
REVIEW ARTICLE

An Objective Comparison
of Applied Behavior Analysis
and Organizational Behavior

Management Research
Kathryn M. Culig

Alyce M. Dickinson
Heather M. McGee

John Austin

ABSTRACT. This paper presents an objective review, analysis, and
comparison of empirical studies targeting the behavior of adults published
in Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis (JABA) and Journal of Organiza-
tional Behavior Management (JOBM) between 1997 and 2001. The pur-
pose of the comparisons was to identify similarities and differences with respect
to research topics and methodologies that appeared in the studies reviewed.
Based on these comparisons, suggestions were made regarding what organi-
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Since its inception, the field of applied behavior analysis (ABA), and
subsequently organizational behavior management (OBM), has faced
the challengeof extrapolatingbasic experimental research findings to the
behavior of individuals at home, school, work, and in the community.
Over the years, practitioners and applied researchers have addressed in-
creasingly complex behavioral issues and, in doing so, have become less
reliant on basic experimental findings to effect and explain behavior
change. The failure to relate practice back to theory has led to much con-
troversy and criticism of the applied behavior analytic community
(Hayes, 1991; Iwata, 1991; Morris, 1991; Redmon, 1991; Reid, 1991).
There are, however, several applied practitioners and researchers who do
strive to explain their findings in the context of phenomena often seen
(and predicted and controlled) in the laboratory. Unfortunately, this too
has led to criticism regarding some of these extrapolations (Agnew,
1999; Hopkins, 1999; Malott, 1999).

There appears to be consensus regarding the importance of acknowl-
edging and identifying appropriate basic behavioral principles (e.g.,
Agnew, 1999; Hayes, 1999; Hopkins, 1999; Normand, Bucklin, & Aus-
tin, 1999; Sulzer-Azaroff, 2000). Having at least a passing familiarity
with basic as well as applied research increases the size of the audience
with whom one can meaningfully interact, and may suggest novel inter-
ventions and analyses of behavior in organizations (Poling, Dickinson,
Austin, & Normand, 2000). Thus, it is suggested that researchers in OBM
should have a basic understanding of the relevant and current topics in
other areas of applied behavior analysis, and vice versa.

This paper presents an objective review, analysis, and comparison of
empirical studies targeting the behavior of adults published in Journal of
Applied Behavior Analysis (JABA) and Journal of Organizational Be-
havior Management (JOBM) between 1997 and 2001. The purpose of
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this comparison was to identify similarities and differences with respect
to research topics and methodologies, and to offer suggestions for what
organizational behavior management (OBM) researchers and practitio-
ners can learn from applied behavior analysis (ABA), and vice versa.

To provide a context for the comparison of these two fields, we pro-
vide a brief description of the defining characteristics, specialty areas,
and the primary publication outlets for these fields, JABA, and JOBM, re-
spectively. We then compare the (a) author characteristics, (b) authors
published in both journals, (c) topics addressed, and (d) research charac-
teristics and methodologies. We conclude with a general discussion
about similarities and differences, relative strengths and weaknesses,
suggestions for what OBM can learn from ABA, and questions regarding
the future relationship between OBM and ABA.

APPLIED BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS

Defining Characteristics

The defining characteristics of ABA were clearly described in the
landmarkarticlebyBaer,Wolf, andRisley (1968)and include(a) thesys-
tematic application of interventions based upon the principles of behav-
ior to (b) improve socially significant behaviors, and to (c) demonstrate
that the interventions employed are responsible for the improvement in
behavior. ABA focuses on the reliable measurement and objective
evaluation of observable behavior.

Over the past 30 years, ABA has flourished. It has guided behavior
change interventions across a wide range of populations (e.g., children
and adults with developmental disabilities, employees, students, etc.),
behavior change agents (e.g., parents, teachers, supervisors, etc.), set-
tings (e.g., schools, homes, business settings, hospitals, institutions,
etc.), and behaviors (e.g., leisure and functional skills, aggression,
self-injury, safety, customer service, etc.). The Association for Behavior
Analysis currently lists the following specialty areas under the behavior
analysis rubric: autism, behavioral pharmacology, clinical, family and
behavioral medicine, community interventions, social and ethical issues,
developmental disabilities, experimental analysis of behavior, educa-
tion, human development, gerontology, organizational behavior man-
agement, teaching behavior analysis, and verbal behavior (Association
for Behavior Analysis, 2003). Within each of these broad categories, a
number of discrete sub-categories also exist. The effectiveness of ABA
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interventions is well documented, although an analysis of the empirical
evidence is beyond the scope of this paper.

Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis (JABA)

Established in 1968, JABA is probably the most prestigious outlet for
appliedbehavioral research (Poling et al., 2000). It is consideredby many
to be the standard and benchmark for comparison in the area of applied
behavioral research (e.g., Sulzer-Azaroff, 2000). The most recent meth-
odological and theoretical developments in the field of ABA are pub-
lished in JABA. The scope of JABA is as follows,

JABA is primarily for the original publication of reports and exper-
imental research involving applications of the experimental analy-
sis of behavior to problems of social importance. It will also
publish technical articles relevant to such research and discussion
of issues arising from behavioral applications. (Society for the Ex-
perimental Analysis of Behavior, 2004)

ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT

Defining Characteristics

OBM (Frederiksen & Lovett, 1980) and performance management
(PM) (Daniels, 1989) are terms used interchangeably to refer to the use of
behavior analysis techniques in business, industry and government.
OBM began as the application of behavior analysis to organizational set-
tings and retains the philosophical and methodological principles of be-
havior analysis (Bucklin, Alvero, Dickinson, Austin, & Jackson, 2000).
The defining features of OBM, as described by Frederiksen and Lovett
(1980), include: (1) the purpose of OBM is to improve performance and
satisfaction and to make organizations more effective in achieving their
goals, (2) the primary subject matter is the behavior of individuals and
groups in organizational settings, (3) the theoretical and conceptual basis
is behavior analysis, and (4) the methodology relies on direct observation
of behavior as the main dependent variable (Frederiksen & Lovett,
1980). Daniels (1989) further defines PM as “a systematic, data-oriented
approach to managing people at work” (p. 4).

OBM has proven useful for dealing with a wide range of behavioral
problems in both the public and the private sectors (Poling et al., 2000).
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Some areas of successful OBM interventions include manufacturing, en-
gineering, sales, safety, vendor performance, customer service, research
and development, information management, distribution and trans-
portation (Balcazar, Shupert, Daniels, Mawhinney, & Hopkins, 1989;
Daniels, 1989; Nolan, Jarema, & Austin, 1999).

Journal of Organizational Behavior Management (JOBM)

Established in 1977, JOBM is the main outlet for behavioral interven-
tions in organizations (Dickinson, 2000). Aubrey Daniels (1977), then
editor, described the purpose of JOBM as three-fold: (a) research should
meet the criteria described a decade earlier by Baer, Wolf, and Risley
(1968) for applied behavior analysis; (b) these behavioral methodologies
should be applied to organizational settings; and (c) in addition to the
value of the Journal to OBM researchers and practitioners, it should also
have practical value for managers. In their 1989 review of the first 10
years (1977-1986) of JOBM, Balcazar, Shupert, Daniels, Mawhinney,
and Hopkins restated the three original objectives as, first, the Journal
would stimulate research on organizational problems and the results of
this research would be useful in addressing organizationalconcerns. Sec-
ond, JOBM would disseminate knowledge about behavioral approaches
to solving organizational problems. Finally, the Journal would serve as a
resource for clients of behavioral consulting companies that would help
them learn more about the application of behavioral technology in the
workplace. Balcazar et al. concluded that the Journal was clearly meet-
ing the first two stated objectives, but perhaps not the third. In Nolan et
al.’s (1999) review of the second decade (1987-1997), the authors agreed
that the Journal was meeting the first objective, “JOBM features research
that is useful in addressing organizational problems,” but concluded that
the remaining objectives were not directly addressed by the data col-
lected in their review, nor were they in the previous review by Balcazar et
al. (1989).

In a recent issue of the Journal (Volume 22, Issue 4) the scope of
JOBM was described as follows:

The Journal publishes original manuscripts on the application of
behavior management in business, government, and service orga-
nizations. Original research articles are sought that advance the
knowledge of applied behavior analysis in work and organiza-
tional settings. The following areas of research are emphasized:
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studies reporting effects of various reinforcers in the work setting;
implementation studies; studies of feedback effects; research of
self-management procedures in the work settings; and studies of
operant procedures on the variables of productivity, absenteeism,
turnover, efficiency, job satisfaction, or other work-related behav-
iors. Summary and review articles are encouraged that endeavor to
analyze research and practices in management, motivation, and or-
ganizational behavior from the perspective of behavior manage-
ment. Case studies demonstrating the application of behavior
management procedures in organizations are published. (The
Haworth Press, Inc., 2002)

Historical Similarities and Differences

ABA encompasses the field of OBM. Thus, they share a common the-
oretical and conceptual basis (behavior analysis) and methodology.
However, as noted by Fredericksen and Lovett (1980), OBM is more nar-
rowly focused on improving the performance and satisfaction of in-
dividuals in organizational settings and increasing the efficiency of organ-
izations. Therefore, the main differences include the primary target audi-
ence (Mawhinney & Austin, 1999), primary subject matter, primary
purpose of the fields, and ancillary technologies dealing with organiza-
tional analyses and improvements in OBM. Nonetheless, given the com-
mon theoretical and conceptual basis and methodology, a comparison of
the research from the two fields may result in the discovery of interven-
tions and analyses of behavior used in one but not the other, and suggest
an accurate and consistent terminology to explain complex behavioral
phenomena.

METHOD

Search Procedures

A computer search of the Psychological Information (PsycINFO ™)
database was conducted to identify empirical studies published in JABA
and JOBM between the years of 1997 and 2001 that targeted the behavior
of adults (between the ages of 18 and 65). Specifically, the descriptors in-
cluded in the search were: Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis (Journal
Source) and Adulthood (Age Group) and Empirical Study (Content
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Type). This search yielded 126 articles. A second search was conducted
for JOBM articles and the descriptors included: Journal of Organiza-
tional Behavior Management (Journal Source) and Adulthood (Age
Group) and Empirical Study (Content Type). This search resulted in 23
articles. Finally, for both journals, a manual search of each issue from
1997 through 2001 was conducted in order to identify additional studies.
No additional studies were identified during the manual search.

Selection Criteria

Detailed records of the 149 identified studies were reviewed and those
that targeted children (birth-12 years), adolescents (13-17 years) and
aged (65 years and older) were excluded from the review. As a result, 43
articles from JABA were excluded, and 83 articles were retained. None of
the 23 articles from the initial JOBM search was excluded. A total of 106
articles were included in the current review.

Reliability Checks

The first and third authors independentlyevaluated40% (n = 42) of the
articles included in the review. A representative sample was randomly
selected fromeach journal resulting in9 of 23 articles fromJOBM, and33
of 83 articles from JABA. (All percentages reported are based on round-
ing from four (4) places past the decimal point.) The categories and oper-
ational definitions used are described in the section entitled, Categories
and Operational Definitions.

Inter-observer agreement (IOA) was calculated for every article that
was reviewed by both authors. The following formula was used: # of
agreements for categories and sub-categories used to classify the arti-
cle/total number of categories used [i.e., (number of agreements)/(num-
ber of agreements plus disagreements)]. The result was then multiplied
by 100 to calculate IOA. The IOA across all categories for each journal
was 100% for JOBM, and 98.9% for JABA.

CATEGORIES AND OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS

The categories and operational definitions used to classify the articles
were derived from those developed by Bucklin et al. (2000). This was
done so that the results of the present classification could be compared to
those reported by Bucklin et al. Bucklin et al. based their categories on
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those used by Nolan et al. (1999) who had based their categories on those
derived by Balcazar et al. (1989) in their review of the first decade of
JOBM. Both Nolan et al. (1999) and Bucklin et al. (2000) added sub-cate-
gories to some of the variables for a more detailed and relevant analysis.
In the present review, categorical classifications and sub-classifications
were added or deleted as necessary to allow for relevant data analysis and
comparisons.

Author Characteristics

For eacharticle,one of the followingaffiliationswas recorded for each
author (if more than one affiliationwas listed for an author, the first one to
appear was used as the classification): (a) academic (college or univer-
sity), (b) organization (private business, organization or consulting
firm), or (c) government (public or government agency).

To classify author gender, author names that were typically male (e.g.,
John, Richard, Brad) were recorded as male, and author names that were
typically female (e.g., Barbara, Anna, Alyce) were recorded as female.
Additional information (e.g., author known by data recorder, or some in-
dication of gender in the author note or article) was also used for classifi-
cation. An “undetermined” category was used for authors with gender-
neutral names, and no additional information available.

Authors Published in Both Journals

To assess the relationship between ABA and OBM, authors who pub-
lished in both journals between 1997 and 2001 were identified. The
names of each author appearing on articles published in JOBM were
first recorded on a data-collection sheet that was used for comparison
with the articles published in JABA. When an author match was found,
the corresponding year of publication was recorded on the data-collec-
tion sheet.

Topics Addressed

A broad classification category, called targeted behavior change, and
recorded as increase/improvement, reduction or other, was added to the
list of topics used by Bucklin et al. (2000). Each articlewas first classified
with respect to thisbroadcategorizationand thenwith respect to the listof
topics described below.
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The list of topics used by Bucklin et al. (2000) was used to classify
JOBM and JABA articles. This list included: productivity, quality, cus-
tomer satisfaction, training and development, safety, accuracy, rate of
performance, sales, labor, timeliness, novelty, management, material,
and other. However, due to the variety of additional topics addressed in
JABA, many articles were classified as other. No comparative published
listwas located toclassify the remainingJABAarticles, and so theauthors
compiled the following list of topics from the descriptors listed for each
JABA article: functional analysis, assessment, habit reversal, self-man-
agement, compliance, reinforcement schedules, self-injurious behavior,
preference, skill acquisition, response blocking, non-contingent rein-
forcement, and other.

Research Article Characteristics and Methodologies

Specialty area. Each article was classified with respect to specialty
area by using the list maintained by the Association for Behavior Analy-
sis (2003). The specialty areas include: (a) autism (AUT), (b) behavioral
pharmacology (BP), (c) clinical, family and behavioral medicine (CBA),
(d) community interventions, social and ethical issues (CE), (e) develop-
mental disabilities (DD), (f) experimental analysis of behavior (EAB),
(g) education (ED), (h) human development, gerontology (HD), (i) orga-
nizational behavior management (OBM), (j) teaching behavior analysis
(TBA), and (k) verbal behavior (VB) (Association for Behavior Analy-
sis, 2003).

Participant characteristics. Participants were initially classified as
verbal or non-verbal to assess the extent to which each population is rep-
resented in ABA and OBM research. Participants were also classified as:
(a) non-management (those supervised or managed and not themselves
in any position of formal authority), (b) management (those in position of
recognized authority over other individuals), (c) executive (those identi-
fied as top level management), (d) college students (participants identi-
fied as students, college students, or university students), and (e) other
(those not fitting any of the other operational definitions).

Experimental versus correlational research. Articles were classified
as “experimental” if they contained at least one independent variable that
was manipulated by the researchers. Articles were classified as “cor-
relational” if they contained analyses of variables that already existed in
the environment and were not manipulated by the researchers.

Field versus laboratory settings. Articles were classified as “field” if
they contained data collected in the participant’s natural (non-labora-
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tory) setting, for example, the participant’s office, participant’s home, or
classroom, for analysis in that article. Articles were classified as “labora-
tory” if they contained data collected in a laboratory or simulated setting.
Laboratory settings included rooms or spaces used for the specific pur-
pose of conducting the experimental sessions that were not part of a
participant’s normal, everyday environment.

Applied versus basic research. Articles were classified as “applied” if
the interventions addressed specific problems (e.g., to increase produc-
tivity or decrease absenteeism), and as “basic” if the research was con-
ducted to answer more basic questions, or “bridge” research questions
(Bucklin et al., 2000).

Assessment procedures. Articles were evaluated with respect to whe-
ther or not an assessment was conducted prior to implementation of the
interventionoraspartof the intervention.Whenanassessmentprocedure
was identified, it was classified as: (a) functional (experimental) analysis
(involves manipulation of suspected maintaining variables using experi-
mental methodology to demonstrate control over responding [Iwata,
Kahng, Wallace, & Lindberg, 2000; Sidman, 1960]), (b) preference as-
sessment (involves making presentationsof available stimulior reinforc-
ers and observing for approach or preference responding [Ivancic,
2000]), (c) indirect (anecdotal) assessment (involves solicitinganecdotal
reports of behavior [Iwata, Kahng et al., 2000]), (d) organizational func-
tional assessment (involves the analysis of antecedents, equipment and
processes, knowledge and skills, and consequences [Austin, Carr, &
Agnew, 1999]), or (e) combination (includes 2 or more assessment
procedures).

Experimental design and analysis. Articles were classified as having
used a “within-subject”design if each participant (or group) was exposed
to all experimental and control conditions, and data were analyzed across
conditions for each participant (or group) (Bucklin et al., 2000; Hersen &
Barlow, 1976; Kazdin, 1982; Komaki & Goltz, 2001; Parsonson & Baer,
1978). “Between-group” designs were recorded when comparisons were
made between groups of participants who were exposed to different con-
ditions, or when quasi-experimental designs, i.e., with or without ran-
domization, were identified (Bucklin et al., 2000; Hersen & Barlow,
1976; Kazdin, 1982; Komaki & Goltz, 2001; Parsonson & Baer, 1978).
Within-subjectexperimentaldesigns were further classifiedaccording to
the following categories: (a) alternating treatments/multi-element de-
sign, (b) multiple baseline design, (c) reversal design, (d) changing crite-
rion design, (e) a combination of two or more designs, or (f) other (those
not fitting any of the other operational definitions). If inferential statistics
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were used to analyze the data for the within-subject or between-group de-
signs, the name of the test (e.g., ANOVA, ANCOVA, MANOVA) was
recorded.

Types of dependent variables: Behavior or product of behavior. If re-
searchers reported having directly observed behavior, dependent vari-
ables were classified as behavior. If researchers examined permanent
products of behavior, dependent variables were classified as products of
behavior. Articles that reported both types of dependent variables were
classified as “both.” Products of behavior were further sub-categorized
as (a) outcomes (directly measured behavioral outcomes such as number
of errors), or (b) self-report (answers to survey or testquestions). Thepre-
ceding operational definitions are identical to those used by Bucklin et al.
(2000) and Nolan et al. (1999).

Types of independent variables. Independent variables were initially
classified as single component or multiple-component (two or more). In-
dependent variables were then classified as either antecedent (any inter-
vention implemented prior to the behavior of interest) or consequence
(any intervention applied after the behavior of interest). Finally, inde-
pendent variables were further sub-categorized utilizing the operational
definitions from Bucklin et al. (2000) as follows: (a) feedback (informa-
tion about past performance provided to the participant), (b) praise
(positive vocal consequence following performance), (c) goal-setting (per-
formance standard set and communicated to the participant, or set by the
participant, before performance was measured), (d) monetary rewards
(any monetary consequence), (e) non-monetary rewards (any positive
tangible consequence that was not monetary or vocal), (f) training (any
intervention called “training” and/or that included information to teach
new skills to participants), (g) antecedents (any intervention imple-
mented prior to the behavior of interest, excluding training and goal-
setting) and (h) punishment (any aversive, or negative consequence, de-
signed to reduce or terminate behavior). One additional sub-category
(i) noncontingent reinforcement (any positive consequence delivered af-
ter a specified passage of time and not dependent on the occurrence of the
behavior of interest) was included in the present review. All independent
variables that were examined in a study were recorded.

Additional Research Sub-Categories

Articles were classified according to the following sub-categories if
they contained the relevant measure or description: (a) social validity for
articles that reported participant opinions regarding the intervention or
results obtained, (b) dependent variable reliability for articles that pro-
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videda descriptionof inter-observeragreement, (c) independentvariable
reliability for articles that described any provisions taken to ensure that
the intervention was implemented as planned, (d) follow-up data for arti-
cles with a description of data collected any time after termination of the
intervention, and (e) program continuation if they described any continu-
ation of the intervention after completion of the study.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Author Characteristics

Previous reviews have classified author characteristics according to
affiliation (e.g., Bucklin et al., 2000; Nolan et al., 1999) and gender (e.g.,
Bucklin et al., 2000; Jarema, Snycerski, Bagge, Austin, & Poling, 1999;
McGee, Bucklin, Dickinson, & McSweeney, 2003; McSweeney, Dona-
hoe, & Swindell, 2000). Researchers included articles of all types, e.g.,
case studies, reports, commentary, discussion, etc., in these reviews. In
the current review, however, author characteristics were assessed only
for those articles that met the inclusioncriteria for the review, i.e., empiri-
cal studies that targeted the behavior of adults. Thus, the present review
(1997-2001) includes substantially fewer articles than the reviews cited
above. Readers are cautioned when attempting to make direct compari-
sons of author characteristics between the current review and previous
ones. As discussed below, author characteristics from JOBM and JABA
were very similar. Percentages of author affiliation and gender are dis-
played in Figure 1.

Author affiliation. The author affiliation was determined for all au-
thors whose names have appeared on JOBM and JABA articles included
in the current review. In both publications, the majority of authors were
affiliated with academic institutions, 73% in JOBM (40 of 55 authors)
and 78% in JABA (231 of 297 authors). Authors who had multiple publi-
cationswere countedeach time theirnameappeared in press. That is, if an
author’s nameappearedonmultiplearticles,his/hernamewas countedas
a “new” author for each separate publication. Thus, the total number of
authors included in thisanalysis is anall-inclusive list and isnot represen-
tative of the number of unique contributors in each journal.

Author gender. A majority of the articles in both journals were
authored by men (JOBM = 71%, 39 of 55 authors; JABA = 59%, 175 of
297 authors). Nearly thirty percent (29%, 16 of 55) of the JOBM authors
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were women and 41% (122 of 297) of the JABA authors were women.
The gender of 3% (n = 9) of JABA authors could not be determined be-
cause thenameswere genderneutral and therewas no further information
available by which the data recorder (the first author) could accurately clas-
sify them.

McGee et al. (2003) reviewed gender issues with respect to publica-
tion in JOBM for 5-year intervals from 1978 through 1997 and for one
3-year interval from 1998 to 2000, and reported that increases in fe-
male author participation were appreciable across all intervals. Sim-
ilarly, McSweeney et al. (2000) reviewed female participation in
JABA from 1978 through 1997, and found that participation rates by
women as authors increased consistently and substantially across all
measures. The authors of these reviews also included a variety of other
measures to assess female participation in JOBM, JABA, and related
journals, and the reader is directed to these reviews for further
information.
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Authors Published in Both Journals

Table 1 presents an alphabetical list of the authors who have published
articles in both JOBM and JABA from 1997 through 2001. JOBM articles
are listed for each author first, followed by the JABA article(s). The table
also includes author names, article titles, and year of publication.

Only nine authors published empirical studies targeting the behavior
of adults in both sources. This represents 21% (9 of 44 unique authors) of
the authors who published articles in JOBM from 1997 through 2001.
None of the authors had multiple publications in both journals. That is,
while some authors had multiple empirical publications in one journal,
each had only one in the other journal. All authors had publications as-
sociated with the same specialty area in both journals, that is, either
OBM or community interventions. The methodology used by the authors
wasconsistent ineach journal.Onlyoneauthor,Bailey,hadpublications in
both journals that spanned different specialty areas: OBM (Thurkow,
Bailey, & Stamper, 2000), community interventions (Engerman, Austin, &
Bailey, 1997), and developmental disabilities (Carr, Bailey, Ecott,
Lucker, & Weil, 1998).

Topics Addressed

Eighty-seven percent of the empirical studies published in JOBM (20
of 23 articles) and 34% of the articles published in JABA (28 of 83 arti-
cles) reported behavior improvement or increase as the targeted or re-
ported outcome measure. The remaining 13% (3 of 23 articles) of JOBM
articles, and34%ofJABAarticles (28of83articles) reportedbehavior re-
duction as the outcome measure. The remaining 33% of the articles pub-
lished in JABA (27 of 83 articles) were classified as other indicating that
neither behavior increase nor reduction was targeted by the intervention.
Instead, the authors of such articles may have been investigating the ef-
fects of a certainprocedureand the resultingeffects could have been in ei-
ther direction. In other cases, the authors may have been investigating
underlying behavioral functions or mechanisms of action.

Table 2 presents the topics most frequently addressed in JOBM and
JABA. The topics are rank ordered, starting with the most frequently ad-
dressed topic. These lists are not exhaustive; rather they reflect the most
common categories of topics. There is little overlap between the topics
addressed in the two journals. This was expected considering JOBM’s
emphasis on improving performances in organizations and that is re-
flected in these data.
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TABLE 1. Authors Published in Both JOBM and JABA from 1997-2001.

Author Title Year Journal

1 Olson & Austin

Engerman, Austin, & Bailey
Austin, Alvero, & Olson

Behavior-based safety and working alone: The
effects of a self-monitoring package on the safe
performance of bus operators.
Prompting patron safety belt use at a supermarket.
Prompting safety belt use at a restaurant.

2001

1997
1998

JOBM

JABA
JABA

2 Thurkow, Bailey, & Stamper

Engerman, Austin, & Bailey
Carr, Bailey, Ecott, Lucker, &
Weil

The effects of group and individual monetary
incentives on productivity of telephone interviewers.
Prompting patron safety belt use at a supermarket.
On the effects of noncontingent delivery of differing
magnitudes of reinforcement.

2000

1997
1998

JOBM

JABA
JABA

3 Mueller, Moore, Tingstrom, &
Doggett

Mueller, Moore, Doggett, &
Tingstrom

Increasing seating opportunities using a behavioral
prompt.

The effectiveness of contingency-specific and
contingency-nonspecific prompts in controlling
bathroom graffiti.

2001

2000

JOBM

JABA

4 Ludwig & Geller

Ludwig & Geller

Ludwig, Biggs, Wagner, &
Geller

Behavioral change among agents of a community
safety program: Pizza drivers advocate community
safety belt use.
Behavioral impact of a corporate driving policy:
Undesirable side effects reflect countercontrol.
Using public feedback and competitive rewards to
increase the safe driving of pizza drivers.

1999

1999

2001

JOBM

JOBM

JOBM

5 Ludwig & Geller

Ludwig & Geller

Ludwig, Biggs, Wagner, &
Geller
Ludwig, Gray, & Rowell

Behavioral change among agents of a community
safety program: Pizza drivers advocate community
safety belt use.
Behavioral impact of a corporate driving policy:
Undesirable side effects reflect countercontrol.
Using public feedback and competitive rewards to
increase the safe driving of pizza drivers.
Increasing recycling in academic buildings.

1999

1999

2001

1998

JOBM

JOBM

JOBM

JABA

6 Mueller, Moore, Tingstrom, &
Doggett
Mueller, Moore, Doggett, &
Tingstrom

Increasing seating opportunities using a behavioral
prompt.
The effectiveness of contingency-specific and
contingency-nonspecific prompts in controlling
bathroom graffiti.

2001

2000

JOBM

JABA

7 Mueller, Moore, Tingstrom, &
Doggett
Mueller, Moore, Doggett, &
Tingstrom

Increasing seating opportunities using a behavioral
prompt.
The effectiveness of contingency-specific and
contingency-nonspecific prompts in controlling
bathroom graffiti.

2001

2000

JOBM

JABA

8 Olson & Austin

Austin, Alvero, & Olson

Behavior-based safety and working alone: The
effects of a self-monitoring package on the safe
performance of bus operators.
Prompting safety belt use at a restaurant.

2001

1998

JOBM

JABA

9 Mueller, Moore, Tingstrom, &
Doggett
Mueller, Moore, Doggett, &
Tingstrom

Increasing seating opportunities using a behavioral
prompt.
The effectiveness of contingency-specific and
contingency-nonspecific prompts in controlling
bathroom graffiti.

2001

2000

JOBM

JABA



Research Article Characteristics and Methodologies

Specialty area. Each article was classified with respect to specialty
area according to the list maintained by the Association for Behavior
Analysis (2003). Of the 11 possible specialty areas, only two [OBM and
community interventions (CE)] were utilized for classifying JOBM arti-
cles. In comparison, 9 specialty areas were used for classifying JABA ar-
ticles. This difference was expected and highlights the breadth of
specialty areas under the rubric of ABA. Considering that JABA is recog-
nized as probably the most prestigious outlet for applied behavior analy-
sis research (Poling et al., 2000), a variety of topics and specialty areas
should be represented in the journal, regardless of the occurrence of spe-
cific specialty area journals, e.g., JOBM.

Percentages of article classification by specialty area are displayed in
Figure 2. Eighty-seven percent of the empirical articles published in
JOBM (20 of 23 articles) were categorized as OBM, whereas only two
percent of the articles published in JABA (2 of 83) were classified as
OBM. A majority of the empirical studies in JABA (74%, 61 of 83 arti-
cles) were categorized in the specialty area of developmental disabilities.
Clearly, JOBM’s emphasis on improving the performance of employees
and staff is reflected in these data. And, although JABA does not restrict
the inclusion of such articles, few have been published in JABA. As a cau-
tionarynote, ananalysisof empirical studies targetingpopulationsnot in-
cluded in the current review (e.g., children, adolescents, etc.) should be
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TABLE 2. Types of Topics Addressed in JOBM and JABA from 1997-2001.

JOBM (n = 23) JABA (n = 83)

1. Productivity (n = 7) 1. Self-Injurious Behavior (n = 21)

2. Quality of Performance (n = 5) 2. Choice/Preference (n = 6)

3. Safety (n = 5) 3. Aberrant Behavior (n = 6)

4. Timeliness (n = 3) 4. Training (n = 5)

5. Monetary Incentives (n = 1) 5. Education/Teaching (n = 5)

6. Customer Satisfaction (n = 1) 6. Functional Communication Training (n = 4)

7. Other: Overtime (n = 1) 7. Assessment (n = 4)

8. Habit Reversal (n = 3)

9. Noncontingent Reinforcement (n = 3)

10. Safety (n = 3)

11. Other: Punishment, Extinction, Treatment
Integrity, Self-Control, Conservation, Sports,
Productivity, Quality of Life (n = 23)



undertaken before making any conclusions regarding potential over
and/or under emphasis of specific topics and specialty areas in JABA.

Participant characteristics. In 100% of the articles published in
JOBM (23 of 23) and 33% of the articles published in JABA (27 of 83 arti-
cles) verbal adults served as participants.Fifteenpercent (4 of 27 articles)
of the articles in JABA that reported using verbal participants were classi-
fied as developmental disabilities research. Non-verbal adults were par-
ticipants in 65% of the articles published in JABA (54 of 83 articles). All
of these articles were classified as developmental disabilities research.
Participants in the remaining JABA articles (2%, 2 of 83 articles) were
verbal and non-verbal. The primary intervention target, i.e., verbal ver-
sus non-verbal participants, reflects one distinction between the empiri-
cal studies published in JOBM and JABA. This distinction must be
considered when attempting to determine the utility of comparing and
interpreting interventions and results from OBM and ABA research.

Not surprisingly, participant characteristics were related to the set-
tings in which the research was conducted. Figure 3 presents those char-
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FIGURE 2. Empirical study classification with respect to specialty area in
JOBM and JABA research from 1997-2001: Developmental disability (DD), ed-
ucation/teaching behavior analysis (ED/TBA), community interventions (C), or-
ganizational behavior management (OBM) and other.



acteristics. In JOBM, where most of the studies were conducted in field
settings (see Field versus laboratory settings), non-management person-
nel were participants in 61% (14 of 23) of the studies, and management
personnel were participants in 17% (4 of 23) of the studies. College stu-
dents servedas participants in22% (5 of 23) of thestudies.Thesepercent-
ages are comparable to the percentages reported in the Bucklin et al.
(2000) review. In that review executive personnel were participants in
2%1 (1 of 60) of the studies and participants were classified as “other” in
12% (7 of 60) of the studies (Bucklin et al., 2000). Both categories were
absent from the current review because none of the participants fit these
classifications.

In JABA, where most of the studies were conducted in laboratory set-
tings (see Field versus laboratory settings), non-management personnel
were participants in 89% of the studies (74 of 83 studies), management
personnel were participants in 1% (1 of 83) of the studies, college stu-
dents were participants in 8% (7 of 83) of the studies and participants
were categorized as “other” in 4% (3 of 83) of the articles.

Participants were classified as non-management personnel when they
fit the operational definition of “those supervised or managed and not
themselves in any position of formal authority.” However, there are sig-
nificant differences between the participants classified as non-man-
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agement in JOBM and JABA. Participants in JOBM studies held
non-management positions in organizations, e.g., telephone interview-
ers, bus drivers, pizza deliverers, and police staff. In contrast, the major-
ity of non-management participants in JABA studies were residential
facility residents, day treatment participants, and patients. Thus, even
though the percentages of non-management participation in JABA and
JOBM studies look comparable, any interpretation and comparison of
this dimension should be made cautiously. The primary intervention tar-
get, i.e., organization personnel versus residents/patients, reflects an im-
portant distinction between the OBM and ABA research and suggests
that, in future reviews, more appropriate participant categories should be
defined and used. For example, non-management participants in OBM
literaturecould be classifiedas producers whereas non-managementpar-
ticipants in ABA literature could be classified as customers. Although
participant characteristics could arguably be operationalized in a number
of different ways, because we compared our data to those reported by
Bucklin et al. (2000), we retained their definition when classifying all of
the studies included in the current review.

Experimental versus correlational research. As expected, the major-
ityof studies in both journalswere experimental (JOBM = 100%, 23 of 23
studies; JABA = 98%, 81 of 83 studies), meaning that the majority of em-
pirical studies conducted between 1997 and 2001 contained at least one
independent variable that was manipulated by researchers. This demon-
strates that OBM and ABA researchers alike have strived to adhere to the
underlying aim of behavior analysis, i.e., effectively understanding and
controlling behavior and performance processes by managing environ-
mental contingencies.

Field versus laboratory settings. Another difference between the re-
search in JOBM and JABA was the setting where experimenters con-
ducted their research. In JOBM, 83% of the studies were conducted in
field settings (19 of 23 studies) and 17% (n = 4) in laboratory settings. In
contrast, in JABA, 37% of the empirical studies (31 of 83 studies) were
conducted in field settings whereas 63% (n = 52) were conducted in labo-
ratory settings. It should be noted that in many of the JABA studies, the
laboratory setting was located within the field setting where the partici-
pant resided, or where participants attended day programs, but the actual
experimental session was conducted in a separate room or space. Addi-
tionally, effects of the intervention on the participant’s behavior were not
observed or examined in the field setting after the experimental sessions.
The differences with respect to the settings for experimental research
(primarily field for JOBM and primarily laboratory for JABA) are no
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doubt related tootherdifferencesbetween the fields,namely intervention
target (see Participant characteristics), and primary subject matter (see
Topics addressed and Specialty area).

Applied versus basic research. An appreciably greater percentage of
JOBM articles were conducted to solve applied problems rather than to
answer more basic or bridge research questions, 87% (20 of 23 articles)
versus 13% (3 of 23), respectively. In comparison,58% (48 of 83articles)
of the studies from JABA were conducted to answer basic or bridge re-
search questions, whereas 42% (35 of 83) were conducted to solve ap-
plied problems. This difference between the empirical studies in the
journals is not surprising and is related directly to the scope and target
audienceof eachpublication.As statedpreviously, thescopeof JOBM is:
“. . . the application of behavior management in business, government,
and service organizations” (The Haworth Press, Inc., 2002). In contrast,
the scope of JABA is: “. . . reports and experimental research involving
applications of the experimental analysis of behavior to problems of so-
cial importance” (Society for the Experimental Analysis of Behavior,
2004). Implicit in the scope of JABA is the analysis and explanation of
underlying behavioral functions and mechanisms of action. This im-
plication is absent from the scope of JOBM although the editors do en-
courage authors to speculate and discuss the potential underlying
behavioral mechanisms that are functioning within organizational re-
search (Haworth, 2002).

Assessment procedures. A sizable difference between the research in
JOBM and JABA was the utilization of assessment procedures, as dis-
played in Figure 4. Only 26% of the studies from JOBM (6 of 23 studies)
reported conducting an assessment prior to implementing the interven-
tion. Two types of assessments were reported in the JOBM studies: indi-
rect (anecdotal) assessment and organizational functional assessment
(OFA). OBM researchers should be encouraged to document assess-
ment procedures in their studies and explain how the results of the as-
sessment guided their selection of the resultant intervention.

In contrast, 63% of the studies from JABA (52 of 83 studies) reported
including an assessment procedure, either prior to the intervention or as
the intervention under study. However, none of the JABA studies that
were categorized as OBM or community interventions (0 of 8 studies) in-
cluded an assessment prior to implementing the intervention. The most
frequently used assessment procedure reported in JABA was functional
analysis (37%, 31 of 83 studies), followed by preference assessment
(12%, 10 of 83 studies), then, a combination of two or more assessments
(12%, 10 of 83 studies), and finally, indirect assessment (1%, 1 of 83
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studies). The predominance of experimental functional analyses in JABA
studies is not surprising when one considers that much of the research in
JABA is undertaken to determine the functional cause of behavior (see
Applied vs. basic research), and to identify, examine, and control the
direct-acting (Malott, Malott, & Trojan, 2000) maintaining variables of
behavior.

To promote the use of assessments in OBM research, reviewers and
editors of JOBM and JABA should request that OBM researchers de-
scribeassessmentproceduresutilized in their studiesand explainhow the
results of the assessment guided their selection of the intervention.

Experimental design and analysis. Within-subject designs dominated
JOBM (91%, 21 of 23 studies) and JABA (95%, 79 of 83 studies) empiri-
cal research that targeted the behavior of adults. Figure 5 presents the per-
centages of specific within-subject designs used in JOBM and JABA. The
most commonlyused within-subjectdesign was the multiplebaselinede-
sign; it was used in 52% (12 of 23 studies) of the studies in JOBM, and in
35% (29 of 83 studies) in JABA. Reversal designs were used in 17% (4 of
23 studies) of the JOBM studies and in 34% (28 of 83 studies) of the JABA
studies. Alternating treatment, or multielement designs were used in 4%
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FIGURE 4. Assessment procedures in JOBM and JABA from 1997-2001: The
percentage of studies that included a functional analysis (FA), preference as-
sessment (PA), indirect assessment (IA), organizational assessment (OA), or
combination (CO) of 2 or more assessments.



(1 of 23 studies) of the JOBM studies and in 24% (20 of 83 studies) of the
JABA studies. Some studies used a combination of designs. If a particular
study utilized a combination of experimental designs, each design was
counted as a separate occurrence. The remaining studies (JOBM = 26%,
6 of 23 studies; JABA = 16%, 13 of 83 studies) used an experimental de-
sign that did not fit any of the operationally defined categories and were
classified as “other.” The results of this analysis are not surprising, given
OBM’s and ABA’s behavior analytic orientation (Hersen & Barlow,
1976; Kazdin, 1982; Mawhinney, 2000; Parsonson & Baer, 1978;
Sidman, 1960). Nonetheless, the research question, not the theoretical
orientation of the researcher should guide the selection of the design
(Kazdin, 1982; Komaki & Goltz, 2001).

In keeping with the behavior analytic orientation of the two journals,
the most commonly used data analysis method was visual inspection. In
the ABA tradition, producing a change from baseline to intervention
time-series data levels with no overlap of data ranges insures that the
change can be detected by visual inspection of the data without statistical
analysis (Mawhinney & Austin, 1999). The most common inferential
statistical test used in both publications was Analysis of Variance
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(ANOVA), however, very few studies reported using any inferential sta-
tistical test. In JABA, only one between-group study used ANOVA. In
JOBM, 22% (5 of 23) reported statistical tests performed on data. Of
these, three utilized a within-subject design and two utilized a be-
tween-group design. Four of the five studies (within-subject design, n =
2; between-group design, n = 2) in JOBM presented results in terms of
ANOVA. The remaining within-subject study (Thurkow et al., 2000)
used Pearson’s Product Moment correlation statistic.

Types of dependent variable: Behavior or product of behavior. The per-
centages of empirical studies from JOBM and JABA that measured behavior,
products of behavior, or both behavior and products of behavior are shown in
Figure6. InJOBM, products ofbehaviorweremeasured in61%of thestudies
(14 of 23), while behaviors were measured in 22% (n = 5), and both behavior
and products of behavior were measured in 17% (n = 4) studies. JABA re-
searchers primarily measured behavior (82%, 68 of 83 studies) rather than
products of behavior (15%, n = 12) or both behavior and products of behavior
(4%, n =3). Thedifferences with respect to types of dependentvariables mea-
sured (primarily products of behavior for JOBM and behavior for JABA) may
be related to other differences between the fields, namely intervention target
(see Participant characteristics), and primary subject matter (see Topics ad-
dressed and Specialty area). However, OBM researchers should be encour-
aged to review the studies in other areas of ABA since this may lead to the
discoveryofnovelinterventionsandanalysesofbehavior.Thatthemajorityof
research studies in JOBM from 1997 through 2001 measured products of be-
havior is a departure from one of the defining features of OBM described by
FrederiksenandLovett (1980), that is: themethodologyreliesondirectobser-
vation of behavior as the main dependent variable. Whether or not this depar-
ture represents a significant and problematic departure from the conceptual
basis of OBM and ABA should be investigated.

Types of independent variables. Percentages of the types of independ-
ent variables (single versus multiple; antecedent versus consequence
versus a combination of antecedents and consequences versus other)
used in empirical studies from JOBM and JABAare presented in Figure 7.
The proportion of studies that used multiple-component independent
variables (JOBM = 57%, 13 of 23 studies; JABA = 57%, 47 of 83 studies)
and single component independent variables (JOBM = 44%, 10 of 23
studies; JABA = 43%, 36 of 83 studies) is the same for both journals. The
distribution of antecedent, consequence and a combination of antecedent
and consequence independent variables was also similar. In JOBM, con-
sequences were used in 35% of the studies (8 of 23 studies), antecedents
were also used as the independent variable in 35% of the studies and a
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combination of antecedent and consequences was used in 30% of the
studies (n=7). InJABA, consequenceswereusedas the independentvari-
able in 30% of the studies (25 of 83 studies), antecedents were used in
28% (n = 23) of the studies and a combination of antecedent and conse-
quences were used in 31% of the studies (n = 26). Independent variables
fell into the “other” category in 11% (n = 9) of the JABA studies. Exam-
ples include independentvariables thatweredescribedas assessments, or
procedures in the publication. These independent variables were classi-
fied as “other” because the respective authors reported that they were in-
vestigating the effects of the assessment or procedure rather than the
effects of the individual components that comprised the procedure, even
though some part of the intervention may have included antecedents or
consequences.

The following categories were used to assess the most commonly used
independent variables in JOBM and JABA: Feedback, praise, goal set-
ting, monetary rewards, non-monetary rewards, training, antecedents,
punishment and noncontingent reinforcement. Performance feedback
was the most commonly used independent variable in JOBM, with at
least 52% of the studies (12 of 23) using feedback as at least one of the in-
terventions. JABA researchers used antecedents most frequently as inde-

58 JOURNAL OF ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0
JOBM (n = 23) JABA (n = 83)

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e

of
A

rt
ic

le
s

Behavior
Product
Both

FIGURE 6. The percentage of studies that measured behavior versus products
of behavior versus a combination of both behavior and products of behavior.



pendent variables (21%, 17 of 83 articles). These antecedents typically
consisted of information provided to participants and were used in con-
junction with other independent variables. Examples include verbal
prompts, visual prompts and written prompts or instructions. A number
of additional independent variables that were not included in the original
classificationwere examined in theJABA studies.These included:proce-
dures (e.g., assessment, functional analysis, etc.), habit reversal, estab-
lishing operations, extinction, differential reinforcement of alternative
behavior, differential reinforcement of other behavior, functional com-
munication training and reinforcement schedules. The types of inde-
pendent variables examined are ranked in Table 3.

Additional Research Sub-Categories

To improve the quality of research in JOBM, Nolan et al. (1999) ad-
vised researchers to include social validity and reliability measures, fol-
low-up data and information about program continuation. Researchers
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did not report these measures as often as Nolan et al. thought they should
have; however, with respect to most of the measures, JOBM fared better
than JABA research.

Social validity. In JOBM, social validity was assessed in 39% of the
empirical studies (9 of 23), an improvement from the previously reported
27% of empirical studies from the Nolan et al. (1999) review. It would be
misleading to report overall percentages for JABA, given that 63% (52 of
83) of the empirical studies were conducted in laboratory settings and
65% (54 of 83 articles) used non-verbal participants, therefore social va-
lidity data will be presented as the percentage of field studies reporting
these data. In JABA, social validity was assessed in 13% of the field stud-
ies (4 of 31 studies). OBM and ABA could benefit from more frequent as-
sessment of social validity. Assessment of social validity could, among
other things, increase the acceptance and continuation of interventions
by involving organizational members, e.g., teachers, managers, etc., in
planning and application, and ensuring customer satisfaction (Schwartz &
Baer, 1991).

Reliability of dependent variables. Figure 8 presents the percentages
of articles that reported reliability measures for dependent variables,
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TABLE 3. Most Commonly Used Independent Variables in JOBM and JABA
from 1997-2001.

JOBM (N = 23) JABA (N = 83)

1. Feedback (52%) 1. Antecedents (20%)

2. Praise (23%) 2. Training (17%)

3. Goals (23%) 3. Punishment (13%)

4. Training (17%) 4. Praise (12%)

5. Antecedents (17%) 5. Feedback (12%)

6. Monetary Rewards (13%) 6. Non-Monetary Rewards (6%)

7. Non-Monetary Rewards (9%) 7. Monetary Rewards (4%)

8. Procedurala (16%)

9. NCRa (14%)

10. DRO/DRAa (11%)

11. Extinctiona (7%)

12. Reinforcement Schedulesa (6%)

13. Functional Communication Traininga (6%)

14. Habit Reversala (4%)

Note: aCategories added to the original classification of independent variables.



commonly reported as inter-rater reliability or inter-observer agreement
(IOA). Forty-eight percent of the empirical studies (11 of 23) in JOBM
included measures of IOA. In contrast, 89% of the studies (74 of 83) in
JABA reported IOA. This difference may reflect the type of dependent
variables favored by researchers that conducted the studies included in
the current review. As previously discussed, 61% of articles in JOBM (14
of 23) targeted products of behavior as the primary dependent variable
whereas 82% of articles in JABA (68 of 83) targeted behavior as the pri-
mary dependent variable. When directly observing behavior, IOA is crit-
ical. On the other hand, permanent products do not always require
reliability assessments (Bucklin et al., 2000). Even so, OBM researchers
could benefit from examining the reliabilitymethods use in other areas of
ABA research. Furthermore, consistent assessment is essential to ensure
that minimal variation is introduced into the data by observers and to
check on the adequacy of the response definition(s) (Kazdin, 1982).

Reliability of independent variables. Figure 8 presents the percent-
ages of articles that reported reliability measures for independent vari-
ables. Only 13% of JOBM studies (3 of 23 studies), and 6% of JABA
studies (5 of 83) reported independent variable reliability or integrity.
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Very few authors reported any actions taken to ensure that an interven-
tion was implemented as described. The implications of the paucity of
treatment integrity data are important because if a treatment was not im-
plemented as planned, the effectiveness of the treatment may be debat-
able, the interpretation of results may be questionable, and replication of
the treatment and results may be difficult, if not impossible.

Follow-up and program continuation. Follow-up and program con-
tinuation are primarily relevant to field studies (Bucklin et al., 2000),
therefore, these data will be presented as the percentage of field studies
reporting these data, just as was done with the social validity data. In
JOBM, 26% (6 of 23 studies) included follow-up data and 9% (n = 2) in-
cluded information about program continuation. Higher percentages of
JABA articles reported follow-up data, i.e., 36% (11 of 31 studies), but a
lower percentage reported program continuation data, i.e., 3% (n = 1).

CONCLUSIONS

Although OBM and ABA share a common theoretical and conceptual
basis and research methodology, the empirical studies targeting the be-
havior of adults in JOBM and JABA from 1997-2001 reflect substantial
differences between the bodies of research of the two fields, specifically
intervention target, target audience, and primary subject matter. The sim-
ilarities between the bodies of research of the fields provide substantial
evidence that OBM and ABA researchers alike strive to ensure that their
research adheres to the guiding principles of applied behavior analysis:
(1) applied, (2) behavioral, (3) analytic, (4) technological, (5) conceptu-
ally systematic, (6) effective, and (7) generalizable (Baer et al., 1968).

The differences between OBM and other areas of ABA should be
viewed as opportunities for discovery and advancement, rather than as
declaration that the fields are distinct and separate entities. One signifi-
cantdifference in theOBM andABA literature is theprevalenceofverbal
participants in JOBM studies versus the prevalence of non-verbal partici-
pants in JABA studies. This difference has implications for OBM
researchers regarding the appropriateness of treatments and the gener-
alization of results, but it should not be the critical decision point by
which OBM researchers discount ABA research. As stated previously,
having at least a passing familiarity with basic as well as applied research
increases the size of the audience with whom one can meaningfully inter-
act, and may suggest novel interventions and analyses of behavior in or-
ganizations (Poling et al., 2000).
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The current comparison confirmed the conclusion made by Nolan et
al. (1999) that the primary relative strength of OBM is its practical signif-
icance,demonstratedby the proportion of research addressing applied is-
sues. Strengths of ABA include the variety and complexity of topics and
specialty areas, the extensive use of assessment procedures, the ongoing
analysis and refinement of assessment procedures, and the extent to
which ABA researchers report dependent variable reliability.

NOTE

1. This percentage was reported as 1% in Bucklin et al. (2000).
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