


Introduction Overview

Teaching Visual Analysis

Fisher et al. (2003) Stewart et al. (2007)

Wolfe & Slocum (2015) Young & Daly (2016)

Maffei-Almodovar et al. (2017)



Clinical Decision- Making Model

Clinical Model

Geiger et al. (2010)

Fiske & Domolino (2012)

Brodhead (2015)

LeBlanc et al. (2016



• Evaluate the effectiveness of the Clinical Decision-

Making Model and the effectiveness of computer 

based training

Purpose of Current Study



Table 1

Participant demographic and background information

Ally Bre Jessica Kayla Nate Molly Riley Zane

Age 21 22 23 48 24 25 21 22

Sex Female Female Female Female Male Female Female Male

Highest degree obtained Bachelor's Bachelor's Bachelor's Bachelor's Bachelor's Bachelor's Bachelor's Bachelor's

Major(s)
Psychology, Human 

Biology

Human 

Development and 

Family Studies

Special Education Psychology Psychology
Communica

tions
Physiology Neuroscience

Experience in BA No No No Yes (10 mo.) No No No No

Experience in VA Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note. BA= Behavior analysis. VA = Visual analysis. Kayla reported taking Introduction to Applied Behavior Analysis as a course. However, her description of the 

class did not describe any specific training in clinical decision-making or the visual analysis of graphs. Ally, Bre, Nate, Molly, and Riley reported having experience in 

graphs. However, their explanations did not describe specific intepretation of line graphs, except for Bre, who plotted data points on line graphs, but not intepret the 

data. Molly and Zane reported having experience in interpreting audio wave graphs and bar graphs, respectively. 



Materials – Clinical Decision Outcomes
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Modules – Participant View



# correct responses made

Percentage of correct responses =
Total correct and incorrect responses (12)

x 100

• Dependent Measure
• Percentage of correct responses

• An accurate decision regarding the four clinical decision 

outcomes after conducting visual analysis

• Experimental Design
• Multiple Baseline Across Participants



Baseline

• Instructions emailed to each 

participant

• Participants began Module 1

• 5 sessions

• No feedback

• Completed on own time with 

due date given

• Clinical decision-making 

model not present

Procedure

Intervention

• Participants were emailed to 

begin Module 2 once a 

stable baseline was 

observed

• Clinical decision-making 

model present



Procedure – Feedback Sessions

Brief feedback condition

• ~5 min

• 1:1 with experimenter

• Participants walked through 

4 randomly selected graphs 

using the clinical decision-

making model

• Experimenter answered 

questions

• No feedback given. 

Redirected to the clinical 

decision-making model 

• Asked to complete additional 

module sessions

Intensive feedback condition

• ~10 min

• 1:1 with experimenter

• Participant walked through all 

12 graphs in module using the 

clinical decision-making 

model 

• Experimenter answered 

questions

• Corrective feedback given

• Asked to complete additional 

module sessions



Results



Results



The clinical decision-making model was effective in 

increasing the percentage of correct clinical decisions 

when using visual analysis to interpret line graphs

• Three different patterns 

of responding

• Immediate effect

• Delayed effect

• Feedback

• Possible explanations

• Demographics

• Inadvertent feedback

• Exposure to model

Discussion



• Brief feedback sessions:

• Reported confusion on the definition “variable” and “flat”

• Intensive feedback session:

• Clarification that “variable” data could still trend upward or 

have no trend (flat)

• Some participants may have had difficulty detecting 

trend 

• (Nelson, Van Norman, Christ, 2016)

• Participants may have been selecting modify 

intervention in the presence of variable data

Discussion



Limitations

• Generated graphs
• Unclear if participants could generalize to actual data

• Analyzed completed datasets

• Gridlines

• Resolution of graphs

• Clinical decision-making model
• Content may need to be even further defined

• Assess removal of clinical decision-making model



Implications

• Empirically evaluated the effects of a clinical decision-

making model

• A clinical-decision making model has the potential to be 

used in clinical settings

• Contributes to research that successfully utilized computer-

based training
• Average time to complete session: 

– 5 min 36 s in baseline

– 5 min 44 s in intervention

• In previous literature: 

– 10 min (Fisher et al., 2003) to 105 min (Wolfe & Slocum, 2015)



Future Research

• Future research may consider:
• Adding in component with actual data

• Conducting visual analysis with on-going data

• Evaluating whether displaying gridlines contributed to accuracy

• Removing model to assess if accuracy maintained



Questions?

kipfmil2@msu.edu


