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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



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



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).



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



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



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.



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;



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.qg.,
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”



(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.



26

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 (I0A)

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 (I0A).

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 10A 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 naive 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%



48

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 naive 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 naive 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.



55

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 naive 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 naive 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 (L.ittle 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 19" session (I0A =
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

74

Participant Values

Committed Actions

Angelica Freedom, Fun,
Independence, Industry

Eliza Compassion, Kindness,
Patience, Persistence

Peggy Connection, Justice,
Patience, Trust

Model and narrate appropriate play
behavior to promote student
independence; prepare and prompt
PECS trials

Follow student’s lead when narrating
and modeling play to better reflect
student specific interests

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.



Table 2

Outcome Validity Survey BAR Scale Results
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Rater Baseline Score Post-ACTraining Detected
Score 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



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
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Rater Baseline Score Post-ACTraining Detected
Score 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.



Table 4

ACTraining Acceptability Survey Results
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Survey Item Angelica Eliza

Peggy Mean

Perceived Accessibility

The mindfulness exercises were easy to 5 5 5 5
follow.
The values clarification exercise was easy to 5 5 5 5
follow.
The goal setting exercise was easy to follow. 4 5 5 4.7
Perceived Relevance
The mindfulness exercises were 4 5 4 4.3
appropriately related to my
fieldwork/practicum context.
The values clarification exercise was 5 5 5 5
appropriately related to my
fieldwork/practicum context.
The goal setting exercise was appropriately 5 5 5 5
related to my fieldwork/practicum context.
Perceived Benefit
| believe that the ACTraining session has 4 4 5 4.3
improved my overall ability to work with
students in the play centers.
I believe that | am working with students 4 4 5 4.3
more effectively in the play centers after the
ACTraining session.
After ACTraining, I find the time that | 3 4 5 4

spend in the play centers to be more
personally rewarding.




Survey Item Angelica Eliza Peggy Mean

Perceived Benefit

After ACTraining, | place greater value upon 4 4 5 4.3
my work with students in the play centers.

Prospective Use

In the future, 1 would use/request a similar 4 5 5 4.7
ACTraining session to support a trainee or
myself in a different professional skill.

In the future, 1 would use/request a similar 4 5 5 4.7
ACTraining session to enhance a trainee's or
my own experience in a different workplace
context.

In the future, | would use the mindfulness 4 5 4 4.3
exercises to support a trainee or myself.

In the future, I would use the values 5 5 5 5
clarification exercise to support a trainee or
myself.
In the future, 1 would use the goal setting 4 5 5 4.7

exercise to support a trainee or myself.

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
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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 Al), Eliza (see Figure A2), and

Peggy (see Figure A3).

Figure Al

Pre-Study Task Engagement across Conditions (Angelica)
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80.00%
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Session
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Note. The graph displays the pre-study levels of task engagement exhibited by Angelica across

the Supervisor Present Condition and the Supervisor Absent Condition.



Figure A2

Pre-Study Task Engagement across Conditions (Eliza)
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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)
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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

Collection Sheet
ith the client, mak the comespoading bax




Figure B2

Observation Reference Sheet

Dhservation Reference Sheet
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Task Engegement (£}

Active Engagement: any instance in which the staff member interacts with one ar
mare assigred students, ariented towards the stedent and at keast partialy within

the student’s view, in accordance with NUWI-based play srtegies. 1hese
strasegies include- {2} conperative play based on expressed sbadent intenest
modeling of appropriate piay

by
e} imnitation of suudent gestures, facial expeessions,
bady mavement. vocalizsion, and ty masipulation; {d) teacher.initied physical
conact with the studens that elicits student smiles, giggles, or lughs: and () use
of audible vocal langwage related 1o play (e.5. singing. tacring actions, using
game-bused imiraverhals). 1hese sirsegies do sot inade st
physical consact sach s nancansingent holding or cuddling (i
tasyet fumceional comamusication madalisy

tiaed
st requsstcd via
1 nar do they inclade vocalizmtions

unrelased in student play or the studenis immediate

envEcament.

Active Tremtment: any instance in which the staff member implemented a formal
snstructional peogram (e.g.. ML, PECS, or FCT), managed complex behavier
excluding elopement and climbing famitre i accordance with the studens's
bebaviar plan protocels, andior applicd aperant scaching procedures o (e.2
prompting, reinforcing. etc. | to teach a specific skill or hehavionad respanse with
ome or more assigned siudens, Specifically, this definitio includes preparaian for
snstruction withis the play space {3 . sanging the envirament for a PECS
erial), insiraction implementation, and isitial delivery of programmed

Ihis nat providsd hevond the
initial inserval in which it was delivered unless the student's protocal expli
requires reinforcement o be provided for a specified imerval.

Daia Collection: any insmee of reconding of daia direcily relaied o the seadent’s
bebaviar or performance within the plsy space. This doss nat include receeding
dam for hehavios in reviows sessions unles they were explicitly asked o do s by
a staff member or superviscr,

Task-Oriented Discussisn: any mstance in which the siff member

commusicazed with ancther siaff member or supervisor abot the assigned
student's protocals or
regardi

edures, inchuding hut mat limited 10 task clarificasion
procedural fidelty, planming future chjcctives for the sudent, or asking
ahewt the student’s daily schedube. When receiving performance feedhack ar
snstruction, this behavior includes active listening, indicated hy affirmative
gestures or vocalizations, directive compliance, of orientation iwards the relevant
speaker, seadent, cr tack maerial. This did nat include conversaticn unrelsted in
assigned student prosocols os procedures, even if conducted with o supervisor,
his alsar did mot inchude smy conversation held ausside of the play conters wnless 2
supervisor explicitly asked the paicipant 10 engage ina discussion outside of
ceners.

Extranzous Events (V)

Supervisar/Schedule Requests: any whole interval in whicha sepervisor
requests or the schedule dictates that the participant 1o engage in an alternative
work.relaied hehavioe will be marked “Void® or v

o indicate ihat the interval
will ot he countest iowards the participant’s performance score. For example, &
supervisos may request that the pasticipant exit the play space o discuss &
semsitive fopa: or provide performance feedback. Non-cxamgles inclade
comversation with the supervisor unrelaied to the studest, pariicipass performance,
o the procedures of the classroom.

Bathraem Requests: any whole inserval following a pamicipant's request 10 go o
the hathroom wniil they retum ta the classmom will he marked with “V."

Technical Challenges: sory whele interval in which the pariicipant ar seadeat was
fully clwcured from the camesa’s view was marked with o “V* and not counted
towaad the parii




Figure B3

Observer Procedural Fidelity Checklist

Observstion Procedural Fidelity Checklist

Descripion -

The nbserver apens the data collection hinder and either creates (. navigates o the
appeapriate PIK data sheet. indicated by the participant code and cheerver rale.

The bserver abels the PR data cheet with the appropeiate daie, sessian sumber, phase,
and condition in the comect spaces.

T oberver scams the classroom schedule s ensure that dhe par

pant- () had heea
assigned 100 student who was present in the demoastration classioom; (b} had been
schedubed 1 e

e

i the stadent in ane of the two play ceners; and (¢} had mot been
assegned to:5erve o an active panicipant, confederte, or implementer for & different study
ot the time of chservation

L

The bserver scans the classroom to ensure that the participant’s respansible supesvisar is
e in the room if coeducting @ sexsion in the Supervisor Abseat Canditive:

4

Tk aberver scams the classroom to essure that the participant’s responsible supervisar is
im the room with the participant if conducting a session in the Supervisor Absent
Candition.

o

When ready 10 conduct sn ahservation sessica, the abserver seis a 10 5 interval timer an
the Motiv-Aider applicaiion without starting it

T oberver situmies the camera such thal the participant & in their view, then siaris the
imterval timer.

With cach “vibeation” emisicd hy the MotivAider representing the clapse of an inierval, the
data collector documents the nocurrence of the behaviar -t any point and for any duration

with a =" sign or the man-nccurrence of dhe behavir  far the entine imterval — with 2
sign for the cormesponding isserval. For whole inisrvals ineligible for dona collection, the dota
callector waites “V* in the interval. The data collectar repeats this step usiil the abservation
period concudes.
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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

dam dam
Motice Five Things Drop Anchor

This is a simple exarcise to center yourself and connect with your environment. Practice it This is another simple exercise to center yourself and connect with the world around you.
throughout the day, especially any time you find yourself getting caught up in your thoughts Practice it throughout the day. especially any time you find yourself getting caught up in
and feelings. your thoughts and feelings.

1. Pause for s moment 1. Plantyour festinta the floor.

2. Look around and notice five things you can see. 2. Pushthem down—notice the floor beneath you, supporting you.

3. Listen carefully snd notica five things you can hear. 3. Notice the muscle tension in your legs as you push your feet down.

4. MNotice five things you can feel in contact with your body (2.g., your watch against 4. Notice your entire body—and the feeling of gravity flowing down through your head.

your wiist, your pants against your legs, the air upan your face, your feet upon the apine, and legs into your feet.

floor. your back against the chair, etc.). 5. Mow look sround and notice what you can see and hear zround you. Notice where
3. Finally, do &ll the above simultanecusly. you are and what you're doing.
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Name: Date: Mame: Date
Quick Look at Your Values 21. Flexibility: to adjust and adapt readily to changing circumstances.
. . . 22, Freedom: ta live freely; to choose howl live and behave or help others do likewise.
Values are your heart’s deepest desires for how y_ou want to behave as a human being. 238 to be frizndly, N e, or towards others.
Values are not about what you want to gat or schisve; they &re sbout how you want to 24 Forgiveness: 1o be forgiving towerds myself or others.
behave.or act on an angaing basis. 5. Fun: to be fun-loving: to seek creste, and engage in fun-filed activities
There are Literally hundreds of different values, but below you'll find & list of the mest 26. Generosity: to be genergus, sharing and giving, to myself or others.
common ones. Probably, not all of them will be relevant to you. Keep in mind there are no 27. Gratitude: to be grateful for and appreciative of the positive aspects of myself,
such things ss "right values™ or “wrong values.” It's 2 hit like our taste in pizzas. fyou others, and life
prefer ham and pineapple but | prefer salami and olives, that doesn't mean thet my taste in 2E. Honesty: to be honest, truthful, and sincers with myself and others.
pizzas is right and yours is wrong. It just means we have different tastes. And similarly, we 29, Humor: to see and appreciste the humorous side of life.
may have diffarent values. 30. Humility: to be humble or modest; to let my achievements speak for themselves.
. ) . 3. Industry: to be industricus, hard-working, dedicated.
Sa read through the list below end write a letter next 1o eachvalue: V = Very impartant, Q = 32, Indepandente: to ba pelf-supportive and chouse my ovn way of doing thirgs.
Quite important, and N = Not so impertznt; and make sure to score at least ten of them as 33 Infimacy: to open-up, reveal, and share myself, amotionally or physizally, in my
Very important. - N
close personal relationships.
1. ta be open to and of myself, others, life, eto. 34, Justice: to uphold justice and fairness.
2. Adventure: to be adventurous; to actively seek, create, or explore novel or 35. Kindness: to be kind, i . nurturing or caring towards
stimulating experiences. myself or others.
3. Assertiveness: to respectfully stand up for my rights and request what | want. 36. Love: to act lovingly or affectionately towards myself or others.
4. Authenticity: to be authentic. genuine. real; to be trus to myself. 37. Mindfulness: to be conscious of, opente, and curious sbout my here-and-now
5. Beauly: ko appreciste, create, nurture or cultivate beauty in myseli, others, the experience.
environment, etc. 3E. Order: to be orderly and organized.
6. Caring: to be caring towards myself, athers. the environment, etc. 39, Open-mindedness: to think things through, see things from othar's points of view,
7. Challenge: to keep challenging myself to grow, leam, improve. and weigh evidence fairly.
8. Compassion: to act with kindness towards thoza who are suffering. 40, Patience: to wait calmly for what | want.
9. Connection: toengage fullyin whatever | am doing and be fully present with others. 41 Persistence: to continue resolutely, despite problems or difficulties.
10. Contribution: to contribute, help, assist, or make & positive difference to myself or 4Z. Pleasure: to create and give pleasure to myself or others.
others. 43, Power: to strongly influsnce orwisld autharity aver others (a.g., taking charga,
11. Conformity: to be respectful and obedient to rules and obligations. leading, organizing).
12. Cooperation: ta be cooperative and collabarstive with athers. A4, Recipracity: to build relstionships inwhich there is a fair balance of giving and
13. Coursge: to be courageous or brave; to persist in the face of fear, thraat, or taking.
difficulty. 435. Respect: to be respectful towards myself or others; to be polite, considerate and
14, Creativity: to be crestive or innovative. show positive regard,
15. Curiosity: to be curious, ops inded and i ; to axplore and di 4&. Responsibility: to be responsible and accountable for my actions.
16. Encouragement: to encoursge and reward behavior that | value in myself or others. 47. Remance: to be romantic; to display and express love or strong affection.
17. Equality: to trest others a3 equsl to myself, and vice versa. AE. Safaty: to secura, protect, or ensura tha safety of myself or others.
18. it to seek, creste and in activities that are exciting, stimulating or 49. Self-awareness: to be aware of my own thoughts, feelings end actions.
thrilling. 50. Self-care: to look sfter my heslth and wellbeing, and get my needs met.
18. Fsirness: to be fair to myself or others. 51. Salf-development: to keep growing, advancing or improving in knawledzs, skills,
20. Fitness: to maintain orimprove my fitness; to look sfter my physicsland mantal character, or life experience.
health and wellbeing. 52. Self-control: to actin accordance with my own ideals.
Name: Date: Name: Date:
33. Sensuslity: to create, explore and enjoy experiences that stimulate the five senses. The Willingness and Action Plan
54, ity: to explore or express my lity.
55. Spirituality: to connect with things bigger than myself. 1. My goal is to (be specific):
56. Skillfulness: to continually prectice and improve my skills and apply myself fully
wihen using them.
37. Supportiveness: to be supportive, helpful, encouraging. and availabile to myself or 2. Thevalues underlying my goal are:
others.
5B8.Trust: to ba trustworthy: to be loyal. faithful, sincera, and ralizble_
59. Insert your own unlisted value hare: 3. The actions | will teke to achieve that goal are (be specificl:
ED. Insert your own unlisted value here:

Once you've marked each value a5V, @, N [Mery, Quite. or Mot so important), go through all

the Vs,

‘and select out the top s that are most important to you. Merk each one with a 6, to

shaw it’s in your top six. Finally, writs those sixvalues out below, to remind yourself this is
wihat you want to stand for as @ human being.

o

@

The thoug ias. faalings,
order to achieve this goal):

urges I'm willing to make raom for (in.

« Thoughts/memaries:
« Feelings:
* Sensations:

o Urges:

. Itwould be useful to remind myself that:

. If necessary. | can break this goal down into smaller steps. such as:

The smallest, easiest stap | can begin with is:

The time, day, and date that | will take that first step, is:




Personal Notes
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Figure C2

ACTraining Visual Aid

Acceptance and
Commitment
Training

Value-Directed Action in Play!

Itinerary and Materials (1 hour)

1. Warm-up with two brief mindfulness exercises.
o Notice Five Things
o Drop Anchor
2. Review and select your "Top Personal Values" from a list of common values.
o AQuick Look at Your Values
3. Select a personal goal nested in your values, then create an action plan that brings you
closer towards achieving your goal!
o The Willingness and Action Plan

Ready to Star
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In-Session Goals:

+ Consider and select our own personal

values that guide us in life.
Reflect upon and identify actions in the
play centers that are guided by those
values

Out-Of-Session Goals:

*  Make the time that we spend in play
centers more rewarding for ourselves!

Session
Objectives

-+ Become even better therapists when
working with our students in play!

Overview of our Roles

Partner #1 (Me) Partner #2 (You)
a. Facilitating the activities a. Participating in the activity!
o Reading exercise scripts, giving o Think, write, and share as you're
instructions, describing activities, etc. comfortable :)
o Answering any questions you may have! o Stop me or ask questions at any time!

b. Participating in the activities too!
o Completing the exercises with you.

o Sharing my own examples!

Notice Five Things



Check-In

We're Done
with the

Yo D

"Values aren't about what you
want to get or achieve; they're
about how you want to behave or
act on an ongoing basis" (Harris,
2009).

Choosing
Your Top 6
Values

Quick Look
at Your
Values

How to Rate

Values

There's no such thing as "right
values" or "wrong values" (Harris,
2009).

V = Very Important
Q = Quite Important
N = Not So Important

“ / *Score at Least Ten as "V

Reflecting on
our Values

Why do our top chosen values matter to
us?

. Do we always live by our values?

What do we personally receive by living
according to our chosen values?



Can we embody
our values in

the workplace?

(The answer is up to you!)

Willingness and
Action Plan

Tying your Personal Values to the
Work Experience!

STEP TWO:
Reflect and
Set a Personal
Goal

Find your aim or
your desired result!

STEP THREE:
Reflect upon
and Write the
Values that
Underly your
Goal

I'll Go First!
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Let's Find Out in our Final Activity!

Up next, we're going to:
1. Narrow our focus down to the time we spend with our students in the Pre-K play centers!
2. Choose an important, personal goal rooted in our values that we can work towards.
3. Identify specific actions that we can take in play to bring us closer towards our goal and values.
4. Acknowledge any discomfort, big or small, that we re willing to make room for to achieve our goal.

5. Make a commitment to work towards our value-driven goal!

Are you ready?

STEP ONE:
Claim
Ownership
over your Plan

Your Turn!

STEP FOUR: Identify
Actions that Can Lead to I'll Go First!
Your Goal




Your Turn!

VAl
Discomfort 'H;/;;

in Context

STEP SIX:
Crafting a
Supportive
Statement to
Remember
when Facing
Discomfort

7w
y’ 9
& ‘

Ve |
QU

STEP EIGHT:
Choose the Smalle:
Easiest Action that
You Can Take!

What sort of discomfort might we face
when working with our students in
play?

How might these private events affect
our outward behavior while with our
students?

Could you imagine any benefits we
might experience by "making room" for
these uncomfortable experiences?
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STEP FIVE:
Making Room
for Discomfort

What discomfort
are you willing to
make room for to
achieve your
goal?

STEP SEVEN:
Break It Down
Further!

STEP NINE: Envision#
a Values-Driven Life
and Commit to the

Journey!




Figure C3

ACTraining Procedural Fidelity Checklist

ACTraining Procedural Fidelify Checllist 14 | Oncethe panicipant seleces six values, the experimener asks, “Why dn oar top chosen vaksss
Step Dascription matier 80 us.” them engages the participant in descession.
1 | eriar o mviting i it he Scsion, (s SgermEStr places 40 copics of the Malersls 15| e, e expesimemtcr sk, Do e b v by o valmce hem cmgeges the participant in
Package upos the isble, activates the vides camera, and displays the ACTraining Visual Aid. —
Auldionally. the cxpesimenter pussesses ane cogy of the AC raining Pmcedural Fidelity
Checklist
16 | then, the experimenier asks, “What do we persanally receive by living cconding in oar chosen
values.” them engages the participant in discussicn.
2 | the experimentes introduces the pariicipant in the AC Trining session, briefly summarcing the
uemcac. activitics, matcrials. and duration of the warkshop and describes cach material.
Lt o 17 | The cxperimenicr then irasitions o ihe next activity by rheiarically asking, “Can we embndy osr

3 | the experimenter describes the active mies he and the participant will play thromghous the seady. values in the workplace

4 | prior o introducing the mindfulness excrciscs. the expermenter describes snd rehearses simpke 18 | the experimenter nuslises the comtext i.s..play space) and cbjsctivas of the ne activiny
communication without wonds (&g “mmhmm.” head nods, etc.) io prepare the paricipant for the
Dadles Pive Things encockcr. 1¢ | the experimenter inroduces the Willisgness and Action Plan sed prampes the participant o wrile

heir nams and the date 1o “Clsim Cramershin” of the decument,

5 | the experimenter introduces the Notice Five 1hings actvity, reciting the opening script.

The il h al identifi . models vhi '}

§ | the experimemer defivers the evercise’s incanuctions. peaviding examplas af targee stimuli (e 2 sights. 20 e n:fncnmcm«kwmm uces :,..mmp.u:- gl i :m catian, modeling what goa
sounds, . i rocm) s necessary. and waising fo the puricipast & confirm completicn of a st cenifiation louks ke theosgh a persanal consexd snd exsmple.
when opplicable - beforz maving an o the next e,

- 21 | the experimenter the illustrates the mrget context i.c., play centers), promgas the participant o
Upa completian of the nciivity. the experimenter “Checks n" by asking the particpant f they think o a personal geal that hey can work fawards is the target context. then insiructs the
natice anyshing different, than vacally affirms the paricipant's respeince. participant in write down and share their goal

§ | theexperimenter hemintmdaces the livop Anchar excrvise, reciling the apening serip 22| the experimenter vocally affims the pariicipase's respanse, then insenucts the particigass in

reflect wpon which valhues underly their chosen goal

@ | the experimenter guides ihe pariicipant thrugh each step of he aceivity, waiting for the
panicipant 10 confim compktion Befars Moving om 10 the Bt Siep. pi] The experimenter writes hic correspond alues. then prompts discussson abaut the values

undeslying his selected goal.

10 |ehe « the participant that shey have comp wammap, thasks them for
theis purticipation, and asks how they feel after complecing the warm.sp. 24 | the experimenter vocally affims the participane's respanses.

11 | ¥he experimentes inroduces the Quick Look at ¥our Vakees activity ased locsely recites the 25 | the cxperimentes promgis the paricipant t reflcct upon specific actions thatthey can taks i the
apenimg script, highlighting what values are i the contexe of ihe activity. \arges caniext hat may bring them claser 1 thei goal

12 | the experimenice cxplains that be and the pasticipant wil be completing the actvity wgether. 26| The experimenies el i ok by riing el sing s speciic actioms he coald ke i
then delivers the nctiviny’s imstnuctions e exaample

13| the experimenses pramps the paricipant i selest their “Eop Sex” vabues o thase rased as The xperimenter imtroduces the cancept of *Making Koo for Discomfort” hy descrining and
"Very lmpartan mesdeling a generic example uncomforiable thought. The experimenter then repeats the proces

far memaries, fealings, urges, and sencations.

28 | rhe experimenter then pacanpes the panticipans 10 reflact upos and diccuss what cot of discomfo
that they may face im ihe play centers with studenis, haw this dsscomfort may affect iheir
bchavice, and ifthey could imagine any benefits of scecnting this discomfort in scrvice of their
gl

20 |rhe rp— o these g far the particigant witkin &
differens comiext. After, the experimenter prompes the pariicipant io reflect upon, write, and share
b uncomfortanie privats eveats thit they are willing f0 make room far in service of their goal

30 | the the purpose of o “Sup when facing
discomfort, shares his own example within his goal s cansext, and prompis the pamticipant i
write and share their o “Supgertive Statement ~

31 | the experimenter peompts. the parsicipant ta break dawn their chosen specific actianis) inta even
sonaller, easser stegs o achieve, models the process from his own example, then encosmges the
Participant in write and share their cwn ideas.

32 | the experimenter penmgis. the participant ta chanse the smallest, ssiest sk from their lis to be
the first step that they cam take in the targst context, while domg the same himself

33| Whe cxperimenter promps the participant o cavision themsclves enactng the first stcp of their
plan. bringiscg them closer sawards their goal and values, then prompes the participas o write the
time, day, and dute that they will comenit o saking ghat first step.

34 | Upomcompletion of the writien plan, the expenimenter thanks the participant fox their
cngagement and allows the participant s tssam o work with their completed plan.

Campleted Steps: ___/34% 100%
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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

Outcome Validity Survey




Note.

The experimenter randomized the order in which the videos were presented to raters.
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Figure D2

ACTraining Acceptability Survey

32425, 330 PN ACTraining Acceptabilty Survey

ACTraining Acceptability Survey

* e

1. Please write your first and last iniial (Not Reported). *

2 Far the purpose of reporting partcipant demagraphics, how do you idenify? (mari 3l that
appy) *

« Marth i

() et i it et

[ Sckorafcansenecan
mpe—
[ st on panen orgi

o European Armrica

2425, 330 PM

ACTrsining Accsptabilly Survey.
3. For the purpose of reporting participant demagraphics, how do you describe your current
gender identity?

[] semsie rwaman

[ v ratsm

[mgEm—

[mEre—

4. For the purpose of reporting participant demographics, what is your age? *

5. Far the purpase of reporting participant demographics, what degreels) id you eam prior ta
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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 (I0OA) 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.



Figure E1

Unsupervised Task Engagement across Observers (Angelica)
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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)
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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

104

Unsupervised Task Engagement across Observers (Eliza)
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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.



Figure E4

Supervised Task Engagement across Observers (Eliza)
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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)
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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)
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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.



