Learning to Record Procedural Integrity and IOA through Video Training
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Introduction

» Consistency across data collectors Is a difficult standard to meet when developing a study (Bass, 1987; Dempsey, Iwata, Fritz, & Rolider, 2012; Farkas & Tharp, 1980).
o Improper training may lead to errors in data collection and low reliability between observers (Bass, 1987).
o Researchers have found mastery can be attained in fewer session in the video training group than in the in-vivo training (Dempsey et al., 2012).
Purpose: To examine If participants develop the necessary skills to collect procedural integrity data of a preference assessment and calculate trial by trial Interobserver Agreement (I0OA) from a video training package.
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Discussion

Statement Participant Ratings
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* Participants were watched through a one way mirror for the entire study | feel confident that | can correctly collect data on a preference assessment. |M =4.5, SD = .58
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 Train research assistant in less time and with little supervision

* Less error due to systematic training
» Conduct a maintenance probe to assess If skills were retained over time

» Conduct a generalization probe to measure ability to perform and record an in-vivo preference References
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