were marked “V” 

as well until the participant returned to the play centers. However, if the participant left the play 

center or engaged in alternative behavior without the explicit request of a supervisor, observers 

marked the interval “−” if the participant did not exhibit the target behavior at any point within 

the 10 s interval. The period of observation (i.e., 5 min) was extended to accommodate for the 

exact number of voided intervals within an observation session. 

Observers also encountered technical challenges that disrupted observation sessions. For 

example, if a participant turned her back away from the camera, obscuring the camera’s view of 

both the participant and the student to which they had been assigned, observers considered the 
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technological limitation to be an extraneous event. As such, any whole interval in which the 

participant or student were fully obscured from the camera’s view was marked with a “V” and 

not counted towards the participant’s performance. To account for technical audio challenges 

that may induce imprecision across raters, observers refrained from marking that a vocalization 

(e.g., vocal imitation) occurred unless the vocalization could be heard by the observer from the 

camera’s sensitive microphone. 

Interobserver Agreement (IOA) 

A primary and secondary observer employed partial interval recording to verify the 

reliability of data collection. The experimenter served as the primary observer. The 

experimenter’s thesis advisor (race/ethnicity = Black; gender = female; age =33), a university 

faculty member credentialed as a BCBA-D, served as the secondary observer. To train both 

primary and secondary observers to reliably discriminate task engagement from other behaviors 

and collect data accordingly, the experimenter covertly recorded 5 min videos of a participant. 

Utilizing a behavioral skills training approach (i.e., description, model, rehearsal, and feedback) 

with the sample videos as observation material, the experimenter trained the secondary observer 

to collect the prevalence of task engagement data via partial interval recording with 80% 

interval-by-interval interobserver agreement (IOA). 

The observers calculated IOA for observation sessions in accordance with the “interval-

by-interval IOA” methodology. This methodology entailed counting the total number of intervals 

in which the observers’ score (i.e., “+”, “−”, or “V”) agreed, dividing it by the number of 10 s 

intervals within the observed 5 min period (i.e., 30), then multiplying the value by 100%. 

Observers calculated IOA for the pre-study examination of task engagement, the baseline phase, 

the Post-ACTraining phase, and maintenance phase by participant. Graphical comparisons 
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between the primary and secondary observers’ scores across participants and conditions can be 

reviewed in Appendix E. 

For Angelica, observers calculated 100% agreement across 33% of sessions within the 

Supervisor Absent Condition of the pre-study examination and 90% agreement across 33% of 

sessions within the Supervisor Present Condition of the pre-study examination. For Angelica’s 

performance in the Baseline phase, observers calculated 92% agreement across 33% of sessions 

within the Supervisor Absent Condition and 87% agreement across 33% of sessions within the 

Supervisor Present Condition. For data collected in the Post-ACTraining phase, observers 

calculated 83% agreement across 33% of sessions within the Supervisor Absent Condition and 

80% agreement across 100% of sessions within the Supervisor Present Condition. Finally, 

observers calculated 93% agreement across 50% of sessions within the Supervisor Absent 

Condition and 80% agreement across 100% of sessions within the Supervisor Present Condition 

during the maintenance phase. Across all phases (i.e., Baseline, Post-ACTraining, and 

Maintenance) and conditions of the study, observers calculated an average of 87% agreement for 

Angelica’s task engagement across 41% of sessions. 

For Eliza, observers calculated 90% agreement across 25% of sessions within the 

Supervisor Absent Condition of the pre-study examination and 80% agreement across 50% of 

sessions within the Supervisor Present Condition of the pre-study examination. For Eliza’s 

performance in the Baseline phase, observers calculated 80% agreement across 33% of sessions 

within the Supervisor Absent Condition and 77% agreement across 100% of sessions within the 

Supervisor Present Condition. For data collected in the Post-ACTraining phase, observers 

calculated 98% agreement across 33% of sessions within the Supervisor Absent Condition and 

87% agreement across 50% of sessions within the Supervisor Present Condition. Finally, 
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observers calculated 87% agreement across 50% of sessions within the Supervisor Absent 

Condition during the maintenance phase. Across all phases (i.e., Baseline, Post-ACTraining, and 

Maintenance) and conditions of the study, observers calculated an average of 83% agreement for 

Eliza’s level of task engagement across 48% of sessions. 

For Peggy, observers calculated 100% agreement across 33% of sessions within the 

Supervisor Absent Condition of the pre-study examination and 84% agreement across 100% of 

sessions within the Supervisor Present Condition of the pre-study examination. For Peggy’s 

performance in the baseline phase, observers calculated 92% agreement across 33% of sessions 

within the Supervisor Absent Condition and 83% agreement across 33% of sessions within the 

Supervisor Present Condition. For data collected in the Post-ACTraining phase, observers 

calculated 85% agreement across 33% of sessions within the Supervisor Absent Condition and 

80% agreement across 50% of sessions within the Supervisor Present Condition. Finally, 

observers calculated 93% agreement across 50% of sessions during the maintenance phase 

Across all phases (i.e., Baseline, Post-ACTraining, and Maintenance) and conditions of the 

study, observers calculated an average of 89% agreement for Peggy’s level of task engagement 

across 36% of sessions. 

Research Design 

The current study employed a concurrent multiple baseline across participants design 

featuring comparison and maintenance probes to evaluate the effect of an ACTraining session 

upon graduate-level staff member’s task engagement within an ABA demonstration classroom in 

the absence of a discriminable, direct supervisor. The multiple baseline design consisted of three 

phases: (a) Baseline, (b) Post-ACTraining, and (c) Maintenance. 
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The first phase of the study captured the concurrent performance of all participants under 

unaltered, baseline conditions. The second phase, introduced to participants individually in a 

staggered fashion, began following the delivery of an ACTraining session adapted from the 

procedures of Little et al. (2020). Finally, the third phase of the study, beginning after stable 

performance consistent across at least six data points in the second phase, consisted of 

maintenance probes collected every third session until the end of the study. 

The multiple baseline across participants design demonstrates an intervention’s effect on 

a target participant’s behavior through the staggered introduction of the intervention across 

participants, concluding that the effect can be attributed to the intervention if and only if a target 

participant’s behavior changes following intervention while the behavior of participants not yet 

introduced to intervention remains stable (Gast & Ledford, 2009; Lane & Gast, 2014). However, 

the staggered introduction of intervention over time introduces potential history and maturation 

threats to internal validity. The experimenter accounted for potential history threats by 

prolonging observation until responding stabilized across all participants in the baseline phase 

before introducing intervention to a participant. To better detect potential maturation over time, 

the experimenter coded a maximum of three observation sessions per day, two days per week per 

participant. Additionally, the observer randomized the selection of play periods used for 

observation sessions each day (i.e., documented eligible play periods, organized these periods 

into 5 min intervals, and randomly selected the three observation sessions) to limit observer bias 

for instances in which there were more than 15 min of footage eligible for observation. To 

further account for threats to internal validity, the experimenter randomized the assignment of 

the three participants to their respective tiers. 
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Performance Stability and Phase Change Criteria 

With respect to data stability, the experimenter adapted the criterion rationalized by Lane 

& Gast (2014) to accommodate the anticipated variability of the study’s dependent variable. 

Specifically, the experimenter deemed performance data to be stable within a given phase if the 

final three values within a given phase for a participant fell within +/− 25% of these three data 

points’ mean value and did not exhibit a steep ascending or descending trend as interpreted 

through general visual analysis of performance graphs. If participants did not exhibit stability in 

baseline prior to intervention, the experimenter withheld intervention until performance data 

stabilized. Following the introduction of one participant to intervention, the experimenter only 

introduced the next participant in the tier sequence to intervention upon satisfaction of two 

criteria: (a) the next participant’s baseline performance exhibited stability and (b) the 

participant’s performance levels in the intervention phase exhibited no overlap with the previous 

baseline phase for three consecutive data points (Ledford & Lambert, 2024). Despite the 

introduction of the next participant to intervention, a participant in intervention did not move to 

the maintenance phase until performance exhibited even stricter stability (i.e., at least 80% of 

values fell within +/−25% of the median value without a steep ascending or descending trend) in 

the intervention phase (Lane & Gast, 2014). 

Procedures 

General Procedures 

Observation. Prior to the study, the experimenter acquired the informed consent of the 

demonstration classroom’s supervising BCBAs, the participants’ responsible BCBAs, and the 

participants themselves to observe staff performance in the classroom and introduce intervention. 

The experimenter conducted observation sessions remotely and asynchronously through video 
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footage recorded via a Garmin VIRB 360 camera that hung from the ceiling above the two play 

centers. This method of observation enabled the observers to measure task engagement in a 

relatively covert manner. Given that the camera recorded video throughout the duration of the 

workday, participants could not discriminate if or when they would be observed for the study. 

Data was not collected on student behavior as the purpose of the study was to observe and 

manipulate staff task engagement. 

On the two days each week in which the participants served in the demonstration 

classroom, the observer arrived at approximately 8:00 AM without announcing his presence in 

the classroom to the participants or other staff members beyond polite greetings or small talk 

with nearby staff members or supervisors. Upon arrival, the experimenter or a classroom 

supervisor approached the play centers and manually activated the ceiling camera while the staff 

members prepared the classroom for the arrival of the students. At approximately 1:00 PM, the 

experimenter deactivated and removed the camera while the staff members engaged with the 

students during lunch in a separate part of the classroom. The experimenter then uploaded the 

recorded video to the VIRB Edit application for data collection on a secure laptop. If asked about 

observation materials or activities, the observer responded, “I’m just completing work for my 

thesis!” or provided a functionally equivalent response to mitigate the influence of his presence 

on staff performance. 

Condition Criteria. The experimenter observed a participant if he or she met each of the 

following criteria: (a) the participant had been assigned to a student who was present in the 

demonstration classroom; (b) the participant had been scheduled to engage with the student in 

one of the two play centers; (c) the participant had not been assigned to serve as an active 

participant, confederate, or implementer for a different study at the time of observation; and (d) 
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the participant’s responsible supervisor was absent from the classroom. Collectively, these 

observation parameters comprised the Supervisor Absent Condition, served as the parameters of 

the data points within the multiple baseline design, and guided formative analysis of performance 

data throughout the study. 

In addition to observation sessions collected under the Supervisor Absent Condition, 

observers conducted comparison probes of staff performance under the parameters of the 

Supervisor Present Condition. The Supervisor Present Condition shared all parameters of the 

Supervisor Absent Condition with one exception; the participant’s responsible supervisor must 

be present in the classroom either (a) actively providing the participant with supervision in the 

play centers or (b) working independently (e.g., reviewing student protocols or data) within 

proximity of the play centers (i.e., less than 12 ft away). Data from these probes did not guide 

formative analysis; however, these probes did provide an additional standard against which the 

data of the multiple baseline design could be compared. For each participant, observers limited 

the number of sessions conducted under the Supervisor Present Condition to two sessions per 

day. 

Baseline 

The experimenter conducted observation sessions in the first phase of the study under the 

conditions and procedures specified outlined in the general procedures. Following the guidelines 

for stability and phase change criterion outlined in the research design section, the experimenter 

transitioned participants individually into the next phase of the study in a staggered fashion. 

Post-ACTraining 

Session Introduction. To initiate the intervention phase of the study, the experimenter 

conducted a one-time, 75 min ACTraining session with a participant in an individual format. One 
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day prior to conducting the ACTraining intervention, the experimenter sent the participant an 

email that included a description of general purpose of the session, the time at which the session 

would take place, and a request that the participant not share the contents of the session until 

after the study had been completed. Before the participant arrived at the classroom on the day of 

intervention, the experimenter prepared all intervention materials within the training space in the 

arrangement outlined in the materials section. Upon arrival, the experimenter exchanged 

greetings and invited the participant to the training space. Following this transition, the 

experimenter introduced the ACTraining session with a brief yet detailed description of the 

session’s goals, the itinerary, the materials, and the respective roles of the experimenter and 

participant within the session. Notably, the experimenter did not directly reference the study’s 

dependent variable throughout the session. Instead, the experimenter stated that the ACTraining 

session aimed to (a) help make the time spent in play centers more rewarding for the participant 

and (b) help the participant become an even better therapist when working with the students in 

the play centers. Additionally, the experimenter emphasized that he would be completing each 

activity alongside the participant. After providing the overview of the ACTraining session, the 

experimenter facilitated exercises and activities targeting three ACT behavioral processes: 

present moment attention, values, and committed action. 

Present moment attention. The experimenter first implemented the Notice Five Things 

and Drop Anchor exercises as outlined in Harris (2009), framing the exercises as a “warm-up” 

for the session’s other activities. Given that both exercises require the participant to engage in 

behaviors unobservable to the experimenter, the experimenter and participant established a 

simple intraverbal system that enabled the participant to quickly communicate task completion 

with minimal distraction. For example, if the experimenter instructed, “Listen carefully and 
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notice five things that you can hear,” the participant would engage in a pre-established response 

(e.g., head nod, grunt, etc.) to indicate that five stimuli had been identified and that he or she was 

ready for the next instruction. After briefly practicing communication, the experimenter directed 

the participant to the relevant sections of the ACTraining Materials Package and read aloud the 

opening text for the Notice Five Things exercise. Specifically, this text prompted participants to 

practice the exercise when encumbered by thoughts and feelings. The experimenter then 

delivered the five instructions of the exercise, pausing to provide an example of stimulus class 

member (e.g., “I can feel my watch pressing against my wrist”) if necessary and to wait for the 

participant to confirm completion of the task. Upon completion of all steps, the experimenter 

prompted the participant to share a few of the stimuli that they had not noticed prior to engaging 

in the exercise but identified during the exercise. The experimenter then directed the participant 

to the Drop Anchor exercise and read aloud the opening text that also prompted the participant to 

practice the exercise when encumbered by thoughts and feelings. Next, the experimenter guided 

the participant through the Drop Anchor exercise in the same fashion as the Notice Five Things 

exercise. Upon completion of all steps, the experimenter prompted the participant to share how 

they felt after completing the two exercises before thanking the participant for her active 

participation and transitioning to the next activity. 

Values. After the warm-up activity, the experimenter introduced participants to the 

concept of values, referencing the opening script of the Quick Look at Your Values exercise 

provided in Harris (2009) to describe values. The experimenter then directed the participant to 

the relevant section in the ACTraining Materials Package before reading aloud the initial 

instructions of the Quick Look at Your Values exercise. Specifically, the experimenter prompted 

the participant to read and rate each value presented within a list of 58 common values or to 
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write a different value in one of two free spaces if he or she felt that one of his or her personal 

values were not represented. The experimenter then completed the rating portion of the activity 

alongside the participant and waited for the participant to indicate task completion. After both 

the experimenter and the participant had rated all the listed values, the experimenter prompted 

the participant to select his or her top six values. Following task completion, the experimenter 

prompted the participant to reflect with the experimenter upon their chosen values. Specifically, 

the experimenter posed three questions: (a) why do our top chosen values matter to us; (b) do we 

always live by our values; and (c) what do we personally receive by living according to our 

chosen values? For each reflection question, the experimenter modeled a response based on his 

personal experience and values and prompted the participant to share aloud or write his or her 

response to the question. The experimenter responded to any written or spoken response 

provided by the participant with vocal affirmation, which he would continue to do throughout the 

remainder of the session. After the participant had responded to each question, the experimenter 

posed the rhetoric question, “can we embody our values in the workplace,” to serve as a 

transition into the next activity. 

Committed Action. Following the values identification and reflection activity, the 

experimenter introduced The Willingness and Action Plan adapted from Harris (2009), providing 

an overview of the activity’s objectives and directing the participant to her physical copy of the 

plan. Following this introduction, the experimenter prompted the participant to write her name 

and the date on the plan then modeled the behavior himself, each claiming personal ownership 

over their respective documents. 

The experimenter then guided the participant through the goal identification process 

within the ACTraining session’s context, modeling goal identification through a personal 
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example in the demonstration classroom context. Notably, the experimenter did not use any 

examples from a play context (e.g., play centers, recess, etc.) as to not bias the participant’s goal 

selection. Next, the experimenter prompted the participant to imagine herself with a student in 

the play centers, assisting the participant in the process by vocally illustrating features such as 

the time of day, toys, and noise. When the participant indicated that she could picture the space, 

the experimenter prompted her to think of a personal goal that she can achieve or work towards 

in the play centers, write it in her plan, and share it aloud if she felt comfortable. After vocally 

affirming the participant’s response, the experimenter requested that she reflect upon, write 

down, and share the values that underly this chosen goal. 

Once the pair had each related their personal values to their respective chosen goals in 

discussion, the experimenter asked the participant to discern and list specific actions available to 

her in the play context that can bring her closer towards her goal and, in turn, her personal 

values. As the participant reflected, the experimenter referred to his goal’s familiar context to 

identify and share examples of specific actions aligned with his objectives. When the participant 

indicated that she had finished writing her list, the experimenter prompted her to share items 

from her list, reinforcing any response provided by the participant and redirecting attention back 

to the play centers context as necessary. 

The experimenter then introduced the notion of willingness to “make room for” 

discomfort as described in Harris (2009). In this effort, the experimenter described and shared 

examples of thoughts, memories, feelings, sensations, and urges that produced discomfort that he 

faces in pursuit of a goal. After sharing his own experience, the experimenter asked the 

participant to reflect upon her own experience with discomfort when working with students in 

the play centers. Specifically, the experimenter posed three questions: (a) what sort of discomfort 
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might we face when working with our students in play; (b) how might these private events affect 

our outward behavior while with our students; and (c) could you imagine any benefits we might 

experience by making room for these uncomfortable experiences? For each reflection question, 

the experimenter responded based on his personal experience and values before prompting the 

participant to share aloud or write his or her response to the question. Following this discussion, 

the experimenter directed the participant to write down the thoughts, memories, feelings, 

sensations, and urges for which she is willing to make room in service of her goal. To conclude 

this segment, the experimenter encouraged the participant to write down a simple, supportive 

statement that could be repeated during moments of discomfort, reminding her of the goal and 

values she approaches by making room for unpleasant private events. 

The final portion of The Willingness and Action Plan centered around the participant’s 

commitment to an action hierarchically contained within the participant’s goal and, 

consequently, her values. This commitment process required the participant to: (a) break down 

the identified value-driven actions into a list even smaller actions as necessary; (b) select the 

smallest, easiest action from this list; (c) envision herself engaging in this action, despite 

discomfort, and enjoying its short and long-term benefits; and (d) selecting the time, day, and 

date in which she will take this first step towards her goal and values. After participating in and 

guiding the participant through this commitment process, the experimenter congratulated the 

participant for completing the ACTraining session, thanked her for actively engaging in all the 

activities, then permitted her to leave with the completed documents from the ACTraining 

Materials Package with the request that she not share the session’s content or materials with her 

peers in the demonstration classroom. Additionally, the experimenter informed the participant 
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that he would send a survey via email approximately two weeks after the ACTraining session to 

collect her feedback regarding the session’s content. 

Post-Training Observation and Remediation. Observers collected footage of 

participant performance in the play centers following the ACTraining session in the same 

manner as described in the general procedures. The time span between the ACTraining session’s 

conclusion and the first observation session varied depending on the participant’s assigned 

schedule in the demonstration classroom; however, observers conducted at least three 

observation sessions on the same day in which intervention occurred. If the participant exhibited 

an initial increase in level in task engagement followed by a consistent, visible decline in 

performance (i.e., a 30% decrease from the average value of the first three data points collected 

in the Post-ACTraining phase of the study), the experimenter sent the participant a text message 

reminding her to review The Willingness and Action Plan developed in the workshop. After this 

conditional prompt and the collection of at least six data points in the Post-ACTraining phase, 

the experimenter waited for participant data to stabilize before graduating the participant to the 

maintenance phase of the study, even if performance levels did not recover. If the participant did 

not require this conditional prompt, the experimenter graduated the participant to the 

maintenance phase after the collection of at least six stable data points in the Post-ACTraining 

phase. With respect to probes of participant performance levels in the presence of her responsible 

supervisor, observers conducted probes in the same manner as described in the general 

procedures. 

Maintenance 

The experimenter conducted observation sessions in the third phase of the multiple 

baseline design under the same conditions and protocols detailed in the general procedures. 
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However, observers conducted at most one observation session per three session opportunities 

(i.e., one session per workday) for a given participant to observe the maintenance of performance 

levels following the conclusion of the Post-ACTraining phase. Observers continued this method 

of intermittent observation until the conclusion of the study, indicated by the collection of two 

maintenance probes for the third participant introduced to intervention. With respect to probes of 

participant performance levels in the presence of her responsible supervisor, observers conducted 

a maximum of one Supervisor Present Condition probe for every Supervisor Absent Condition 

maintenance probe. 

Procedural Fidelity 

The experimenter employed checklists to collect and evaluate procedural fidelity in the 

observation and intervention. The secondary observer completed the Observation Procedural 

Fidelity Checklist for the primary observer’s performance through direct observation to verify 

that each parameter in which observers were to collect task engagement had been satisfied. The 

secondary observer completed the ACTraining Procedural Fidelity Checklist via retroactive 

video observation to ensure that intervention had been delivered with fidelity. Observers and the 

experimenter possessed these documents within their respective sessions to reference as needed. 

The primary observer conducted observations with 100% procedural fidelity across 38% 

of observation sessions. Additionally, the experimenter conducted the ACTraining session with 

100% procedural fidelity with Angelica, 100% procedural fidelity with Eliza, and 100% 

procedural fidelity with Peggy. 

Social Validity 

Outcome Validity. The experimenter recruited two naïve raters unaffiliated with the 

study to gauge the social validity of performance levels and changes generated by the study’s 
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interventions. A BCBA doctoral candidate and site lead in the neighboring severe behavior clinic 

served as the first rater. A BCBA-D post-doctoral fellow and master’s program supervisor served 

as the second rater. The experimenter temporarily provided the raters with six 5 min videos on a 

secure hard drive displaying the task engagement performance of each participant during the 

Baseline phase and the Post-ACTraining phase. Each video contained an observation session for 

which observers had collected reliability data and had scored performance to be within +/− 10% 

of the corresponding phase’s median value for the respective participant. In addition to the 

videos, the experimenter provided the naive raters with the Outcome Validity Survey and the 

Observation Reference Sheet. 

The survey consisted of a general overview of its contents and instructions for 

completion. For each video, the survey asked raters to score the participant’s performance levels 

using a behaviorally anchored rating (BAR) scale with five options: (a) the individual exhibited 

task engagement for approximately 0% of the session; (b) the individual exhibited task 

engagement for approximately 25% of the session; (c) the individual exhibited task engagement 

for approximately 50% of the session; (d) the individual exhibited task engagement for 

approximately 75% of the session; and (e) the individual exhibited task engagement for 

approximately 100% of the session. Paired with each BAR scale item, the survey included a 

Likert scale that requested the raters score the performance in the same video as (a) 

unsatisfactory, (b) marginal, (c) meets expectations, (d) exceeds expectations, or (e) exceptional. 

The survey balanced the video sequence by randomizing the order of videos. Although the 

survey requested that raters respond to each item immediately after watching its corresponding 

video, the survey did not lock the raters’ responses, allowing them to change their responses after 

viewing all videos. 
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Intervention Acceptability. After the experimenter had completed all observations for a 

participant, the experimenter sent the participant an email requesting that he or she complete the 

ACTraining Acceptability Survey. The survey adapted the intervention acceptability measures 

employed in Little et al. (2020) to gather participant feedback regarding the intervention’s 

accessibility, relevance to the participant’s work, and perceived benefit to the participant’s 

professional development. 

The survey consisted of nine items. The first four items requested participants to report 

their name and demographic information relevant to the study, specifically, the participant’s 

racial or ethnic identity, gender identity, and age in accordance with American Psychological 

Association recommendations. The latter five items assessed intervention acceptability with 

Likert scale including the rating options (a) strongly disagree, (b) disagree, (c) neutral, (d) agree, 

and (e) strongly agree. The fifth item included three statements to which a participant could 

express her agreement. The first statement measured the participant’s perceived change in her 

competency when working in the classroom’s play centers following intervention. The second 

statement assessed the participant’s perceived change in her performance when working in the 

same context following intervention. The experimenter included these entries as two distinct 

statements given that one’s increased competency does not always translate into increased 

performance (Denne et al., 2015). The third statement assessed the participant’s likelihood to use 

or request a similar ACTraining session to support different professional skills in the future. The 

sixth item also included three statements. The first two statements measured a participant’s 

change in her valuation of time spent in the play spaces following intervention whereas the third 

question measured a participant’s likelihood of using a similar ACTraining session to enhance 

one’s experience in a different context. The seventh, eighth, and ninth items asked participants to 
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rate the accessibility, relevance, and likelihood of future implementation of the (a) Notice Five 

Things and Drop Anchor exercises, (b) Quick Look at Your Values activity, and (c) The 

Willingness and Action Plan activity respectively.  
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CHAPTER 3 

Results 

Task Engagement 

In this study, researchers covertly observed the level of unsupervised task engagement 

exhibited by graduate student staff in an ABA demonstration classroom. In addition to 

unsupervised performance, researchers observed staff performance in the presence of their 

designated responsible supervisor. Figure 1 depicts three participants’ level of task engagement 

across both conditions prior to and following a one-time 75 min ACTraining session. Table 1 

depicts the values and committed actions selected by each participant during their respective 

ACTraining session. The concurrent observation of all participants’ respective levels of task 

engagement prior to and following ACTraining enabled researchers to evaluate the presence of a 

functional relation between the introduction of an ACTraining session and increases in the level 

of unsupervised task engagement. Angelica, Eliza, and Peggy exhibited immediate, substantial 

increases in performance following the introduction of an ACTraining session that maintained or 

elevated across the Post-ACTraining and Maintenance phases of the study. Further, by virtue of 

the multiple baseline across participants design, researchers observed these demonstrations of 

effect at three different points in time. The relative stability of participants’ performance in the 

Baseline phase as the experimenter introduced intervention in a staggered fashion suggests that 

substantive, positive behavior change occurred if and only if ACTraining had been introduced. 

The consolidation of these observations points towards the positive effect of the ACTraining 
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session upon unsupervised levels of task engagement as measured through a 10 s partial interval 

recording system. 

Baseline 

During the Baseline phase, Angelica exhibited task engagement in the play centers across 

a range of 0-23% of 10 s intervals within a 5 min session across nine sessions in the Supervisor 

Absent Condition. Her performance levels during baseline exhibited a moderate degree of 

variability without a clear ascending or descending trend before levels stabilized with a median 

of 10% and an interquartile range of 12%. As observers coded Angelica’s baseline performance, 

they regularly observed extended periods of notable distance between the participant and 

students, a low prevalence of brief, play-related vocal interaction if it occurred at all, and 

minimal physical contact with students or toys. In contrast, Angelica exhibited task engagement 

across an elevated range of 57-100% of session intervals across three comparison probes in the 

Supervisor Present Condition. Anecdotally, observers noted Angelica’s closer proximity to the 

student, increased vocalization towards the student, and increased task-oriented discussion in the 

presence of her responsible supervisor. 

Eliza exhibited task engagement in the play centers across a range of 30-73% of 

observation intervals across 12 sessions in the Baseline phase’s Supervisor Absent Condition. A 

single session (i.e., the third session with a value of 30%) contributed to an initially high degree 

of variability without an apparent ascending or descending trend before Baseline-phase 

performance levels stabilized with a median of 60% and an interquartile range of 8%. 

Anecdotally, Eliza’s baseline performance typically consisted of play-related vocal and physical 

interaction with the student and occasional, extended break periods in which the participant 

would engage in off-task behavior. Across five comparison probes in the Supervisor Present 
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Condition, observers calculated levels of task engagement to range from 70% to 83% of session 

intervals during the Baseline phase. Unlike her performance in the pre-study examination of task 

engagement (see Appendix A), Eliza’s performance across conditions exhibited a slight overlap 

during the Baseline phase. In the presence of her responsible supervisor, observers noted Eliza’s 

higher levels of vocal and physical interaction with the student and toys. 

During the 15 sessions that comprised of her Baseline phase, Peggy exhibited task 

engagement in the play centers across a range of 0-30% of session intervals in the Supervisor 

Absent Condition. Performance levels fluctuated significantly without a clear ascending or 

descending trend before stabilizing with a median of 10% and an interquartile range of 17%. 

Anecdotally, Peggy often requested an available coworker to monitor the student in the play 

space while she engaged in a classroom task unrelated to the student or the student’s behavior in 

the play space (e.g., set up small group instruction, input class-wide behavior data, etc.). When 

she remained in the play center, the participant would typically sit at the entrance of the play 

center, at times approaching the student to deliver a greeting or complete an NDBI trial before 

returning to the entrance. In contrast, Peggy exhibited task engagement across an elevated range 

of 57-80% of session intervals across three comparison probes in the Supervisor Present 

Condition. Although Peggy continued to leave to play center to complete other classroom tasks 

in her responsible supervisor’s presence, observers noted her relatively closer proximity to the 

student and increased play-related vocal interaction during observation sessions. 

Post-ACTraining 

Following the ACTraining session, Angelica exhibited task engagement in play centers 

across a range of 47-67% of session intervals across six sessions in the Supervisor Absent 

Condition. These elevated performance levels maintained and stabilized with a median of 58% 
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and an interquartile range of 13%. In comparison to Baseline-phase performance, Angelica’s task 

engagement level in the first session following ACTraining demonstrated an immediate 34% 

increase from the maximum performance level observed in the prior phase. In succeeding 

sessions, performance levels exhibited a moderate degree of variability yet remained within 

approximately +/−10% of the initial session task engagement level. Within the Post-ACTraining 

phase, Angelica exhibited a decline between the twelfth and thirteenth sessions, corresponding 

with a day change. Following the thirteenth session however, Angelica exhibited an increase in 

task engagement over the fourteenth and fifteenth session that suggested a slight ascending trend. 

Given that Angelica had met the technical definition of stability, had exhibited similar variability 

in the Baseline phase, and had not exhibited levels of task engagement that substantially 

exceeded levels observed in the first three Post-ACTraining observation sessions, the 

experimenter graduated Angelica to the Maintenance phase. Across these sessions, observers 

noted Angelica’s occasional implementation of PECS generalization trials, narration of the 

student’s play behaviors, and modeling of appropriate play behavior. With respect to 

performance in the Supervisor Present Condition, the level of task engagement observed within 

the single comparison probe collected in the Post-ACTraining phase (i.e., 73% of session 

intervals) fell within the range observed during Angelica’s Baseline phase. Anecdotally, 

Angelica exhibited similar topographies of task engagement behavior (e.g., PECS 

implementation) across the Supervisor Absent Condition and Supervisor Present Condition. 

Following ACTraining, Eliza exhibited task engagement in play centers across a range of 

87-100% of session intervals across six sessions in the Supervisor Absent Condition. Elevated 

performance levels maintained across all six sessions and stabilized with a median of 97% and 

an interquartile range of 10%. Compared to Baseline-phase performance, Eliza’s level of task 
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engagement in the first session following ACTraining demonstrated an immediate 27% increase 

from the maximum level of performance observed in the prior phase. Over the next five sessions, 

task engagement exhibited relatively little variability with only a slight descending trend between 

the sixteenth and seventeenth sessions. Given that Eliza’s performance had met stability criteria 

and did not overlap with unsupervised performance levels observed in the Baseline phase, the 

experimenter graduated her to the Maintenance phase after the collection of six Post-ACTraining 

sessions. In addition to a high prevalence of play-related vocal and physical interaction, 

observers noted Eliza’s use of narration, modeled play, and cooperative play to engage with the 

student during these sessions. Across the two comparison probes collected in the Post-

ACTraining phase, Eliza exhibited task engagement for 93% of intervals in both Supervisor 

Present Condition sessions. Anecdotally, Eliza exhibited similar topographies of task 

engagement behavior (e.g., play-related narration) across the Supervisor Absent Condition and 

Supervisor Present Condition. 

Upon completion of the ACTraining session, Peggy exhibited task engagement in play 

across a range of 40-63% of session intervals across six sessions in the Supervisor Absent 

Condition. Following the third observation session conducted in Peggy’s Post-ACTraining 

phase, the preschool class transferred from Classroom A to Classroom B. Despite the context 

change, Peggy’s level of unsupervised task engagement remained within the range observed for 

the three Post-ACTraining sessions conducted prior to the setting change. Elevated performance 

levels maintained across all six sessions and stabilized with a median of 48% and an interquartile 

range of 10%. Peggy’s level of task engagement in the first session following ACTraining 

demonstrated an immediate 10% increase from the maximum performance level observed in the 

Baseline phase. However, this change in performance level also reflected a 30% increase from 
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the Baseline phase’s median level of task engagement. Over the next five sessions, task 

engagement exhibited relatively little variability without an apparent ascending or descending 

trend. Following the collection of six sessions in the Post-ACTraining phase, the experimenter 

graduated Peggy into the Maintenance phase. Anecdotally, Peggy regularly conducted NDBI-

based teaching trials and probes, prompted naturalistic PECS usage, and vocally interacted with 

the student. However, Peggy continued to step away from the play center to engage in 

alternative, class-wide tasks despite the presence of available coworkers. Observers collected 

two comparison probes in the Supervisor Present Condition during the Post-ACTraining. In the 

first comparison probe, Peggy exhibited task engagement for 10% of session intervals. During 

this session, Peggy prepared materials for the student’s upcoming instructional session at a 

nearby rather than task engagement in the play centers for most intervals. In the second 

comparison probe, Peggy exhibited task engagement for 77% of session intervals. Unlike the 

first comparison probe, the participant practiced modeling play and embedding PECS trials 

within play at the explicit request of her responsible supervisor. Levels of task engagement in the 

Supervisor Absent Condition exceeded performance levels in the first comparison probe but did 

not surpass the level of task engagement observed in the second comparison probe during the 

Post-ACTraining phase. 

Maintenance 

 Upon Angelica’s graduation to the maintenance phase, observers conducted two 

maintenance probes, collected four and five assigned practicum days after the ACTraining 

session respectively. Temporally, this distance equated to 19 and 21 days after the ACTraining 

session. The transition from Classroom A to Classroom B and the participant’s vacation days 

account for this extended gap between the last session within the ACTraining phase and the first 
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probe in the maintenance phase. In her first maintenance probe, Angelica exhibited task 

engagement for 90% of session intervals in the Supervisor Absent Condition, a 23% increase 

from the maximum performance level observed in the Post-ACTraining phase. In her second 

maintenance probe, Angelica exhibited task engagement for 70% of session intervals in the 

Supervisor Absent Condition. Although this observation session represented a steep decline from 

the previous maintenance probe, the level of task engagement remained above the maximum 

level observed in the Post-ACTraining phase by a margin of 3%. Observers also conducted a 

Supervisor Present Condition comparison probe 19 days after the ACTraining session in which 

Angelica exhibited task engagement for 70% of session intervals. Across all three probes, 

observers noted the relatively high prevalence of PECS implementation, modeled play, and vocal 

interaction exhibited by Angelica during observation sessions. 

 Upon Eliza’s graduation to the maintenance phase, observers conducted two maintenance 

probes, collected four and six assigned practicum days after her ACTraining session. 

Temporally, this distance equated to 14 and 21 days after the ACTraining session. The transition 

from Classroom A to Classroom B and the participant’s vacation days account for this extended 

gap between the last session within the ACTraining phase and the first probe in the maintenance 

phase. In her first and second maintenance probe, Eliza exhibited task engagement for 93% and 

83% of session intervals in the Supervisor Absent Condition respectively. Anecdotally, the 

observed topographies of task engagement exhibited by Eliza (e.g., physical and vocal 

interaction, narration, etc.) remained consistent across the Post-ACTraining and Maintenance 

phases. No Supervisor Present Condition comparison probes were collected during the 

Maintenance phase in part due to technical limitations to observation in Classroom B and 

variable supervisor schedules. 
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 Upon Peggy’s graduation to the maintenance phase of the study, observers conducted two 

maintenance probes, collected three and five assigned practicum days after the ACTraining 

session respectively. Temporally, this distance equated to 8 and 15 days after the ACTraining 

session. Unlike the previous two participants, Peggy’s graduation into the maintenance phase did 

not correspond with the transition from Classroom A into Classroom B. As such, the gap in 

scheduled data collection (i.e., the jump between the first and second maintenance session) is 

only attributed to technical obstructions to observation in Classroom B. In her first and second 

maintenance probe, Peggy exhibited task engagement for 77% and 67% of session intervals in 

the Supervisor Absent Condition respectively. Despite an observable decrease in the level of task 

engagement within the maintenance phase, Peggy exhibited higher levels of task engagement 

across both maintenance probes than the maximum level observed during the Post-ACTraining 

phase. Anecdotally, this level increase corresponded with a high prevalence of previously 

observed topographies of task engagement (e.g., PECS implementation and modeled play) and 

the emergence of cooperative play behaviors that had not been observed during any of Peggy’s 

prior sessions. No Supervisor Present Condition comparison probes were collected during the 

Maintenance phase in part due to technical limitations to observation in Classroom B and 

variable supervisor schedules. Despite this therapeutic behavior change, Peggy continued to exit 

the play centers to complete other classroom tasks despite the availability of other staff. 

Outcome Validity 

 To gauge the social validity of the ACTraining session’s outcomes, the experimenter 

recruited two naïve experts affiliated with the university’s ABA master’s program to rate 

representative samples of each participant’s performance using a BAR scale and Likert scale. 

Employing the selection process described in the study’s method, the experimenter provided 
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experts with footage of Angelica’s eighth session (scored session intervals = 13%) and tenth 

session (scored session intervals = 57%) to represent Baseline-phase and Post-ACTraining phase 

performance respectively. Likewise, the experimenter provided Eliza’s sixth (scored session 

intervals = 53%) and thirteenth session (scored session intervals = 100%) to represent 

performance in the Baseline phase and Post-ACTraining phase. For Peggy, the experimenter 

provided her seventh (scored session intervals = 10%) and eighteenth session (scored session 

intervals = 63%) to represent Baseline-phase and Post-ACTraining-phase performance 

respectively. The experts’ BAR scale scores and Likert scale scores are displayed in Table 2 and 

Table 3 respectively. 

BAR Scale Scores 

The first rater, an independent BCBA site lead, gave Angelica’s performance in both 

phases a score of 2, indicating that Angelica exhibited task engagement for approximately 25% 

of both sessions. For Eliza, the site lead scored her performance in the Baseline phase as a 4 and 

performance in the Post-ACTraining phase as a 5, indicating exhibition of task engagement for 

approximately 75% and 100% of each respective session. When rating Peggy’s sessions, the first 

rater gave her Baseline-phase performance a 2 and her Post-ACTraining-phase performance a 5, 

indicating exhibition of task engagement for approximately 25% and 100% of each respective 

session. 

The second rater, an independent BCBA-D supervisor, scored Angelica’s Baseline-phase 

performance as a 2 and Post-ACTraining-phase performance as a 3, indicating exhibition of task 

engagement for approximately 25% and 50% of each respective session. For Eliza, the doctoral-

level supervisor scored performance in both phases as a 5, indicating that Eliza exhibited task 

engagement for approximately 100% of both sessions. For Peggy, the second rater gave Peggy’s 
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performance in the Baseline phase a 2 and performance in the Post-ACTraining phase a 5, 

indicating exhibition of task engagement for approximately 25% and 100% of each respective 

session. 

Averaging the responses, experts perceived an increase of 0.5 in Angelica’s performance 

from the Baseline phase to the Post-ACTraining phase, an increase of 0.5 in Eliza’s performance, 

and an increase of 3 in Peggy’s performance. Although the degree of reported performance 

change varied between raters, these aggregated results indicate that naïve observers perceived an 

increase in the level of task engagement exhibited across all participants within the parameters of 

the Outcome Validity Survey. 

Likert Scale Scores 

The first rater, a BCBA site lead, gave Angelica’s performance in both phases a score of 

1, indicating unsatisfactory performance. The BCBA gave Eliza’s performance in the Baseline 

phase a 3 and performance in the Post-ACTraining phase a 5, indicating performance that meets 

expectations and exceptional performance respectively. When rating Peggy’s sessions, the first 

rater gave her Baseline-phase performance a 1 and her Post-ACTraining-phase performance a 4, 

indicating unsatisfactory performance and performance that exceeds expectations respectively. 

The second rater, a doctoral-level site lead, scored Angelica’s Baseline-phase 

performance as a 2 and Post-ACTraining-phase performance as a 3, indicating marginal 

performance and performance that meets expectations respectively. The BCBA-D gave Eliza’s 

performance in both phases a score of 4, indicating that Eliza exhibited performance that exceeds 

expectations. For Peggy, the second rater gave Peggy’s performance in the Baseline phase a 2 

and performance in the Post-ACTraining phase a 4, indicating marginal performance and 

performance that exceeds expectations respectively. 
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Aggregated, these measures indicate a perceived increase of 0.5 in Angelica’s 

performance from the Baseline phase to the Post-ACTraining phase, an increase of 1 in Eliza’s 

performance, and an increase of 2.5 in Peggy’s performance. Like the BAR scale results, these 

Likert Scale measures indicate that naïve observers detected positive performance change from 

the Baseline phase to the Post-ACTraining phase within the parameters of the Outcome Validity 

Survey. However, the incorporation of survey response options rooted solely in the experience of 

the raters (e.g., unsatisfactory, exceptional, etc.) indicates that observers on average detected a 

change in performance that is relevant through the lens of employee supervision as well (e.g., a 

change from unsatisfactory performance to performance that exceeds expectations). 

ACTraining Acceptability 

The experimenter surveyed participants to ascertain the ACTraining session’s 

acceptability with respect to implementation accessibility, relevance to the practicum context, 

and benefit to participants’ professional development. In Table 4, the participants’ responses 

have been displayed and organized by survey item into four categories: (a) perceived 

accessibility, (b) perceived relevance, (c) perceived benefit, and (d) prospective use. 

With respect to accessibility, the present moment attention exercises received an average 

score of 5, indicating that participants strongly agreed that the exercises were easy to follow. 

Likewise, the values clarification activity received a mean score of 5, indicating a similar level of 

perceived accessibility. Unlike the previous two activities, the goal setting activity received an 

average score of 4.7 with Angelica, the first participant, providing a score of 4. Overall, 

participants agreed that the exercises and activities employed during the ACTraining session 

were easy to follow from a trainee’s perspective. 
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Regarding contextual relevance, the present moment attention exercises received an 

average score of 4.3, whereas both the values clarification activity and goal setting activity 

received average scores of 5. Angelica and Peggy both gave the present moment attention 

exercises scores of 4. Although on average the present moment attention exercises were regarded 

as less relevant than the values and committed action activities, participants expressed agreement 

that all exercises and activities bore some relevance to the practicum context. 

Concerning benefit to professional development, participants moderately agreed that the 

ACTraining session improved their overall ability to work with students in the play centers, 

providing an average score of 4.3. Likewise, participants expressed moderate agreement with the 

statement that they are working more effectively with the students in the play centers following 

the ACTraining, giving an average score of 4.3 as well. On average, participants expressed less 

agreement with the statement that they find the time spent in the play centers to be more 

rewarding following the ACTraining session, with Angelica, Eliza, and Peggy providing scores 

of 3, 4, and 5 respectively for a mean score of 4. However, participants expressed higher 

agreement with the statement that they place greater value upon their work with students in the 

play centers, giving an average score of 4.3. Overall, participants reported to find the 

ACTraining session to be beneficial to their professional development related to the instructive 

play context; however, not all participants agreed that the intervention enhanced the personal 

reward yielded within the play centers. 

Pertaining to prospective use, participants broadly expressed willingness to participate in 

or implement the ACTraining session as well as its components in the future. When surveyed 

about the ACTraining session as a package, participants expressed agreement that they would 

use the ACTraining session to support a different professional skill, indicated by a mean score of 
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4.7. Further, participants expressed agreement that they would use the ACTraining session to 

enhance a trainee’s or their own experience in a different workplace context, giving an average 

score of 4.7. Angelica scored agreement with both items as a 4, whereas the other two 

participants provided scores of 5 for each item. When divided into individual components, the 

present moment attention exercises, values clarification activity, and goal setting activity 

received average scores of 4.3, 5, and 4.7 respectively, indicating that participants are least likely 

to use the present moment attention exercises again and most likely to use the values clarification 

activity in the future. 

Overall, the ACTraining Acceptability Survey indicates that participants found the 

ACTraining session to be accessible, contextually relevant, and beneficial to their professional 

development. This conclusion is further supported by participants’ expressed willingness to 

participate in or implement the ACTraining session and its individual components in the future. 

The implications of these survey results and any potential relation between participants’ 

responses and performance will be expanded upon in the discussion section. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Discussion 

The Current Study 

 The current study sought to evaluate the effect of a one-time, 75 min ACTraining session 

upon graduate students’ level of unsupervised task engagement (i.e., active engagement, active 

treatment, data collection, and task-oriented discussion) in an ABA demonstration preschool 

classroom. The use of covert yet direct observation methods reflected the study’s aim to expand 

the generality of the previous ACTraining literature’s findings into more common, naturalistic 

workplace settings. Three eligible participants were included in the study upon exhibiting 

differentiated levels of task engagement in the presence and in the absence of their responsible 

supervisor. The study’s results suggest that an ACTraining session generated substantial, durable 

increases in the prevalence of unsupervised task engagement among staff in the classroom’s play 

centers. Further, extended observation of participant performance through maintenance probes 

collected after the Post-ACTraining phase suggests that the observed increases in performance 

persist over a two-week period. Independent experts’ BAR scale and Likert scale ratings of 

participant performance prior to and following the ACTraining session help substantiate a 

positive functional relation between the ACTraining session and levels of task engagement, 

indicating that performance increases are both perceptible to naïve observers and relevant to the 

employee supervision context. Finally, intervention acceptability measures collected via survey 

indicate that participants found the intervention to be accessible, relevant to the work setting, and 

beneficial to professional development. The following sections discuss the study’s alignment and 
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departure from the relevant behavior analytic literature, limitations, and implications for practice 

and future research.  

Convergence and Divergence with Contemporary Literature 

The observed and socially validated increases in the level of task engagement align with 

the findings of previous research investigating the effect of ACTraining upon observable 

performance. Specifically, the current study’s findings extend the external validity of 

comprehensive ACTraining interventions which aimed to enhance values-behavior coherence 

among its participants to increase value-directed actions (Gould et al., 2018), active treatment 

and procedural fidelity (Pingo et al., 2020), as well as treatment integrity across different 

behavior intervention plans (Ragulan et al., 2023). Additionally, the current study’s results 

further validate the use of resource-effective, values-centered adaptations of the comprehensive 

ACTraining approach to increase staff-initiated interactions with clients (Castro et al., 2016) and 

staff trainer’s BST usage (Little et al., 2020). With respect to durability over time, Angelica, 

Eliza, and Peggy’s sustained elevated performance over a two-week post-intervention span 

aligns with trends observed across the previous studies in which participant performance either 

maintained or improved over extended periods following ACTraining (Pingo et al., 2020). 

Although Pingo et al. demonstrated the lack of a functional relation between self-reported 

psychometric measures and observable behavior, the intervention acceptability measures 

collected in the current study corroborate with those collected in Little et al. (2020), pointing 

towards values-behavior coherence’s role as a mediator of positive, rather than negative, 

reinforcement. 

The current study diverges from contemporary ACTraining literature through its mode of 

direct observation and other procedural measures intended to account for observer influence over 
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behavioral outcomes. The current study’s use of a video camera to asynchronously observe 

participant performance presents the clearest departure from other ACTraining studies’ use of a 

more traditional approach to direct observation (Chancey et al., 2019; Little et al., 2020; Pingo et 

al., 2020; Ragulan et al., 2023). To naturally integrate observation into the daily classroom 

schedule and account for variability in participant performance levels at different times of the 

day, the experimenter set the camera to record from approximately 8:00 AM to 1:00 PM on the 

participants’ scheduled practicum days for two months. Although potential participants 

understood that the camera recorded their performance in the play centers through the participant 

consent form and direct word-of-mouth, they had no knowledge of the specific behavior 

observed (i.e., task engagement) at any phase of the study. Through these two procedural 

measures, the experimenter approximated the conditions under which participants typically 

operate within the play centers. To verify this assertion, observers conducted comparison probes 

of potential participants’ performance in the presence of their responsible supervisor prior to and 

throughout the study. If a potential participant exhibited higher levels of task engagement in his 

or her supervisor’s presence, the experimenter included the individual in the study and concluded 

that his or her performance recorded in the absence of the responsible supervisor better reflected 

naturalistic, unsupervised performance. Notably, qualifying participants’ levels of task 

engagement did not exhibit any discernible sensitivity to the experimenter’s discriminable 

presence inside or near the play centers during any phase of the study (i.e., Baseline, Post-

ACTraining, or Maintenance). Participants’ lack of sensitivity to the experimenter’s irregular 

presence across different observation sessions compared to their sensitivity to the responsible 

supervisor’s presence further affirms the experimenter’s assumption that the employed 

procedural measures adequately mitigated the influence of the observer and camera upon 
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performance. Likewise, these precautionary protocols support the interpretation that the observed 

performance increases in the absence of the responsible supervisor represent the generalization 

of ACTraining outcomes into contexts more reflective of naturalistic, unsupervised work 

settings. 

The study’s utilization of comparison probes also serves to distinguish its findings from 

previous research with respect to the social validity of ACTraining outcomes. Although the 

degree to which independent observers detected a substantive change in performance before and 

after the ACTraining session varied between participants and observers, the aggregated expert 

ratings of performance indicated a contextually relevant increase in performance across each 

participant. The comparison probes, though lacking the experimental rigor of observation 

sessions conducted in the Supervisor Absent Condition, serve as an additional socially valid 

standard against which improvements in unsupervised participant performance can be validated. 

Notably, each participant’s level of task engagement in the Supervisor Absent Condition 

following the ACTraining session overlapped or surpassed levels of task engagement exhibited 

in the Supervisor Present Condition across all phases of the study. These results support the 

interpretation that unsupervised performance approximated or, in some instances, surpassed the 

performance expectations established by the responsible supervisor during active supervision 

settings. Synthesizing the results of direct observation with the results of the Outcome Validity 

Survey, the procedures and consequent findings of the current study establish a preliminary 

foundation upon which ACTraining outcomes can be contextually validated. 

In addition to the generalization and validation of the values-centered ACTraining 

session’s outcomes, the current study sought to expand the procedures and measurements related 

to intervention acceptability. Inspired by the study of value-directed action as a dependent 
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variable tailored to individual participants in Gould et al. (2018), the current study significantly 

expanded upon the definition of active treatment in Pingo et al. (2020) to include a wider breadth 

of behaviors relevant to instructive play in clinical contexts (i.e., active engagement, data 

collection, task-oriented discussion). This interpretation of task engagement captures a broader 

set of job-related behavior and, in turn, detects a greater variety of behaviors to which 

participants may relate the personal values discussed during the ACTraining session (Gould et 

al., 2018; Paliliunas, 2022; Tarbox et al., 2020). Additionally, the experimenter carefully tailored 

the definition of task engagement to dovetail the direct contingency supports within the 

classroom that promote work-related behavior in the play centers. These evidence-based 

supports, described further in the Setting and Materials sections, included task-specific training, 

task clarification resources, task prompts, and regular supervisor feedback among other resources 

to enhance staff performance in the play centers (Carr et al., 2013). This adherence to existing 

classroom protocols and materials in the development of the dependent variable enabled 

observation of the ACTraining session’s capacity to augment the effects of existing direct 

contingency interventions (e.g., BST) without the potentially coercive influence of the 

experimenter’s dual role over participant behavior in Little et al. (2020). Specifically, by 

detaching the ACTraining interventionist (i.e., the experimenter) from any specific play-related 

behavior prior to the ACTraining session, the current study’s procedures diminished the 

experimenter’s influence over participants’ selection of committed action(s) during the goal 

setting activity. In effect, the participants’ increased exhibition of selected committed action(s) 

following ACTraining may more likely indicate the transformation of the selected behaviors’ 

stimulus function into that of a discriminative stimulus for positive reinforcement via 

engagement in value-aligned behavior (Tarbox et al., 2020). The results of both direct 
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observation and the ACTraining Acceptability Survey support this interpretation. The persistence 

of elevated performance levels following ACTraining across all participants for an extended 

period better reflects performance maintained by positive reinforcement rather than negative 

reinforcement (Daniels, 2016; Pingo et al., 2022). To an even greater extent than the 

maintenance of enhanced performance exhibited by all participants across time and settings, the 

increased performance levels exhibited by Angelica and Peggy within their respective 

maintenance probes point towards the positive reinforcement of task engagement. The 

participants’ self-reported satisfaction with the ACTraining session, specifically towards the 

domains of perceived benefit and prospective use, further support the interpretation of values-

centered intervention as a mediator of positive reinforcement. 

Limitations 

Despite the current study’s potential contributions to the ACTraining literature, the 

procedures and design of the study present a few limitations to the study’s conclusions. First, 

technological limitations related to audio fidelity served as a systemic cause of disagreement 

between the primary and secondary observers due to their respective use and non-use of earbuds 

when coding observation sessions. Consequently, the primary observer occasionally scored 

intervals for the occurrence of vocalization-based task engagement (e.g., narration, task-oriented 

discussion, etc.) that the secondary observer did not score. This discrepancy, visually represented 

in Appendix E, notably impacts analysis of Peggy’s unsupervised performance during the Post-

ACTraining phase. Had the secondary observer’s reported data for Peggy’s 19th session (IOA = 

80%) been used in formative analysis, the experimenter would have provided a textual prompt to 

review The Willingness and Action Plan following this session, potentially affecting participant 

performance and its interpretation. To mitigate source of error, the secondary observer would 
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mark intervals in which she suspected the occurrence of a vocalization but could not clearly hear 

then return to the interval in question to review further. 

Second, notable incongruence between experts’ BAR scale ratings reported in the 

Outcome Validity Survey results (see Table 2) and the primary dependent measures reported in 

the study (see Figure 1) implies that the PIR system does capture participant task engagement in 

a contextually relevant manner. For example, observation sessions for which observers scored 

57%, 53%, and 63% of session intervals received average BAR scale scores of 2.5, 4.5, and 5 

respectively. The stark contrast between direct observation measures and survey measures more 

strongly suggests a limitation of the dependent measurement system rather than an estimation 

error on the part of the experts. These findings align with the consensus that PIR systems may 

overestimate the prevalence of behavior occurring at low frequencies and may underestimate the 

prevalence of behavior occurring at high frequencies (Ledford et al., 2018). This potential flaw 

within the measurement system additionally permits a high degree of variability between a single 

participant’s similarly scored sessions, clouding interpretation of primary dependent and 

outcome validity measures. 

Third, the experimenter did not provide experts with videos depicting each participant’s 

performance in the presence of a responsible supervisor in either the Baseline or Post-

ACTraining phase. This omission prevents a more comprehensive comparison of supervised and 

unsupervised performance through the addition of social validity measures. Further, the omission 

of these measures clouds the experimenter’s interpretation of the experts’ Likert Scale results 

(see Table 3). Specifically, expert opinion of supervised performance would allow the 

experimenter to better discern acceptable levels of performance from the perspective of the first 

rater, the second rater, and the participants’ responsible supervisors. 
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Fourth, the experimenter’s relatively sporadic collection of comparison and maintenance 

probes lacked the experimental rigor of unsupervised performance data collected concurrently 

within the Baseline and Post-ACTraining phases of the study. In turn, the experimenter could not 

fully account for history threats to internal validity in the Supervisor Present Condition, nor 

could he account for history threats to unsupervised performance in the Maintenance phase of the 

study. These factors, though anticipated, further diminish the comparison probes’ capacity to 

serve as a social validity standard and limit the strength of the current study’s conclusions 

regarding outcome durability. 

Fifth, the current study’s design lacks the capacity to adequately ascertain the differential 

motivative effect of a stated value or set of values across its three participants. In other words, 

the experimenter cannot with full confidence attribute behavior change and outcome 

maintenance to a participant’s relation of a freely chosen value to an available behavior within 

the play centers. Although the experimenter adjusted several parameters and procedures to better 

account for the intervention’s active agent, potential competing factors (e.g., a participant’s 

desire to avoid future ACTraining sessions) cannot be ruled out without more robust and 

rigorous comparison or component analysis. This limitation directly challenges the 

experimenter’s conclusion that values-mediated positive reinforcement augmented performance. 

Sixth, the study’s design does not enable the comparison of different values as mediators 

of positive reinforcement for the contextually bound, target behavior. Although a participant’s 

freely chosen values are informed by and, in turn, relevant to her cultural background and 

ontogeny, behavior directed by these same values may not be as accessible, relevant, or 

beneficial within the work context. In effect, some values may more effectively augment 

reinforcement for the targeted behavior than others. Without a more rigorous comparative design 
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or a substantially larger participant pool, the experimenter cannot adequately analyze or interpret 

the comparative effect of the participants’ unique values upon performance. 

Practical Implications and Future Directions 

A values-centered ACTraining session increased the levels of unsupervised task 

engagement exhibited by three graduate students serving in an ABA demonstration classroom. 

Viewed purely through the lens of the study’s dependent measurement system, the substantive 

increases in performance compel the adaptation of the intervention into other applied contexts. 

However, as the inconsistent results of the Outcome Validity Survey suggest, ACTraining’s 

adoption into typical workplace contexts requires further investigation and validation of its effect 

oriented towards the perspective of practitioners in the field. To better reflect practitioner 

expectations of task engagement or related behaviors, future researchers may employ momentary 

time sampling with shorter intervals and clearly discernible onset and offset criteria. 

Alternatively, future research may utilize a whole interval recording system to achieve a similar 

effect. However, practitioners should consider the logistical difficulties that may arise 

concerning the onset and offset of more complex behaviors such as engagement before opting for 

a whole interval recording system. Accounting for their respective limitations, both momentary 

time sampling and whole interval recording systems may more closely mirror supervisor 

perception of performance. 

The delivery of the ACTraining session in an individual format similarly hinders its 

adoption into other settings with fewer resources. However, given that some studies have already 

demonstrated the effectiveness of values-centered ACTraining delivered in a group format, 

investigators may allocate efforts towards integrating components of ACTraining into more 

broadly accepted, effective management practices. Just as Little et al. (2020) explored the utility 
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of ACTraining in enhancing the performance outcomes of BST, future research may explore the 

capacity of ACTraining components perceived to be accessible, relevant, and beneficial (e.g., 

Quick Look at Your Values) to enhance didactic instruction or other methods of staff training 

and support. 

Future research may greatly expand upon the current study’s design limitations. Single-

subject replications or adaptations of this study’s procedures could enhance a demonstration’s 

experimental rigor through the systematic collection of comparison and maintenance probes. 

Additionally, future single-subject research studies may design a component analysis in which 

the effect of values in ACTraining may be isolated and evaluated. Using the current study’s 

adaptation of ACTraining as a template, researchers may compare and counterbalance the effect 

of the original ACTraining session to an adaptation of the session without the Quick Look at 

Your Values activity and the values-oriented elements of The Willingness and Action Plan. For a 

more robust comparison, researchers with sufficient resources may even evaluate the values-

centered ACTraining session’s effect through randomized control trials. 

Conclusion 

The negative reinforcement contingencies pervasive within the modern workplace 

present a threat to the wellbeing of both individual employees and the organizations in which 

they work. The proactive replacement of coercive workplace management methods with positive 

reinforcement strategies rewards the employees and organizations alike. The emergence of 

values-centered ACTraining presents a cost-effective, empirically supported means through 

which practitioners may mediate positive reinforcement in the workplace without altering the 

formal characteristics of work itself. The current study extends the generality and durability of 

existing values-centered interventions by using an ACTraining session to increase the levels of 
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unsupervised task engagement exhibited by three graduate students serving in an ABA 

demonstration classroom. Social validity measures conducted within the study support both the 

outcomes and acceptability of the intervention while simultaneously compelling further research 

into values-centered intervention’s comparative effectiveness and integration into traditional 

training practices. 
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Table 1 

Reported Values and Committed Actions 

Participant 

 

Values Committed Actions 

Angelica 

 

 

 

 

Freedom, Fun, 

Independence, Industry 

Model and narrate appropriate play 

behavior to promote student 

independence; prepare and prompt 

PECS trials 

Eliza 

 

 

 

 

Compassion, Kindness, 

Patience, Persistence  

Follow student’s lead when narrating 

and modeling play to better reflect 

student specific interests 

Peggy 

 

 

 

 

Connection, Justice, 

Patience, Trust 

Narrate and engage in cooperative play 

with the student; ask coworkers for help 

with class-wide tasks when with a 

student 

 

Note. The table depicts the values and the committed actions reported by each participant during 

The Willingness and Action Plan activity of the ACTraining session.  
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Table 2 

Outcome Validity Survey BAR Scale Results 

Rater Baseline Score Post-ACTraining 

Score 

Detected 

Change 

Angelica 

First Rater 2 2 0 

Second Rater 2 3 +1 

Mean 2 2.5 +0.5 

Eliza 

First Rater 4 5 +1 

Second Rater 5 5 0 

Mean 4.5 5 +0.5 

Peggy 

First Rater 2 5 +3 

Second Rater 2 5 +3 

Mean 2 5 +3 

 

Note. This table displays independent experts’ BAR scale scores of participant performance from 

observation session samples within the Baseline and Post-ACTraining phase. In the BAR scale, a 

score of “1” indicates that the observed participant exhibited task engagement for approximately 

0% of the session, a score of “2” indicates task engagement for approximately 25% of the 

session, a score of “3” indicates task engagement for approximately 50% of the session, a score 
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of “4” indicates task engagement for approximately 75% of the session, and a score of “5” 

indicates task engagement for approximately 100% of the session. 
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Table 3 

Outcome Validity Survey Likert Scale Results 

Rater Baseline Score Post-ACTraining 

Score 

Detected 

Change 

Angelica 

First Rater 1 1 0 

Second Rater 2 3 +1 

Mean 1.5 2 +0.5 

Eliza 

First Rater 3 5 +2 

Second Rater 4 4 0 

Mean 3.5 4.5 +1 

Peggy 

First Rater 1 4 +3 

Second Rater 2 4 +2 

Mean 1.5 4 +2.5 

 

Note. This table displays independent experts’ Likert scale scores of participant performance 

from observation session samples within the Baseline and Post-ACTraining phase. In the Likert 

scale, a score of “1” indicates that the participant exhibited unsatisfactory performance, a score 

of “2” indicates marginal performance, a score of “3” indicates performance that meets 
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expectations, a score of “4” indicates that performance exceeds expectations, and a score of “5” 

indicates exceptional performance. 
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Table 4 

ACTraining Acceptability Survey Results 

Survey Item Angelica Eliza Peggy Mean 

Perceived Accessibility 

The mindfulness exercises were easy to 

follow. 

 

5 5 5 5 

The values clarification exercise was easy to 

follow. 

 

5 5 5 5 

The goal setting exercise was easy to follow. 

 

4 5 5 4.7 

Perceived Relevance 

The mindfulness exercises were 

appropriately related to my 

fieldwork/practicum context. 

  

4 5 4 4.3 

The values clarification exercise was 

appropriately related to my 

fieldwork/practicum context. 

  

5 5 5 5 

The goal setting exercise was appropriately 

related to my fieldwork/practicum context. 

 

5 5 5 5 

Perceived Benefit 

I believe that the ACTraining session has 

improved my overall ability to work with 

students in the play centers. 

 

4 4 5 4.3 

I believe that I am working with students 

more effectively in the play centers after the 

ACTraining session. 

 

4 4 5 4.3 

After ACTraining, I find the time that I 

spend in the play centers to be more 

personally rewarding. 

3 4 5 4 
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Survey Item Angelica Eliza Peggy Mean 

Perceived Benefit 

After ACTraining, I place greater value upon 

my work with students in the play centers. 

 

4 4 5 4.3 

Prospective Use 

In the future, I would use/request a similar 

ACTraining session to support a trainee or 

myself in a different professional skill. 

 

4 5 5 4.7 

In the future, I would use/request a similar 

ACTraining session to enhance a trainee's or 

my own experience in a different workplace 

context. 

 

4 5 5 4.7 

In the future, I would use the mindfulness 

exercises to support a trainee or myself. 

 

4 5 4 4.3 

In the future, I would use the values 

clarification exercise to support a trainee or 

myself. 

 

5 5 5 5 

In the future, I would use the goal setting 

exercise to support a trainee or myself. 

 

4 5 5 4.7 

 

Note. This table displays participants’ Likert scale scores of ACTraining acceptability. In the 

Likert scale, a score of “1” indicates that participants strongly disagree with the survey 

statement, a score of “2” indicates that participants disagree with the statement, a score of “3” 

indicates that participants feels neutral towards the statement, a score of “4” indicates that 

participants agree with the statement, and a score of “5” indicates that the participants strongly 

agree with the statement. 
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Figure 1 

Task Engagement across Participant Tiers 

 

 

Note. The graph depicts the levels of task engagement in the Supervisor Absent Condition 

exhibited by Angelica, Eliza, and Peggy across the Baseline, Post-ACTraining, and Maintenance 

phases of the study expressed as the percentage of scored intervals per session. Supervisor 
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Present Condition comparison probes and maintenance probes are also depicted. A solid vertical 

line represents the implementation of the ACTraining session for a participant. A dotted vertical 

line represents the transition of the preschool class from Classroom A to Classroom B.
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A 

Pre-Study Examination of Task Engagement Graphs 

 The experimenter conducted a pre-study examination of staff members potentially 

eligible for inclusion in the study. Participants were included if they exhibited differentiated 

between levels task engagement in the presence of their supervisor and in the absence of their 

supervisor. Qualifying participants include Angelica (see Figure A1), Eliza (see Figure A2), and 

Peggy (see Figure A3). 

 

Figure A1 

Pre-Study Task Engagement across Conditions (Angelica) 

 

Note. The graph displays the pre-study levels of task engagement exhibited by Angelica across 

the Supervisor Present Condition and the Supervisor Absent Condition. 
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Figure A2 

Pre-Study Task Engagement across Conditions (Eliza) 

 

Note. The graph displays the pre-study levels of task engagement exhibited by Eliza across the 

Supervisor Present Condition and the Supervisor Absent Condition. 
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Figure A3 

Pre-Study Task Engagement across Conditions (Peggy) 

 

Note. The graph displays the pre-study levels of task engagement exhibited by Peggy across the 

Supervisor Present Condition and the Supervisor Absent Condition. 
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Appendix B 

Observation Materials 

The study’s observers employed a variety of materials to ensure that participant’s levels 

of task engagement were observed and collected efficiently and efficaciously. In this effort, 

observers recorded performance data on the PIR Data Sheet (see Figure B1), reviewed behavior 

definitions with the Observation Reference Sheet (see Figure B2), and verified correct 

observation protocol through the Observer Procedural Fidelity Checklist (see Figure B3). 

 

Figure B1 

PIR Data Sheet 
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Figure B2 

Observation Reference Sheet 
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Figure B3 

Observer Procedural Fidelity Checklist 
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Appendix C 

Intervention Materials 

 The experimenter employed a variety of materials to assist in the implementation of the 

ACTraining intervention. During each ACTraining session, the experimenter distributed two 

copies of the ACTraining Materials Package (see Figure C1), displayed and followed the 

ACTraining Visual Aid (see Figure C2), and reviewed the ACTraining Procedural Fidelity 

Checklist (see Figure C3). 

 

Figure C1 

ACTraining Materials Package 
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Figure C2 

ACTraining Visual Aid 
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Figure C3 

ACTraining Procedural Fidelity Checklist 
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Appendix D 

Social Validity Surveys 

The experimenter employed surveys to assess the social validity of the ACTraining 

intervention and its outcomes. The experimenter provided independent experts with the Outcome 

Validity Survey (see Figure D1) to collect performance measures through a BAR scale and to 

collect expert perception of these measures through a Likert Scale. Additionally, the 

experimenter provided participants with ACTraining Acceptability Survey (see Figure D2) to 

collect participant demographic information and measure perception of the intervention’s 

accessibility, relevance to the participants’ work, and perceived benefit to the participants’ 

professional development using a Likert Scale. 

 

Figure D1 

Outcome Validity Survey 
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Note. The experimenter randomized the order in which the videos were presented to raters. 
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Figure D2 

ACTraining Acceptability Survey 
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Appendix E 

Graphical Comparison of Observer Performance Scores 

Observation sessions were coded by both a primary and secondary observer across all 

conditions and all participants within the study. To contextualize the reported interobserver 

agreement (IOA) measures, graphs depicting the primary and secondary observers’ respective 

scores of task level engagement have been provided. These graphs include a visual comparison 

of Angelica’s task engagement scores in the Supervisor Absent Condition (see Figure E1) and 

Supervisor Present Condition (see Figure E2), Eliza’s task engagement scores in the Supervisor 

Absent Condition (see Figure E3) Supervisor Present Condition (see Figure E4), Peggy’s task 

engagement scores in the Supervisor Absent Condition (see Figure E5) Supervisor Present 

Condition (see Figure E6), The graphs only include sessions scored by the secondary observer in 

addition to the primary observer. 
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Figure E1 

Unsupervised Task Engagement across Observers (Angelica) 

 

Note. The graph depicts the level of task engagement exhibited by Angelica in the Supervisor 

Absent Condition as reported by the primary and secondary observers. 
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Figure E2 

Supervised Task Engagement across Observers (Angelica) 

  

Note. The graph depicts the level of task engagement exhibited by Angelica in the Supervisor 

Present Condition as reported by the primary and secondary observers. 
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Figure E3 

Unsupervised Task Engagement across Observers (Eliza) 

 

Note. The graph depicts the level of task engagement exhibited by Eliza in the Supervisor Absent 

Condition as reported by the primary and secondary observers. 
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Figure E4 

Supervised Task Engagement across Observers (Eliza) 

 

Note. The graph depicts the level of task engagement exhibited by Eliza in the Supervisor 

Present Condition as reported by the primary and secondary observers. 
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Figure E5 

Unsupervised Task Engagement across Observers (Peggy) 

 

Note. The graph depicts the level of task engagement exhibited by Peggy in the Supervisor 

Absent Condition as reported by the primary and secondary observers. 
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Figure E6 

Supervised Task Engagement across Observers (Peggy) 

 

Note. The graph depicts the level of task engagement exhibited by Peggy in the Supervisor 

Present Condition as reported by the primary and secondary observers. 

 


