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We assessed the implementation accuracy and fidelity of two board certified behavior 

analysts (BCBAs) using the open-ended interview from Hanley. Participants interviewed a 

confederate using the open-ended interview, and were then asked to use information gathered 

from the interview to create operational definitions of target behaviors as well as test and control 

condition procedures for a subsequent matched test-control functional analysis as is 

characteristic of the interview-informed synthesized contingency analysis (IISCA) strategy. Brief 

behavioral skills training (BST) was then implemented with all participants to increase the 

accuracy of constructing both target behavior definitions and functional analysis procedures. 

Preliminary results show moderate rates of accuracy of target behavior definitions and functional 

analysis procedures prior to BST, and high rates of accuracy following BST. The results also 

suggest high implementation fidelity on the open-ended interview may not be necessary to 

achieve high accuracy when constructing target behavior definitions and functional analysis 

procedures. 
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TEACHING BEHAVIOR PROFESSIONALS TO USE THE INTERVIEW INFORMED 

SYNTHESIZED CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS (IISCA): A PRELIMINARY 

INVESTIFATION 

Introduction 

Functional assessment methodology is an evidence-based approach to pretreatment 

assessment for individuals with autism and intellectual disabilities and severe problem behavior 

(Ervin, Fuqua, & Begeny, 2001; Hanley, Iwata, & McCord, 2003; Horner, 1994). Information 

gained via functional assessments enable the development of effective, function-based treatments 

for a range of problem behaviors such as aggression (e.g., Baker, Hanley, & Mathews, 2006; 

O’Reilly, 1995), self-injury (e.g., Dracobly & Smith, 2012; McCord, Thomson, & Iwata, 2001), 

and elopement (e.g., Lehardy et al., 2013; Tarbox, Wallace, & Williams, 2003). The broader 

cultural impact of this methodology can be observed through legal mandates requiring access to 

functional assessment services for all school-aged children with disabilities (Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004), and through changes in preferred treatment 

methodologies of practicing behavior analysts (Fischer et al., 2016; Pelios, Morren, Tesch, & 

Axelrod, 1999).  

Although experimental functional analysis (EFA), such as the procedure initially 

described by Iwata and colleagues (1982/1994) has been viewed as best practice in functional 

assessment over 30 years of research and application, other functional assessment methods 

including direct observation (i.e., descriptive assessments) and anecdotal assessments have also 

emerged in applied research and practice.  

Descriptive assessment methods involve observing individual clients in natural settings 

and recording occurrences of the behavior of interest, along with potentially relevant 
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environmental events, such as conditions that prevail before and after the behavior. Although 

such procedures can provide information about personalized or idiosyncratic influences, 

descriptive assessment has little support as a stand-alone functional assessment methodology. 

Often, results of these analyses either fail to show orderly relations between environmental and 

behavioral events Hanley, Iwata, & McCord, 2003) or identify correlations that are not 

representative of functional relations (Thompson & Iwata, 2007). For example, Thompson and 

Iwata (2007) showed that attention was the most frequent consequence for the problem behavior 

of 8 of 12 participants; however, EFA outcomes showed that attention maintained problem 

behavior for only 2 of those 8 participants.  

Anecdotal, or indirect functional assessments, obtain secondary information about the 

variables influencing problem behavior via structured interviews, rating scales, and surveys. For 

example, Durand and Crimmins (1988) created the Motivation Assessment Scale (MAS) to 

allow teachers working with children with autism to identify functions of the severe behavior of 

their students without stopping classroom instructional periods to run an EFA. The MAS uses a 

Likert-scale with questions corresponding to four generic types of maintaining variables (escape 

from instructions, access to attention, access to tangible items, or sensory stimulation). Although 

initial studies found substantial agreement between raters and a high correspondence with 

subsequent EFAs (Carr & Durand, 1985), attempts to investigate the reliability and validity of 

the MAS have produced mixed outcomes (Newton & Sturmey, 1991; Zarcone et al., 1991; 

Sigafoos Kerr, & Roberts, 1994; Paclawskyj et al., 2001). Other indirect assessment formats 

have produced similarly equivocal outcomes, although recent research on the use of indirect 

assessments with multiple respondents has generated some promising, albeit preliminary, 

findings (Smith, Smith, Dracobly, and Pace, 2012; Dracobly & Smith, 2012). 
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Although EFA has been generally accepted as the standard for functional assessment, the 

results of surveys of practicing behavior analysts serving individuals with disabilities suggest 

that they do not typically use EFA in their own practices (Love, Carr, Almason, & Petursdottir, 

2009; Oliver, Pratt, & Normand, 2015; Roscoe et al., 2015). The most commonly cited reasons 

for the use of other functional assessment procedures over the EFA are a lack of time and 

resources available to service providers, as well as risk to participants during the assessment. 

Although EFAs have been developed to address these limitations through variations such as 

time-limited analyses (e.g., Northup et al., 1991; Vollmer et al., 1995; Wallace & Knights 2003; 

Roscoe et al., 2015), analyses of related behavior (Smith & Churchill, 2002), and trial-based 

analyses (Sigafoos & Saggers, 1995; Bloom et al., 2011), EFA remains infrequently used in 

practice.  

The interview-informed synthesized contingency analysis (IISCA, Hanley, Jin, 

Vanselow, & Hanratty, 2014) incorporates elements of the three types of functional assessment 

(descriptive, indirect, and EFA) to attempt to mitigate these common concerns and make 

functional analysis more accessible to practitioners. The IISCA is a functional assessment 

process, in which test and control conditions for a functional analysis are based on outcomes of 

an open-ended interview and a brief period of direct observation. The IISCA includes a single 

test condition, either with a “simple” contingency (single source of reinforcement, such as 

attention from caregivers) or, frequently, a “synthesized” condition that tests the contingency 

identified in outcomes of the interview and unstructured observation. Behavior measures from 

the test condition are contrasted with those from a single, matched control condition. Initial 

research on the IISCA has demonstrated that on average, the entire process (i.e., interview, 

observation, and analysis) can be completed within a mean time span of 80-90 minutes (range 
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65-190 minutes) with the functional analysis component taking an average of only 25 minutes 

(range 15-75 minutes) to complete (Jessel, Hanley, & Ghaemmaghami, 2016). Thus, at least in 

terms of efficiency of administration, the IISCA may be an attractive alternative functional 

assessment format for practitioners.  

Preliminary evidence also exists suggesting that the IISCA can be useful to identify 

contingencies affecting problem behavior, and to develop and test effective, function-based 

interventions. For example, Hanley et al. (2014) used the IISCA to develop successful 

interventions for problem behaviors displayed by 3 children. After treatment evaluations in the 

clinical context, interventions were successfully implemented by parents in the home setting. 

Furthermore, social validity assessment indicated that parents were very satisfied with all aspects 

of the assessment and treatment process. Subsequent investigations have replicated and extended 

these outcomes to additional settings and participants (Jessel et al., 2016) and have investigated 

the necessity of synthesizing contingencies (Ghaemmaghami, Hanley, Jin, Vanselow, 2015; 

Slaton, Hanley, & Raftery, 2017; Fisher, Greer, Romani, Zangrillo, & Owen, 2016). Although 

the synthesized nature of contingencies remains a topic of debate, research indicating that IISCA 

results can be obtained efficiently and quickly and can be used to inform effective intervention, 

suggests that further investigation of its utility is warranted. 

Currently, very few studies have investigated the extent to which the IISCA can be 

effectively implemented by practitioners. Most published IISCA research has been conducted by 

its original authors and colleagues; therefore, it is reasonable to ask if typical behavior analysis 

practitioners are able to accurately implement IISCA procedures, interpret IISCA outcomes, and 

construct appropriate test and control conditions. Santiago, Hanley, Moore, and Jin (2016) 

demonstrated that parents and teachers could conduct IISCA and treatment conditions with good 
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fidelity; however, no published research could be found investigating whether practitioners can 

conduct IISCA interviews and develop appropriate test and control conditions for subsequent 

analysis. 

If practitioners are not able to demonstrate all components of IISCA administration 

without systematic training, it will be important to know the extent of training necessary to teach 

the relevant skills. Previous research has demonstrated that training packages including modeling 

and performance feedback components are effective at teaching educators to conduct both trial-

based (Rispoli et al., 2015) and standard functional analyses (Wallace, Doney, Mintz-Resudek, 

& Tarbox, 2004). For example, Wallace, Doney, Mintz-Resudek, and Tarbox (2004) were able 

to teach three educators with no formal training in behavior analysis or functional analyses how 

to implement the standard functional analysis (Iwata et al., 1982/1994) during a group workshop. 

Two participants reached mastery criteria during the workshop, and only one participant required 

additional performance feedback to reach mastery criteria. Research also suggests that training 

packages incorporating written or verbal instruction with modeling and performance feedback, 

often referred to as “behavioral skills training” (BST), are more effective at producing behavior 

change than training packages including only written or verbal instruction (McCahill, Healy, 

Lydon, & Ramey, 2014). 

We conducted this study to determine if board certified behavior analysts (BCBAs) 

could accurately implement IISCA procedures without systematic training and, if measures of 

procedural fidelity indicated areas of concern, if brief BST procedures could establish accurate 

administration and interpretation of an open-ended IISCA interview. Using information and 

materials contained in the IISCA (see appendix, Hanley, 2012), participants conducted a mock 

interview with a confederate “caregiver” who provided information about a hypothetical child’s 
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problem behavior. Participants then used the information from the interview to construct test and 

control conditions for experimental analysis. If participants were not able to implement the 

interview accurately, did not interpret the outcomes correctly, or were unable to construct 

appropriate test and control conditions on the initial attempt, BST was conducted and a second 

mock IISCA was conducted. 

Method 

Participants 

Individuals were eligible to participate if they were certified as behavior analysts by the 

Behavior Analyst Certification Board. No certified participant was refused participation based on 

populations served, the number of years certified, or the type of Master’s degree held. 

Two BCBAs participated in this study. James was a 41-year-old man who had been 

certified as a behavior analyst for 9 years. James had earned a Master of Science degree in 

behavior analysis and was the clinical director for two outpatient clinics serving adults with 

intellectual and developmental disabilities. James was responsible for overseeing the design and 

implementation of functional assessments across the two outpatient clinics, in addition to the 

design of function-based treatment plans. Prior to participating in the study, James had attended a 

presentation given by the second author about the IISCA. After reviewing the IISCA interview 

from the appendix of Hanley (2012) and procedures described by Hanley et al. (2014), James 

and his staff created an open-ended interview for use in their clinics. At the time of this study, 

James had reported using his modified interview during client intake meetings and implementing 

procedures similar to the IISCA for approximately 12 months. 

Lindsey was a 32-year-old woman who had been certified as a behavior analyst for 2 

years. Lindsey had earned a Master of Science degree in Behavior Analysis and was working at a 
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small school serving children with autism. Lindsey was responsible for overseeing staff training, 

as well as assisting with client intake, assessment, and skill acquisition program writing. The 

intake and treatment model for Lindsey’s school did not include the standard functional analysis, 

but instead used a variety of functional assessment procedures (e.g., interviews with parents and 

caregivers, observations, direct observations, and scatterplots) to inform curriculum development 

and treatment decisions. Although functional analysis was not used at her outpatient clinic, 

Lindsey had conducted an experimental thesis using standard functional analysis during her 

master’s degree program. At the time of the study, Lindsey had no direct experience with the 

IISCA. 

Setting 

Sessions for James took place in a conference room (4 m by 3 m) at an outpatient clinic 

for children with intellectual and developmental disabilities. The conference room contained a 

table, 8 chairs, and video recording equipment. Sessions for Lindsey took place in an office at an 

outpatient clinic for children with intellectual and developmental disabilities (3 m by 2 m). The 

office contained a desk, three chairs, and video recording equipment. All experimental 

procedures for both participants took place in one sitting, with 5-minute breaks between each 

session. James was exposed to a total of four sessions in one three-hour sitting, and Lindsey was 

exposed to a total of five sessions in one two hour-sitting. Maximum session duration for James 

was 64 minutes (mean 41.25 minutes). Maximum session duration for Lindsey was 63 minutes 

(mean 23.6 minutes). 

Measurement and Interview Materials 

Paper datasheets and pencils were used to collect data. Participant response measures 

included the number of questions asked from the open-ended interview (see Appendix from 
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Hanley, 2012) during the mock interview, and the number of critical features included in the 

creation of test and control condition. Experimenters collected continuous in-session data on the 

number of interview questions asked by participants and scored the number of critical features 

included in proposed analysis procedures after each session. 

Scripts were developed for the experimenter’s reference during mock interviews, in 

which the experimenter assumed the role of a parent seeking services for a child with problem 

behavior. The scripts developed based on the experimenters’ experiences at an outpatient 

behavior disorders clinic at which IISCA procedures were routinely used. The hypothetical 

scenarios depicted in each script were derived from typical open-ended intake interviews that 

had been validated by differentiated IISCA outcomes. Each script contained a different 

topography of problem behaviors and a different maintaining contingency, but the number of 

problem behavior topographies, number of preferred activities, and the number of clarifying 

questions required from the participant to gain information were held constant across scripts. 

Each script contained an answer key specifying accurate administration procedures for the IISCA 

conditions and operational definitions of problem behaviors identified during the interview. All 

operational definitions and IISCA procedures were based on definitions and procedures validated 

by differentiated IISCAs.  

The answer keys and scripts were used to create an IISCA construction scoresheet to 

assess the accuracy of proposed IISCA procedures and definitions. The scoresheets identified 15 

criteria for scoring the accuracy of behavioral definitions (e.g. identifying 3 topographies of 

problem behavior, including only topographies of problem behavior stated in the interview) and 

IISCA administration procedures (e.g., providing the schedule of reinforcement for use during 

the test condition), Each component performed correctly by the participant met was marked on 
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the scoresheet. The total number of number of criteria met by the participant was then summed 

and divided by 15 to calculate the percentage of correct responses. A complete copy of the 

IISCA construction scoresheet can be found in the appendix. 

Prior to use in the present study, the mock interviews and scripts were tested with three 

pilot subjects. All pilot subjects were master’s students in behavior analysis who had experience 

using functional assessment procedures in clinical settings. 

Design 

The training was non-concurrently staggered across the two participants to evaluate the 

effects of training. Probes with an identical mock interview were conducted before and after the 

participants were trained. In addition, probes with novel mock interviews were introduced 

following training. 

Procedures 

Prior to the start of participation, the experimenter asked participants to describe the 

functional assessments, if any, they typically used to assess problem behavior (e.g. Motivation 

Assessment Scale, Functional Analysis Screening Tool, Questions about Behavioral Function, 

functional analysis). Each session was divided into two parts, the open-ended interview and 

IISCA construction period. The mock interview began when the experimenter handed the 

participant a pen and a blank copy of the open-ended interview and delivered the instructions, 

“To the best of your ability, please interview me as you would a parent of a child with autism 

seeking functional analytic services.” Had a participant not initiated the interview within 30s, the 

experimenter would have repeated the instructions. The experimenter responded to the interview 

questions in accordance with the corresponding vignette script. If participants asked a question 

that was unrelated to the interview questions (e.g. “how long did it take you to get a diagnosis for 
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your child,” or “could you tell me about your relationship with your other children?”), the 

experimenter would have responded by saying, “I’m not really comfortable sharing that 

information with you yet, I don’t know you very well.” However, this did not occur. 

The IISCA construction period began when the participant stopped asking the 

experimenter questions. The session started when the experimenter handed the participant the 

IISCA construction worksheet and instructed the participant to develop a functional analysis. At 

any time during the session when the participant asked for clarification of the instructions the 

experimenter said, “For the purposes of data collection, I can’t answer any questions right now. 

Please proceed as you would had this interview been for an actual case.” Each session ended 

when participants informed the experimenter that they were finished constructing the functional 

analysis.  

Pre-test and post-test. During the pre-test and post-test conditions, no feedback was given 

on participant performance during the open-ended interview or IISCA construction. The same 

vignette was used across both conditions. 

Interview training. All training took place using a vignette that was different from that 

used during baseline probes. The same training vignette was used with all participants. Prior to 

receiving feedback on the open-ended interview implementation and IISCA construction, the 

experimenter asked the participant to explain what they knew about IISCA and standard 

functional analysis. The experimenter then discussed the differences between the two 

assessments (Jessel et al., 2016), explained the rationale behind the IISCA, and described each 

subsection of the interview packet. The differences include: (1) Using a single test condition 

during the IISCA and using multiple test conditions during the standard functional analysis, (2) 

evaluating synthesized contingencies during the IISCA and isolated contingencies during the 
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standard functional analysis, (3) using a matched control condition during the IISCA and a play 

control condition during the standard functional analysis, and (4) using individualized procedures 

during the IISCA and uniform procedures across participants during the standard functional 

analysis. The experimenter then asked the participants to describe the differences between the 

IISCA and the standard functional analysis. After the participants could identify the differences 

between the two assessments, the experimenter started the session. Had the participants been 

unable to identify the differences between the IISCA and the standard functional analysis, the 

experimenter would have reviewed the differences between the two assessment strategies and 

asked the participant to state the differences again. This process would have been repeated until 

the participants accurately identified the differences between the IISCA and the standard 

functional analysis. However, both participants were able to state the differences following a 

single training.  

After reviewing IISCA and standard functional analysis procedures, the experimenter 

began another session using a training vignette that was identical across participants. During this 

session, feedback consisting of corrective statements and praise was given contingent on the 

participant’s performance in-situ on both open-ended interview implementation and IISCA 

construction. If participants had been unable to collect information about problem behavior from 

the open-ended interview (e.g. failed to ask about evocative contexts [Questions 12-19] or 

potential precursor behaviors [Questions 7-11]), the experimenter would have role played with 

the participants to teach them to ask interview questions aimed at gathering more specific 

information for later use during IISCA construction (e.g. asking about the order of occurrence of 

problem behavior). If participants did not accurately develop operational definitions (e.g. 

defining the target behavior “screaming” as “a yell”), create written instructions for the analysis 
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(e.g. excluding the amount of reinforcement time or the schedule of reinforcement), or identify 

functional precursors (e.g. neglecting to write down a mild problem behavior listed during the 

mock interview), the experimenter verbally explained the component using examples and non-

examples (Tiemann & Markle, 1983). The session continued until the participant had created 

functional analysis test and control conditions with 100% accuracy. 

Novelty probe. The novelty probe was identical to the pre/post-test probes; however, a 

novel vignette was used. No feedback was given on participant performance during either the 

open-ended interview or IISCA construction. 

Interobersver Agreement and Treatment Fidelity  

An independent observer collected data on the number of questions participants asked 

during the mock interview and the accuracy of the IISCA construction worksheets. Agreement 

was scored on an item-by-item basis. For the mock interview, an agreement was defined as both 

observers scoring that a participant omitted or asked a question from the open-ended interview 

and a disagreement was defined as one observer scoring that a question from the IISCA 

interview was asked and one observer scoring that the same question was omitted. For IISCA 

construction, an agreement was defined as both observers scoring that the participant either met 

or missed a feature on the IISCA construction scoresheet and a disagreement was defined as one 

observer scoring that a feature was met on the IISCA construction worksheet and one observer 

scoring that the same feature was missed. The total number of agreements for each session was 

divided by the total number of agreements and disagreements, and the resulting value was 

multiplied by 100. Data were collected for at least 30% of the total session duration for each 

condition. For interview questions asked by participants, IOA was 96% (range 88%-100%). For 

IISCA construction, IOA was 97% (range 88%-100%).  
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Treatment fidelity data were collected on the correct occurrence or nonoccurrence of each 

component of training implemented by the experimenter (modeling, corrective statements, 

praise, prompts, and explanations), and on adherence to vignette scripts during pre and posttest 

sessions. The total correct implementation of each training component was divided by the total 

number of training components conducted and multiplied by 100 to get a percentage. Treatment 

fidelity was collected in 30% of the sessions and was 100% for training components 

implemented and 100% for adherence to vignette scripts. In addition, IOA of the treatment 

fidelity was calculated by having two independent observers score both treatment fidelity 

measures across each participant. Agreements and disagreements between observers were 

summed for both measure and the results were multiplied by 100. IOA for training components 

implemented was 100%. IOA for adherence to vignette scripts was 100%. 

Social Validity Questionnaire 

Following the completion of the novelty probe, James and Lindsey were each given a 

social validity questionnaire. The social validity questionnaire contained nine seven-point Likert 

scale questions asking about the acceptability and utility of the IISCA, and how comfortable 

participants felt implementing the open-ended interview and constructing a test-control 

functional analysis both before and after receiving training. Space was provided after each 

question for participants to write additional comments. 

Results and Discussion 

Results for individual components of IISCA construction are presented in the right Figure 

1. During his pre-test probe, James did not clearly define the target problem behaviors listed in

the open-ended interview vignette, and did not describe schedules of positive and negative 

reinforcement to be used during the IISCA test condition (i.e. consequences should be delivered 
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after each instance of problem behavior, or according to an FR-1 schedule). During her first pre-

test probe, Lindsey incorrectly defined the three topographies of problem behavior, failed to 

specify schedules of reinforcement and include the functional reinforcer during the IISCA test 

condition, or use a synthesized contingency during the analysis. In addition to these errors on the 

first probe, Lindsey failed to identify the reported topographies of problem behavior during her 

second pre-test probe. 

Aggregated IISCA construction skills are presented in the left panel of Figure 1. James’ 

data show high initial performance during the pre-test probe (80% accuracy). During James’ 

post-test probe, accuracy of IISCA construction increased to 100%. 100% accuracy was 

maintained during the novelty probe. Lindsey’s IISCA construction data show a lower initial 

performance on both the first and second pre-test probes (66% and 53% accuracy respectively). 

During the post-test probe, Lindsey’s accuracy increased to 93%. During the novelty probe, 

Lindsey’s accuracy further increased to 100%. 

Figure 2 displays the total percentage of open-ended interview questions each participant 

asked across sessions. James asked each interview question in order during each session (100% 

of questions asked), while Lindsey asked an average of 80% of questions from the open-ended 

interview during the pre-test probes, and an average of 71% of questions from the open-ended 

interview during post-test and novelty probes.  

 The results of James’ social validity questionnaire indicates that he was already 

comfortable (7 out of 7 points) creating functional analyses before receiving training on the 

IISCA, and remained comfortable (7 out of 7 points) creating functional analyses after receiving 

training. Prior to training on the IISCA, Lindsey was moderately comfortable creating functional 

analyses (4 out of 7 points). After receiving training on the IISCA, Lindsey remained moderately 
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comfortable (4 out of 7 points) creating functional analyses. James also found the open-ended 

interview and IISCA construction worksheet to be highly useful (7 out of 7 points) and amenable 

to his current practice model (7 out of 7 points). Lindsey found the open-ended interview and 

IISCA construction worksheet to be moderately useful to her practice (5 out of 7 points), but not 

amenable to her current practice model (2 out of 7 points). Unlike James, Lindsey infrequently 

designed functional assessment procedures, as her primary responsibilities revolved around 

curricula design. In addition, James reported that the amount of time required by the IISCA was 

less than other functional assessment methods, while Lindsey reported that she found the open-

ended interview long and redundant, with the notable exception of the question about on 

precursor behaviors (Question 11). 

Results indicated both participants were able to accurately administer the open-ended 

interview and IISCA construction worksheet with relatively minimal training. This finding is 

consistent with the literature showing that professionals with varying levels of experience 

implementing functional assessments can rapidly learn to conduct functional assessment 

procedures at a high level of accuracy (McCahill, Healy, Lydon, & Ramey, 2014). It is 

interesting to note that similar results were obtained with both participants even though baseline 

measures of accuracy were quite different. For example, although James read each question in 

order from the IISCA interview packet, Lindsey omitted any question she found to be redundant 

(e.g. she asked Question 12 but omitted Questions 13-16). During training, Lindsey reported 

that the interview packet was a useful guide, but due to her experience with client-intake 

procedures, she felt comfortable obtaining relevant information from parents without strictly 

adhering to the packet. Although Lindsey deviated from the questions listed in the IISCA 

materials, she nevertheless completed the IISCA construction worksheet with greater than 90% 
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accuracy after training. These outcomes suggest that it may not be necessary to conduct the 

open-ended interview with perfect or near-perfect fidelity. 

  James constructed appropriate, synthesized test conditions throughout the experiment. 

Lindsey however, did not create synthesized test conditions until she received training. Prior to 

training, Lindsey created separate test conditions modeled after the standard functional analysis 

(e.g. one test condition for attention and a different test condition for tangibles). Only minimal 

additional instruction was necessary for Lindsey to develop appropriate, synthesized test 

conditions. After reviewing the differences between the IISCA and the standard functional 

analysis, she quickly achieved 100% accuracy for IISCA construction following one training 

session.  

Most of the training for both James and Lindsey focused on creating operational 

definitions of target behaviors and including instructions about when to provide consequences 

during test and control conditions of the experimental analysis. Both participants reported that 

the training on operationally defining target behaviors was extremely aversive. At one point 

during training, Lindsey reported feeling embarrassed about her performance, and dissatisfied 

that she was forgetting what she learned during graduate school. During his training session, 

James stated that operationally defining target behaviors was beneficial for researchers, but not 

for clinicians as it took too much time. He also asked why it was necessary to define target 

behaviors in this way if his staff could agree on what each problem behavior looked like during 

an observation period. In addition to this training, James also received additional instruction on 

how to identify separate topographies of problem behavior from interviewee reports. As with the 

inclusion of all questions listed in IISCA materials, it is not clear if it is necessary for clinicians 

to meet or exceed the criteria used in the current study to measure the inclusion of instructions 
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about the schedule of consequences or the quality of definitions used during test-control 

analyses.  

The results of the current study indicate that the participants demonstrated many of the 

skills necessary to administer IISCA procedures were present prior to any systematic training. 

Furthermore, components of IISCA that were not demonstrated during baseline probes were 

acquired after 64 minutes of training with James and after 63 minutes with Lindsey. These data 

are consistent with prior data suggesting that IISCA is a relatively “user friendly” format for 

behavior analysts (Hanley, Jin, Vanselow, & Hanratty, 2014).  

There were several notable limitations to this study. First, prior to participating in the 

experiment, James had independently learned about the IISCA and had been implementing a 

version of the open-ended IISCA interview in his outpatient clinics. His prior exposure to the 

IISCA could have resulted in the high baseline measures observed in the current study. It is 

likely that many behavior analysts will be at least minimally familiar with IISCA in accordance 

with ethical standards outlined by the Behavior Analysis Certification Board (BACB, Behavior 

Analyst Certification Board, Inc.; Behavior Analyst Certification Board, Inc., 2014) requiring 

practicing behavior analysts to maintain currency with the literature of the discipline. Subsequent 

research might provide more information about typical “entry level” repertoires of behavior 

analysts who wish to learn to administer IISCA and how or whether those repertoires affect 

acquisition of the relevant skills. 

Another limitation of this study was that the number of questions BCBAs needed to ask 

the experimenter to find answers to the interview questions was not varied across vignettes. The 

scripted responses for each interview question were designed to provide the relevant information 

as requested. For example, when asking about a child’s language abilities one vignette’s scripted 
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response was, “Anna is non-verbal. She doesn’t speak, she doesn’t point, she doesn’t gesture, she 

just grunts.” This presentation of information may not accurately reflect how caregivers typically 

respond to the same interview questions. Thus, the experimenter’s scripted responses may have 

provided clearer information and been easier to interpret than responses typically given by 

caregivers during functional assessment interviews. 

An additional limitation to the study was that the type of maintaining contingency 

portrayed in each vignette was a synthesized contingency. While participants were able to meet 

mastery criteria when using the open-ended interview to construct an IISCA for problem 

behavior purportedly maintained by a synthesized contingency, further research would need to 

be conducted before conclusions could be drawn about the ability of BCBAs to use the open-

ended interview to construct an IISCA for problem behavior maintained by an isolated 

contingency. 

Future research should include an in-vivo functional analysis component during probes, 

examine which questions from the IISCA interview are necessary for successful IISCA 

construction, and investigate how the accuracy of IISCA construction changes as difficulty for 

BCBAs to obtain relevant information from interview respondents increases.  
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Figure 1. Results of the pre/post-test probes for James (top panels) and Lindsey (bottom panels). 

The numbers by the data points correspond to the vignette number.  
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Figure 2. Percent total of interview questions from the IISCA interview asked during each 

session 
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IISCA INTERVIEW CONSTRUCTION WORKSHEET 
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Participant ID: __________        Session __________________ Date: ___________ 

Target Behavior Critical Features

1. Were three topographies of target behavior identified? Y N

2. Were the correct three topographies of target behavior identified? Y N

3. Were the three topographies of target behavior correctly defined? Y N

4. Were functional precursors included in the list of target behaviors? Y N

5. Was information from the interview used to inform behavioral definitions? Y N

Control Condition Critical Features

6. Was the fucntional reinforcer used in the control condition? Y N

7. Were negative reinforcement contingencies absent in the control condition? Y N

8. Was continuous positive reinforcement used in the control condition? Y N

Test Condition Critical Features

9. Was the functional reinforcer used in the test conidtion? Y N

10. Was negative reinforcement occurring on an FR1 schedule? Y N

11. Was positive reinforcement occurring on an FR1 schedule? Y N

12. Was all reinforcement contingent on problem behavior? Y N

IISCA Critical Features

13. Are the test and control condition matched? Y N

14. Was the correct type of contingency used (isolated vs. synthesized)? Y N

15. Was information from the interview used to inform the analysis? Y N

Total:

Ys  Circled % Ys  Circled % Ys  Circled %

1 6% 6 40% 11 73%

2 13% 7 46% 12 80%

3 23% 8 53% 13 86%

4 26% 9 60% 14 93%

5 33% 10 66% 15 100%
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