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Abstract 

 

Title: The Effects of Performance Feedback on Behavioral Self-Monitoring 

Author: Noell Jankowski 

Principal Advisor: Dr. Rachael Tilka 

 

 Self-monitoring is a process in which an individual observes and records 

their own behavior. In the field of behavior analysis, there is limited research on 

behavioral self-monitoring (BSM) and the components that are necessary to 

maintain its effects. Therefore, the purpose of the current study was to identify 

effects of implementing a feedback intervention with BSM on participants’ 

compliance in completing BSM tasks. Participants were three undergraduate 

students at a southeastern university who self-monitored their own safe driving 

behaviors in their personal vehicles. The independent variable was the 

implementation of a feedback intervention and the dependent variable was 

compliance with BSM tasks. Our results indicate that implementing BSM 

supplemented with weekly feedback results in an increase in compliance with BSM 

which could potentially increase safe behaviors without direct supervision being a 

necessity. 
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The Effects of Performance Feedback on Behavioral Self-Monitoring 

As the number of lone workers increases in the US (Gallup, Inc., 2019), so 

does the need for an advanced understanding of self-management. Generally, self-

management involves an individual attempting to manage their own behaviors or 

thoughts. In the medical field, when an individual has a chronic condition that 

involves ongoing care, self-management is described as the individual’s ability to 

manage any symptoms, medication and treatment, as well as physical and 

psychosocial consequences (Barlow, Wright, Sheasby, Turner, & Hainsworth, 

2002). In the field of behavior analysis, self-management is defined as the ability to 

engage in a behavior without “immediate external” contingencies where the 

probability of this behavior is lower than that of an available, alternative behavior 

(Thoresen & Mahoney, 1974). There are a number of strategies one can do to 

increase their ability to effectively manage their own behavior. For instance, it has 

been pointed out that successful self-management practices include arranging one’s 

environment in such a way that it promotes desired behavior (Skinner, 1953). 

Additionally, an individual is more likely to experience success in managing their 

own behavior if he or she engages in frequent observation, evaluation, and 

recording of desired or undesired behaviors (Olson & Winchester, 2008).  

To break down the behaviors and features of self-management even further, 

Mooney, Ryan, Uhing, Reid, and Epstein (2005) suggest different techniques that 
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are typically referred to when evaluating self-management. The five common 

intervention techniques that fall under self-management according to Mooney et al. 

(2005) include: self-monitoring, self-evaluation, self-instruction, goal setting, and 

strategy instruction. Mace, Belfiore, and Hutchinson (2001) suggest that self-

monitoring should involve two steps: observing and subsequently recording one’s 

own behavior. Self-evaluation has been described as a procedure that entails 

comparing one’s own behavior to that of a set goal or criterion, and then providing 

a reward for reaching that goal (Mace et al., 2001). Additionally, Graham, Harris, 

and Reid (1992) emphasize the importance of self-statements when attempting to 

control one’s own behavior and identify this as self-instruction; these self-

statements are an important component of self-management. Self-instruction refers 

to a person engaging in verbal behavior as both the speaker and the listener. A lone 

worker, for example, could state to his or herself: “I must come to a complete stop 

at the stoplight in order for it to count as correct stopping.” Along with self-

monitoring, self-evaluation, and self-instruction mentioned above, setting a goal or 

behavioral criterion with the hope of working toward attaining that goal has also 

been proposed as a critical element of successful self-management (Schunk, 2001). 

Another technique commonly used for self-management, strategy instruction, 

entails breaking a behavior or a goal into smaller steps that make reaching the 

ultimate goal more manageable (Coyne, Kame’enui, & Simmons, 2001).  
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Self-Monitoring as a Component of Self-Management 

While there have been many suggestions concerning what an effective self-

management package should contain from a behavioral perspective, there is little 

empirical foundation for the aforementioned suggestions given that the majority of 

studies on self-management have been conducted outside the field of behavior 

analysis (e.g., Korotitsch, & Nelson-Gray, 1999; Xiaolong, Qiaoran, & Junchen, 

2014). Given that little research has been done within the field that specifically 

assesses which individual component within a self-management package is 

responsible for the overall effects, it would be helpful to begin to explore the 

effects of each of the recommended components of effective self-management.  

One approach might be to examine the result of each component being 

implemented individually. Self-monitoring may be a good starting point given that 

it is a relatively flexible approach that offers many benefits (which will be 

discussed in detail below).  

Self-monitoring, or as it is commonly referred to in the field of behavior 

analysis, behavioral self-monitoring (BSM), is described as a self-report method 

that often includes three  features: (1) instructions about the purpose and procedure, 

(2) materials to assist in self-observation (e.g., forms, computers, timers, wrist 

counters), and (3) the provision of opportunities to share the data collected and 

discuss any progress made with a supervisor (Olson, & Winchester, 2008). The 
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collected self-report data allow for future opportunities for an employee and their 

supervisor to discuss the employee’s performance and allows the supervisor to give 

feedback to the employee on that performance. BSM can be used in a variety of 

settings with many different populations to increase or decrease a broad range of 

behaviors. For example, it can be used when supervisor observation and consistent 

feedback may not be a viable option (e.g., truck drivers, maintenance workers) 

(Hickman & Geller, 2003), when safety is an important concern in the workplace or 

work task (Sigurdsson & Austin, 2008), in clinical settings where treatment fidelity 

is needed for effective services (Belfiore, Fritts, & Herman, 2008), or for an 

individual who wants or needs to develop healthier habits (Olson, Schmidt, 

Winkler, & Wipfli, 2011). Along with its applicability across a variety of settings, 

the implementation with BSM can be beneficial to companies in comparison to 

other interventions given that it requires less of the supervisor’s time spent 

observing and providing direct feedback. BSM creates the opportunity to give 

indirect feedback by not requiring the supervisor to directly observe and provide 

feedback at the time of the behavior. Also, BSM typically produces large 

performance gains and supports the transfer of training (Olson & Winchester, 

2008). 

 BSM has shown to be particularly useful in the field of organizational 

behavior management (OBM). In this context, it is commonly used as a set of 

techniques to promote safe and/or healthy work behaviors. Much research 
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involving safety in the workplace has previously been conducted using BSM (e.g., 

Hickman & Geller, 2003; Krause, 1997; Olson & Austin, 2001). BSM can 

encourage safe and productive behaviors by increasing the number of opportunities 

for supervisors to discuss safe behavior and promote a safety climate within the 

organization (Olson & Winchester, 2008). It can also enable employees to evaluate 

their own performance and identify at-risk behaviors they may be engaging in so 

they may change those behaviors prior to the occurrence of an accident or injury 

(Olson & Winchester, 2008). For this reason, BSM is an ideal approach for lone 

workers who do not receive as much direct supervision. Lone workers are typically 

described as individuals who do not work consistently in the presence of other 

employees or under the direct supervision of a manager.  Additionally, lone 

workers typically work in dynamic versus static conditions (Daniels & Bailey, 

2014). Some common examples of lone workers include bus drivers, truck drivers, 

maintenance workers, etc. 

While it is clear that BSM may be an ideal intervention for lone workers 

given the nature of these positions (particularly with respect to the absence of 

consistent supervision), there are other considerations. For instance, despite the 

many benefits associated with BSM, its effects have been relatively inconsistent. 

This may be due to a variety of factors. For example, one common issue 

experienced with BSM is that it tends to encourage inaccurate reporting (Olson & 

Winchester, 2008). This is perhaps due to a lack of training and failure to follow 
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the procedures as intended. Additionally, Olson, Hahn, and Buckert (2009) 

implemented video-assessment and self-monitoring in short-haul truck drivers and 

found that drivers were likely to underreport unsafe behaviors; such as coming to a 

complete stop. In order to best decrease inaccuracy in BSM data that may be 

incurred from a lack of training, Korotitsch and Nelson-Gray (1999) provide some 

recommendations that include providing accuracy checklists and making 

employees aware of those accuracy checklists, training the individuals on the use of 

self-monitoring, ensuring the target behavior is well-defined, and that recording is 

made soon after the occurrence of the behavior.  

Alternatively, it has been pointed out that if an employee has demonstrated 

that he or she is capable of performing a behavior, a second reason an employee 

might fail to engage in the desired behavior may be due to a lack of the proper 

consequences (Daniels & Bailey, 2014). Thus, if an employee has demonstrated 

that he or she can accurately report the specific behavior, then perhaps it would be 

beneficial to consider other contingencies that may be influencing the employee’s 

reporting behavior. Given the aforementioned point, if organizations implement 

incentive systems or performance-based pay systems in combination with BSM, it 

may encourage inaccuracies in BSM data. Furthermore, Foster et al. (1999) suggest 

to supervisors and organizations to highlight the importance of honesty while using 

BSM and to avoid using incentives for performance of the self-monitored behavior 

when possible. With this in mind, perhaps it would be beneficial to focus less on 



7 

 

the performance of the individual during self-monitoring (i.e., the number of tasks 

they self-report as having been complete) and more on increasing the act of self-

monitoring itself. Thus, the consequence should be based on the mere completion 

of self-reporting. While one may argue that this method would not necessarily lead 

to an increase in actual performance, many authors have pointed out that desired 

behaviors tend to increase and undesired behaviors tend to diminish given that they 

are being observed and recorded (Mahoney & Thoresen, 1972; Watson and Tharp, 

2007). Therefore, the mere act of reporting should increase behaviors and an 

intervention that is designed to increase reporting could also then increase desired 

performance.   

A literature review by Olson and Winchester (2008), revealed that much of 

the research surrounding self-management and BSM has yet to address the effects 

of BSM and the components that make it successful. BSM has been used as one 

component of a larger treatment package and it has also been used as a stand-alone 

intervention; however, when compliance with BSM does not consistently occur, 

BSM may not be effective. Therefore, it is important to explore possible 

interventions to supplement BSM in order to increase the rate of compliance. 

Performance gains associated with the implementation of BSM in the form of a 

multicomponent approach have been shown to maintain for a longer duration than 

those incurred through BSM alone (Olson & Winchester, 2008). For example, Wilk 

and Redmon (1990) implemented BSM along with goal setting and verbal feedback 
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to application processors at a university. They found results maintained for 39 

weeks. Several other studies implemented interventions that included components 

such as feedback, incentives, observers, etc. However, data suggest maintenance of 

the improved performance did not occur when BSM was used alone. It is clear that 

compliance with BSM is maintained when it is supplemented with other 

interventions. However, while BSM has been shown to be effective as a 

multicomponent approach for a long duration, the techniques that have typically 

been utilized to supplement it are usually time-intensive and require a high degree 

of involvement from management (Olson et al., 2008). Therefore, further research 

is needed in order to learn which specific supplemental components are most 

effective at increasing BSM compliance long-term in order to identify more cost-

effective approaches.  

BSM Combined with Feedback 

Feedback on performance seems to be an important component in 

maintaining behavior and the effects of feedback can be enhanced by pairing it with 

BSM. Past research has often used performance feedback in combination with 

BSM immediately following a direct observation. An example of this research 

includes a study conducted by Richman, Riordan, Reiss, Pyles, and Bailey (1988) 

in which BSM was combined with supervisor feedback in order to determine if 

attendance to activities and on-task behaviors would increase. Specifically, when 
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BSM was not enough to maintain high levels of performance, researchers added an 

additional phase that included supervisors directly observing and providing 

feedback which resulted in consistent, high performance. While these results show 

that feedback is effective after direct observation, one might wonder if the effects 

of feedback combined with BSM can be fully realized when the feedback is 

delivered at a later time and is based on the self-report data alone.  

Other studies have experienced similar positive results using feedback. For 

example, when feedback was added to self-monitoring as part of a packaged 

intervention (feedback, goal setting, and reinforcement) with administrators, safe 

hand-wrist position significantly improved and was at its highest (McCann & 

Sulzer-Asaroff, 1996). However, this combined approach eliminates the ability to 

determine which component was necessary for the behavior change and also 

requires frequent direct observation by the supervisor.  

Many professions may not lend themselves to regular feedback based on 

direct observation. For instance, one primary benefit of self-monitoring is that it is 

conducted by the employee in the absence of a supervisor. This is especially 

important in settings where direct observation would be impractical such as with 

lone workers. One solution may be to supplement the feedback with BSM in such a 

way that it would allow supervisors to provide feedback without having to directly 

observe the performer on a regular basis. It is reasonable to suppose that 

supervisors may be hesitant when it comes to interventions that require frequent 
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delivery of feedback that is based on direct observation due to the time that is 

typically required. If supervisors are hesitant to implement an intervention that 

requires feedback, it is possible that delivering feedback based on self-monitored 

data at a later time may lower the response effort for supervisors and allow 

feedback as an intervention to be more applicable to a wider range of settings. 

However, future research is needed to determine if this would be the case. BSM has 

been shown to be successful in settings where frequent direct supervisor 

observation and feedback may not be an option. For instance, Jackson (2003) 

implemented a BSM plus feedback intervention on safe stopping with bus drivers 

without any direct observation from their supervisors and saw an increase in 

performance. Additionally, Hickman and Geller (2003), targeted overspeeding and 

extreme braking of truck drivers using self-management and individual feedback 

which resulted in consistent improvement of the two target behaviors. Their results 

provide additional evidence supporting the effectiveness of BSM interventions 

combined with feedback in lone workers. However, the target behaviors selected 

were few in number. Future research is needed to assess the effects of BSM and 

feedback when a variety of behaviors are targeted.  

The Components of Effective Feedback 

Although there is extensive research on the use of feedback, many authors 

(Balcazar, Hopkins, & Suarez, 1985; Alvero, Bucklin, & Austin, 2001) suggest that 
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the discussion around feedback leaves room for further evaluation; specifically, the 

definition of feedback and the components responsible for its effectiveness. Alvero 

et al. (2001) summarized a number of components that are relevant to the 

effectiveness of feedback. For instance, feedback was found to be most effective 

when it is delivered more frequently (e.g., daily or weekly). It is also noteworthy to 

mention that feedback was determined to be more effective when it was provided in 

comparison to a standard of performance or against one’s previous performance.  

Other authors have noted similar findings with respect to the frequency with 

which feedback is delivered. For instance, Alavosius and Sulzer‐Azaroff (1986) 

found consistent effects when they used weekly, written and verbal feedback on 

individual performance of safety behaviors when clinicians were working with 

clients. From these studies, it is demonstrated that frequent delivery of feedback 

can create long-term effects on behavior. While the aforementioned studies provide 

insight concerning which specific components make feedback most effective, one 

potential question that still remains concerns how to make feedback effective when 

frequent direct observation may not a possibility? 

Application of BSM to Lone Workers 

As mentioned, lone workers are defined as employees who work in settings 

that do not allow for close or direct supervision, and they typically work alone 

while performing a task. Lone workers are more likely to be subject to unsafe 
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behaviors because they do not have peers or supervisors to help shape and maintain 

safe behaviors nor do they receive the feedback needed to identify at-risk behaviors 

(Olson & Winchester, 2008). Performance feedback with lone workers is not 

typically given or is provided at a time far removed from the behavior(s). This lack 

of frequent feedback may make unsafe behaviors and accidents more likely to 

occur. If supervisors were able to provide feedback to performers without direct 

observation it may assist in increasing the occurrence of safe behaviors. An 

example of this is demonstrated in a study conducted by Olson and Austin (2001) 

in which a self-monitoring package with daily, graphed feedback was implemented 

with bus drivers. It was reported that performance of several behaviors improved, 

despite supervisors not being required to directly observe the behavior. Bus drivers 

were also directly observed by confederates to show that actual performance was 

increasing, not just self-recorded performance. This example illustrates the point 

that frequent feedback without direct observation can occur closer in time to the 

performance itself. 

As previously discussed, many interventions using BSM combined with 

feedback have produced large effects on safety behaviors. It is also critical to 

reiterate that combining BSM with feedback has been found to be a particularly 

effective intervention for lone workers (e.g., Olson & Austin, 2001; Hickman & 

Geller, 2003). Additionally, Krause (1997) used behavior-based safety in an 

organization and showed a significant decrease in crashes and bus driver injuries 
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using a combination of BSM and feedback. It is the self-evaluative aspect of BSM 

that makes it ideal for lone workers given that, as mentioned, the nature of the job 

makes if difficult or arguably impossible to provide direct feedback. 

As one can see, BSM has frequently been successfully applied in settings 

where employees may be subject to injury or a fatality if they are not participating 

in safe behaviors. In many of these settings, employees are lone workers who do 

not receive regular feedback from supervisors regarding safe performance. Without 

feedback to shape and maintain safe behaviors, many employees may be engaging 

in at-risk behaviors without realizing it and without the chance to correct the 

behavior prior to an injury or fatality. It is clear that compliance with BSM is likely 

to occur when it is supplemented with other interventions. However, while certain 

interventions have proven to increase the effectiveness of BSM, many of the 

components have been costly and it is still unclear which specific components 

consistently lead to performance gains. More research is needed to identify which 

specific components are necessary to supplement BSM to increase compliance 

long-term. The specific focus of the present study was to attempt to explore the 

effects of a method that is intended to be more cost-effective and time efficient. 

Therefore, the purpose of the present investigation was to identify the effects of 

supplementing BSM with a feedback intervention that compared the participant’s 

current performance with their previous performance and involved weekly, 

individual, and in-person feedback delivery on participant compliance with BSM 
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tasks related to safe driving behaviors. Compliance is defined as the number of 

BSM tasks completed and was examined in three college students when driving 

their personal vehicles.   

Method 

Setting and Participants 

 Participants were three female students who were at least 18 years old and 

enrolled at a university in the southeastern United States. The inclusion criteria for 

participants was that they have daily access to a personal or school email, a phone 

that had the capability of taking and sending pictures through email, access to 

Microsoft Excel and Microsoft Word on a personal computer, and a vehicle they 

drove daily (Monday-Friday). Participants were recruited through the use of fliers 

that were posted on the university’s campus. Participants in the study received a 

$50 Amazon gift card for participation following the conclusion of the study. The 

Student Investigator acted as the primary researcher and experimenter. The 

participants met with the researcher in an on-campus office once a week. The office 

included desks, computers, and chairs. The participants self-monitored their own 

behaviors in their natural environment. In order to receive the gift card for 

participation in the study, the participants were required to email the researcher bi-

weekly updates or their completed tasks by the deadline specified for the purpose 
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of data collection. It was made clear to the participants prior to the start of the study 

that the gift card was not contingent on completing the tasks, but they still had to 

send an email update by the deadline specified in order to receive the gift card for 

their participation. Gift cards were provided to participants during the final 

meeting. 

Dependent Variables and Measurement 

Compliance with BSM. Compliance with BSM tasks was operationalized 

as the percentage of tasks completely accurately out of the total number of tasks. 

There were a total of eight tasks to be completed during each session 

(approximately every two business days) (see Appendix A). Each task had specific 

criteria that had to be met for it to be counted as being accurately completed. 

Additionally, permanent products of completed tasks needed to be emailed to the 

researcher by the deadline specified in order to be considered complete. If an email 

was received past the deadline, no tasks could be counted as accurately completed 

for that session. If no email was received for that update, the researcher sent out an 

email reminding the participant that an email update was required for participation 

in the study.  

Social Validity Survey. A survey (see Appendix B) was completed during 

the final, in-person meeting with the researcher that included a social validity 

measure (e.g., “I enjoyed this study,” “it was helpful”). Additionally, the survey 
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also asked if participants thought the feedback had an impact on their behavior as 

well as if they thought the method of behavioral self-monitoring was effective in 

changing their safe driving behavior. Each answer was on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 to 5. 

Data Collection 

The percentage of tasks completed accurately out of the total number of 

tasks earned within two weekdays was counted as one session/data point. Two data 

points were collected per week. Each participant was provided with an email 

address to submit their daily tasks. Since participants submitted tasks via email, a 

timestamp was included on each email that helped researchers determine which 

tasks counted as complete. Anything submitted after the deadline was not able to be 

counted. 

Intercoder Agreement 

Intercoder agreement (ICA) was 96.88% agreement which was calculated 

across 35.71% of sessions. An independent coder was trained by reading over the 

instructions that were given to the participant in order to better understand the 

procedure. They were also shown the deadlines for each participant and each 

session. During the experiment, a minimum criteria of 80 percent ICA across all 

sessions measured was required. To calculate ICA, the Student Investigator took 
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screenshots of each email timestamp along with the other tasks that were included 

in that email and created separate files and folders for each session and participant 

that were then shared with the secondary coder. The secondary coder indicated on a 

data sheet whether each task was complete or incomplete based on the materials 

provided in the files. The data sheet used by the secondary coder also indicated the 

definitions of what constituted a complete task. The secondary coder’s data were 

then compared to the Student Investigator’s data collected for the same session. 

Each task that they agreed on as having occurred was counted as one agreement 

and each task that they disagreed on was counted as one disagreement. If the level 

of agreement fell below 80 percent during a given week, retraining would have 

occurred according to the same specifications as the initial training; however, 

retraining was never necessary. The formula to determine the percentage of 

agreement between coders was agreements divided by agreements plus 

disagreements multiplied by 100.  

Informed Consent 

 Prior to commencement of the study, the researcher provided the participant 

with an informed consent document (refer to Appendix C) and read a script (refer 

to Appendix D) to the participant that explains the informed consent process. After 

the researcher read the script, the researcher allowed the participant as much time 
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as they needed to read over the informed consent document and ask any questions 

they had prior to deciding whether they wanted to participate.   

Independent Variable 

Feedback. Feedback was given verbally once a week at the time of the 

researcher and participant’s meeting during the feedback phase of the study. The 

participant also received a paper copy to take with them that included written and 

graphed feedback. Overall, feedback detailed the percentage of tasks completed for 

that week and how it compared with the percentage of tasks completed during the 

previous week (improvement versus a decrease). Additionally, if they submitted 

tasks that were unable to be counted (e.g., the tasks were not completed in-full or 

received on-time) then corrective feedback was provided that explained why 

particular tasks were not counted as accurately completed and what they should do 

for next time.  

Design and Procedure  

 Design. The design of the study was an ABA withdrawal design. During the 

initial meeting, prior to the start of the study, participants were provided the 

informed consent document and read a script (as mentioned above). There were 

many BSM tasks that the participants were asked to complete. Researchers 

explained that it was not necessary to complete the tasks in order to receive credit 
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for participation but that the task completion would be helpful for the study. 

Although completion of the BSM tasks was not required, it was explained to the 

participants that they needed to send email “updates” by the deadline even if tasks 

did not get completed in order to receive credit for participation. Once participants 

were aware that the tasks were not required, they were then instructed using a task 

training script (refer to Appendix E) on how to complete each task based on the 

behaviors they self-monitored from a provided datasheet (see Appendix F). A copy 

of the task training script was provided to participants to take with them so they 

could refer to it throughout the remainder of the study. Participants needed to take 

data following each driving instance for up to three driving opportunities during 

each session. A driving opportunity was defined as each time they got in their car 

and drive from one location to another; driving back to a previous location on a 

return drive was counted as a separate driving opportunity. Researchers informed 

participants that the purpose of the study was to evaluate how people’s driving and 

safety habits change over time. They were not informed of the true purpose until 

the completion of the entire study. Participants were given paper copies of the data 

sheets they used in the car and the rest of the materials were emailed to them. 

Participants were instructed not to take data while driving but to take data 

following the driving period when it was safe to do so. Participants and the 

researcher also determined which two days per week they were required to submit 

updates and materials (if tasks were completed). 
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Baseline. Participants were asked to submit BSM tasks twice a week during 

this phase, which allowed for two data points per week. Most of the BSM tasks 

were to be completed on the computer; however, because the data sheets were 

provided via paper copies (which allowed the participant to track their behavior 

immediately following each driving opportunity), participants were asked to 

screenshot and email the data sheets to the researcher at the same time as the other 

BSM tasks they completed. Participants were reminded to submit updates via email 

24 hours prior to the deadline (see Appendix G for email script). 

Meetings. The participants met with the researcher both in baseline and in 

the feedback phase. This was necessary in order to support the argument that any 

performance changes observed during the feedback phase were due to the feedback 

and not the added requirement of an in-person meeting. Tasks and/or email updates 

were required to be submitted by 11:59PM, the business night prior to the start of 

the meeting. Twenty-four hours prior to the deadline, the researcher sent out an 

email to the participants to remind them to submit their tasks and/or email update.  

During the baseline meeting, participants were given a one-page document 

including relevant information to read on safe driving and then were administered a 

three-item questionnaire (Appendix H). The in-person meetings across all phases 

took about five minutes each. 

Feedback Phase. Following baseline, a feedback phase was implemented. 

This phase was similar to baseline but additionally included performance feedback 
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during the weekly meetings between the researcher and the participant. Participants 

were required to submit updates, which may have included completed BSM tasks, 

at 11:59PM prior to the meeting in order for the researcher to have had sufficient 

time to review and prepare the feedback. 

Meetings. A similar meeting format that was used in baseline also took 

place in the feedback phase. However, following completion of the questionnaire, 

feedback was delivered based on their performance. Feedback was provided using 

the feedback statement script (Appendix I) and discussed the percentage of tasks 

the participant submitted completely and accurately for that week compared to the 

previous week. If any tasks were submitted but could not be counted as complete, 

the researcher provided reasoning and corrective feedback. 

Withdrawal. After the data showed stability, a withdrawal phase was 

implemented that involved removing the feedback component of the study. The 

meeting following the last data point in this phase involved debriefing the 

participant and providing them with the social validity survey.     

Results 

Figure 1 shows the results for participant 1. Participant 1’s mean percent of 

tasks completed accurately during the baseline phase was 34.38% (range: 0% to 

87.5%) across four sessions. The two open circle data points in the baseline phase 

for participant 1 depict sessions in which the participant submitted late emails. 
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During the feedback intervention phase, the mean percent of tasks completed 

accurately increased to 100% across three sessions. Finally, during the withdrawal 

phase, participant 1’s mean percent of tasks completed accurately decreased to 

77.5% (range: 12.5% to 100%) across five sessions. 

Figure 1. Withdrawal design illustrating data for participant 1. Compliance with behavioral self-

monitoring (BSM) illustrated through the percentage of tasks completed accurately across sessions. 

Open circles depict emails that were received past the deadline. 

Figure 2 shows the results for participant 1 including the late email 

submission data. Participant 1’s mean percent of tasks completed accurately during 

the baseline phase when including late email submissions was 40.63% (range: 

12.5% to 87.5%) across four sessions. The square data point in the baseline phase 

for participant 1 depicts a session in which the participant submitted a late email 

Feedback Intervention Withdrawal 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

4/23/2019 4/28/2019 5/4/2019 5/10/2019 5/16/2019 5/22/2019 5/27/2019 6/2/2019 6/8/2019

P
er

ce
n
ta

g
e 

o
f 

T
as

k
s 

C
o

m
p

le
te

d
 A

cc
u
ra

te
ly

Session/Date

Baseline

Participant 1



23 

 

within one hour past the deadline. The triangle data point in the baseline phase 

depicts a session in which the participant submitted a late email over an hour past 

the deadline. During the feedback intervention phase, the mean percent of tasks 

completed accurately increased to 100% across three sessions. Finally, during the 

withdrawal phase, participant 1’s mean percent of tasks completed accurately 

decreased to 77.5% (range: 12.5% to 100%) across five sessions. 

Figure 2. Withdrawal design illustrating data for participant 1 including tasks that were submitted 

past the deadline. Compliance with behavioral self-monitoring (BSM) illustrated through the 

percentage of tasks completed accurately across sessions. The square depicts emails that were 

received within one hour past the deadline. The triangle depicts emails that were received over an 

hour past the deadline.   

Figure 3 shows the results for participant 2. Participant 2’s mean percent of 

tasks completed accurately during the baseline phase was 87.5% across four 
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sessions. During the feedback intervention phase, the mean percent of tasks 

completed accurately increased to 100% across four sessions. Finally, during the 

withdrawal phase participant 2’s mean percent of tasks completed accurately 

decreased to 60% (range: 0% to 100%) across five sessions. 

Figure 3. Withdrawal design illustrating data for participant 2. Compliance with behavioral self-

monitoring (BSM) illustrated through the percentage of tasks completed accurately across sessions. 

Figure 4 shows the results for participant 3. Participant 3’s mean percent of 

tasks completed accurately during the baseline phase was 12.5% (range: 0% to 

50%) across four sessions. During the feedback intervention phase, the mean 

percent of tasks completed accurately increased to 25% (range: 0% to 50%) across 

nine sessions. Finally, during the withdrawal phase participant 3’s mean percent of 

tasks completed accurately decreased to 21.88% (range: 0% to 37.5%) across four 
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sessions. Four open circle data points throughout participant 3’s data depict 

sessions in which emails were received past the deadline. 

Figure 4. Withdrawal design illustrating data for participant 3. Compliance with behavioral self-

monitoring (BSM) illustrated through the percentage of tasks completed accurately across sessions. 

Open circles depict emails that were received past the deadline. 

Figure 5 shows the results for participant 3 including the late email 

submission data. Participant 3’s mean percent of tasks completed accurately during 

the baseline phase when including late email submissions was 21.88% (range: 0% 

to 50%) across four sessions. The two square data points in the baseline phase for 

participant 3 depict sessions in which the participant submitted a late email within 

one hour past the deadline. The triangle data point in the feedback intervention 

phase and the triangle data point in the withdrawal phase depict sessions in which 

the participant submitted a late email over an hour past the deadline. During the 
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feedback intervention phase, the mean percent of tasks completed accurately 

increased to 25% (range: 0% to 50%) across nine sessions. Finally, during the 

withdrawal phase, participant 3’s mean percent of tasks completed accurately was 

25% (range: 12.5% to 37.5%) across four sessions. 

 

Figure 5. Withdrawal design illustrating data for participant 3 including tasks that were submitted 

past the deadline. Compliance with behavioral self-monitoring (BSM) illustrated through the 

percentage of tasks completed accurately across sessions. The squares depict emails that were 

received within one hour past the deadline. The triangles depict emails that were received over an 

hour past the deadline. 

Following the conclusion of the study, each participant was prompted to 

complete a social validity survey (see Appendix J for table).  For the question, “To 

what extent do you believe your behavior was impacted by the feedback you 

received during the study?” answers ranged from 1 (no impact) to 5 (greatly 

impacted). Participant 1 indicated a “2,” Participant 2 indicated a “4,” and 
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Participant 3 indicated a “3.” The answers for the second question, “Are you 

satisfied with the impact on your behavior?” ranged from 1 (not satisfied) to 5 (very 

satisfied). Participants 1 and 3 indicated a “4,” and Participant 2 indicated a “5.” 

For the third question, “How easy was it to monitor your behavior?” answers 

ranged from 1 (difficult) to 5 (easy). Participants 1 and 2 indicated a “5,” while 

Participant 3 indicated a “2.” The answers for the fourth question, “To what extent 

do you agree with the following statement? ‘I enjoyed this study,’” ranged from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Participants 1 and 2 indicated a “5,” while 

Participant 3 indicated a “4.” For the final close-ended question, “To what extent 

do you agree with the following statement? ‘This study was helpful,’” answers 

ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Participant 1 indicated a 

“4,” Participant 2 indicated a “5,” and Participant 3 indicated a “3.” 

Discussion 

The current investigation suggests that feedback on compliance with BSM 

procedures may help to increase task completion and accuracy. The data show an 

increase in accurate task completion across all three participants when the feedback 

phase was introduced, as well as a decrease in mean level with the withdrawal 

phase. The largest increase in percentage of accurate task completion was seen in 

participant 1 where the data show an increase from 0% to 100% between the last 

session of baseline and the first session of the feedback intervention. The smallest 
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increase in percentage of accurate task completion was seen in participant 2 where 

the data show an increase from 87.5% to 100% between the last session of baseline 

and the first session of the feedback intervention. Overall, the average increase 

experienced at the onset of the feedback intervention was 54.17%. For two of the 

three participants the implementation of the feedback intervention resulted in an 

increase to 100% accurate task completion. BSM has long been suggested to be 

effective when used as part of a multicomponent intervention package and the 

current investigation provides empirical support that suggests adding a feedback 

component to a BSM package would improve BSM compliance in lone workers. 

For participant 1, the feedback intervention not only increased percentage of 

tasks completed accurately, but it also made the data more stable. Visual inspection 

of participant 1’s baseline phase and withdrawal phase show more variability 

across sessions. This suggests that feedback may increase accuracy of tasks as well 

as stabilize compliance with a BSM procedure. When further analyzing the data for 

participant 1 and including late submissions of tasks, we found that sessions 1 and 

4 during baseline had late email submissions of either one hour past the deadline, or 

within 24 hours of the deadline (see Figure 2). No other tasks were included in 

these late emails. 

Participant 2 was considered the highest performing participant; during the 

baseline phase her data remained at 87.5%. Once the feedback intervention was 

implemented, and corrective feedback was given, her accuracy increased to 100%. 
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Feedback for participant 2 may be viewed as a task clarification function rather 

than a reinforcing function. During the withdrawal phase for participant 2, there 

were two sessions in which no email was received by the researcher. This caused 

the participant’s percentage of accurate task completion data to drop to 0%. 

Following initial feedback, participant 2 was either at 100% accuracy or 0% 

accuracy. 

Participant 3’s data demonstrate level changes across phases including an 

initial increase at the start of the feedback intervention. However, there were two 

sessions during the feedback phase where percentage of accurate task completion 

was at 0%. It is possible that if an additional component (e.g., a weekly incentive, 

social comparison data) was added to her feedback intervention, the initial increase 

experienced in the feedback intervention may have maintained throughout the 

remainder of the phase. Had that been the case, the size of the effect experienced in 

the withdrawal phase may have been larger. Similar to participant 1, upon further 

analysis of the data, researchers found that when they included late submissions of 

tasks, session 3 included one data sheet that was submitted less than an hour after 

the deadline and session 4 included a late email within an hour after the deadline. 

Similarly, sessions 8 and 15 had late email submissions that were received within 

24 hours of the deadline (no other tasks were submitted) (see Figure 5). 

Additionally, if we were to include the late task submissions, the mean percent of 

accurate task completion does not decrease for participant 3; however, when 
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looking at the ranges in both phases, feedback was able to increase compliance with 

BSM to 50%, whereas the highest data point in the withdrawal phase only reaches 

37.5%. 

When looking at the differences in compliance between participant 2 and 

participant 3, we see a large difference in effectiveness of the feedback 

intervention. This may have been due to difference in reinforcing effectiveness of 

the BSM procedure for the different participants; similar to the observed effects 

experienced by Olson et al. (2011). For one participant, it might be reinforcing to 

observe and take data on their own safe driving behaviors while for the other 

participant, it might be a neutral or even an aversive experience.  

Another reason for the differences experienced in participant BSM 

compliance may have been due to whether constructive or corrective feedback 

functioned as an aversive stimulus for the participants. Despite participant 3, at 

times, receiving a 0% in percentage of tasks completed accurately as feedback, 

there was a slow decrease in compliance throughout the feedback intervention. This 

suggests that corrective feedback may not have been aversive for this participant, 

whereas it may have been aversive for participant 1. Participant 1’s data 

demonstrate a large increase in BSM compliance to 100% accurate task completion 

during the feedback intervention phase.  

With the added tasks that were submitted past the deadline, feedback still 

results in increases in BSM compliance. The addition of these tasks allows for 
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further support that feedback increases BSM compliance. Although participant 3’s 

mean level during withdrawal did not decrease when compared to the feedback 

intervention phase, the highest data point was still less than that of the highest data 

point in the feedback intervention phase.  

Lone workers do not typically work in the presence of peers or supervisors 

and because of this they do not consistently receive feedback based on direct 

observations; or, if they do it is typically far removed from the occurrence of the 

behavior. Hickman and Geller (2003) were able to implement a feedback 

intervention where supervisors of lone workers gave their employees feedback on 

their performance via weekly mail. Similarly, Olson and Austin (2001) 

implemented a feedback intervention with bus drivers in which daily feedback was 

provided. Both of these studies provide evidence that the current intervention 

would be viable for supervisors with lone workers despite lone workers not getting 

frequent direct supervision. Therefore, a BSM intervention that incorporates regular 

self-monitoring may be an effective and practical alternative to direct supervision. 

Thus, it is critical to continue to explore techniques that could potentially increase 

BSM compliance. While we would not expect a workplace setting to require a large 

number of tasks to be submitted twice a week, the current investigation suggests 

that feedback can be an effective technique for increasing BSM compliance; 

whether that be with multiple tasks (e.g., data sheets, line graphs, bar graphs) or 

just self-monitoring (i.e., data sheets) of the behaviors alone. 
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Moreover, given that compliance with BSM has been shown to increase desired 

behaviors, this in turn could subsequently increase safe behaviors. Thus, the self-

monitoring component of BSM would allow for frequent feedback to occur soon 

after the behavior which could be a viable alternative to frequent feedback that is 

based on direct observation for a profession that does not lend itself well to that 

approach. While previous research has identified techniques that increase BSM 

compliance (Olson et al., 2011; Ersner-Hershfield, Connors, & Maisto, 1981; 

Kanfer, Cox, Greiner, & Karoly, 1974), less research has been done on feedback as 

a supplemental intervention. An area that is still ripe for future research involves 

exploring how feedback should specifically be applied to increase BSM 

compliance (i.e., which characteristics make it most effective when supplemented 

with BSM). This study was intended to begin to explore that question and shed 

light on new alternatives for these professions.  

Limitations 

 This study is not without its limitations. First, there was a lack of extensive 

training for each task. Participants were given a task clarification sheet (a copy of 

the task clarification script); however, they were not given an opportunity to 

practice the task and receive feedback prior to the start of the study. This may have 

caused feedback to function as task clarification, the effects of which could then not 

be reversed in the subsequent phase. Participant 2’s data may be a demonstration of 
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this effect. Across all three participants there was a reverse toward baseline levels; 

however, if feedback was functioning as a consequence intervention rather than 

task clarification, baseline levels would likely have been experienced during the 

withdrawal phase. 

Another limitation was the use of the $50 Amazon gift cards that were 

given to each participant for participation. The gift cards were given at the 

conclusion of the final meeting following the debriefing process and the social 

validity questionnaire. This could have had a consequence function for participants 

to continue complying with the BSM procedure which was not the purpose of the 

current study. Participants were informed that they would receive the $50 even if 

they did not complete the tasks; however, it is possible that participants self-created 

a contingency that made them more likely to complete the tasks in order to ensure 

they would receive the gift card.  In order to combat this, future research should 

avoid using substantial monetary compensation for participation unless part of the 

purpose of the study is to examine effects of such a consequence on BSM 

compliance. 

As mentioned, a third limitation was a potential ceiling effect. Participant 2 

was consistently submitting all eight tasks. The current study would have benefitted 

from having a larger number of tasks, similar to that of Olson et al., (2011). More 

tasks would have made it more difficult for her to continuously submit all tasks 

twice a week. If a larger number of tasks were assigned, it is possible that baseline 
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levels would have been lower for this participant in particular, and this would 

potentially allow for a larger effect when feedback was introduced. 

A fourth possible limitation of the study involves the measurement of the 

dependent variable. Some participants submitted tasks late via email; however, 

because the email was received late, none of the tasks included were counted as 

being completed accurately (represented in Figures 1 and 4). In an applied setting, 

these tasks may have been counted and therefore, it may have been beneficial to 

count them as complete in the current study. However, Figures 2 and 5 seem to 

suggest that this may not have made a large difference; even with the addition of 

the late submissions we are still able to draw the same conclusion: the addition of a 

feedback component increased compliance with BSM procedures. Although an 

applied setting may not have as strict of a deadline for submitting BSM tasks, the 

deadline assists researchers in attempting to best capture compliance with BSM 

procedures as objectively as possible. The late submission data provides 

researchers with evidence that participant deadlines may not be a necessity in order 

to come to the same conclusion; however, for the ease of measurement in research 

these deadlines may be beneficial.  

Another potential limitation of the current investigation is the demographics of the 

participants that were used in the study. All three participants were female students. 

Due to the type of participants that were selected, the results of this study may not 

generalize to other demographics; participants that are male, less educated, etc. The 
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recruiting method that was used, posting fliers around a campus building and 

selecting the first few individuals to contact the researcher, may have also limited 

the potential pool of participants. 

Further Research 

The current study only tracked accuracy of task completion and not the safe 

driving behaviors that participants were self-monitoring. Future research may 

explore compliance with the BSM procedure while also tracking the behaviors the 

participants were self-monitoring to determine if the implemented intervention(s) 

had an additional effect on the self-monitored behaviors. It would also be in the 

researchers’ best interest to ensure they are not only tracking self-monitored 

behaviors via self-report by the participants, but also track the actual occurrence of 

the participants’ behaviors to ensure that the reported behaviors are actually 

occurring.  

Additionally, future research could allow participants to choose which 

behaviors they will self-monitor and determine whether a choice leads to a larger 

effect in BSM compliance or a change in the self-monitored behaviors (similar to 

Olson et al., 2011). Although in a workplace setting employees would not be 

allowed to choose which behaviors to self-monitor, a choice opportunity would 

allow researchers to further evaluate the effects of choice versus assigned 

behaviors. This evaluation would allow us to analyze more fundamental principles, 



36 

 

such as motivating operations (as discussed in Olson et al., 2011), which could 

possibly be one of the processes underlying the effects experienced on BSM 

procedures. 

As discussed, the number of tasks may have not been enough to avoid a 

ceiling effect for some participants and therefore, future research should include a 

higher number of tasks. In regards to the practicality of a BSM procedure to lone 

workers, it is not suggested that a procedure being applied to a workplace would be 

as comprehensive and time-consuming as the one used in the present study. 

Researchers were interested in investigating whether feedback had an effect on 

compliance with BSM. A large number of tasks were needed to best avoid a ceiling 

effect in order to examine the effects of feedback on task compliance. However, the 

hope would be that once feedback is demonstrated to increase compliance with 

BSM tasks, these results may perhaps generalize to BSM tasks that may be less 

comprehensive (i.e., self-monitoring alone) which would likely be more practical 

for lone workers.  

Future studies may also explore the effect of training in self-monitoring to 

ensure that participants are actually engaging in the behaviors they are self-

monitoring when they say they are. In a workplace setting, managers likely assume 

that drivers or other lone workers are able to identify whether or not they were 

engaging in a particular behavior. However, future research may want to explore 

self-monitoring training to evaluate differences in accuracy. Results of these future 
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studies could help inform managers and supervisors on how they should be 

implementing and training their employees on self-monitoring procedures. 

Another direction for future research would be to implement a single type 

or component of feedback on compliance with BSM procedures. The current 

investigation used verbal, written, and graphed feedback for research purposes; 

however, using a single type of feedback, such as written or verbal, will yield 

results more easily applicable to a workplace setting.  

Lastly, Olson and Winchester (2008) identified several areas for future 

research in the area of BSM during their review of the BSM literature. Some of 

these areas included (1) involving the employees in the decision-making process as 

well as evaluating individual differences, (2) continued evaluation of BSM alone 

versus as a component of a treatment package, (3) reliability and validity of BSM 

procedures, (4) the use of more advanced technology and research methods, and (5) 

identifying and testing well-informed hypotheses. The current study does attempt to 

evaluate BSM and feedback together as well as identify the underlying behavior 

principles behind the individual differences experienced; however, there are still 

gaps in the BSM literature that need to be evaluated by future research. 

Conclusion 

The current study shows evidence of an increase in BSM compliance with 

the addition of infrequent feedback. BSM is often a more cost-efficient intervention 
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that leads to demonstratable behavior change. If future research expands on the 

current study while addressing the limitations that were mentioned above, it is 

possible that future studies will demonstrate a larger, positive effect of feedback on 

compliance with BSM procedures. Overall, participants experienced a 54.17% 

average increase at the onset of the feedback intervention. We further hope that this 

will help inform new avenues for research that continue to explore which specific 

components of feedback are most effective in increasing BSM compliance.   
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Appendix A – List of Behavioral Self-Monitoring Tasks 

Task to be completed each session 

Number of 

tasks to be 

completed 

Completely tracked target behaviors on provided paper data 

sheets after each driving opportunity (3 per session). 
3 tasks total 

Accurately plotted each data point on the line graph. 3 tasks total 

Accurately constructed a bar graph that included the total 

percentage of behaviors performed across all opportunities on 

which data were collected for that session on provided Excel 

file.  

1 task total  

On-time submission of documents/tasks in an email to 

researcher, or if no tasks were completed, an email update 

stating so. 

1 task total 

Total tasks completed accurately:  
(8 tasks 

possible) 
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Appendix B – Social Validity Survey 

 

Name: 

 

1. To what extent do you believe your behavior was impacted by the 

feedback you received during the study? 

No impact – 1    2    3    4    5 – Greatly impacted 

 

2. Are you satisfied with the impact on your behavior? 

Not satisfied – 1    2    3    4    5 – Very satisfied 

 

3. How easy was it to monitor your behavior? 

Difficult – 1    2    3    4    5 – Easy 

 

4. To what extent do you agree with the following statement? “I 

enjoyed this study.” 

Strongly Disagree – 1    2    3    4    5 – Strongly 

Agree 

 

5. To what extent do you agree with the following statement? “This 

study was helpful.” 

Strongly Disagree – 1    2    3    4    5 – Strongly 

Agree 

 

6. Additional comments? (Not required) 
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Appendix C – Informed Consent Document 

Informed Consent 

Please read this consent document carefully before you decide to 

participate in this study. The researcher will answer any questions before 

you sign this form.  

 

Purpose of the Study: You are invited to participate in a study aimed at 

evaluating how people self-manage driving and safety-related behaviors over 

time. 

 

Procedures:  You are being asked to participate in this study for a six-week 

period starting today. You will need to complete at least three data sheets and 

submit them to the researcher by taking a picture of each of them, as well as 

graph your data. These tasks will be done biweekly and will be submitted to 

the researcher via email. While you will not be required to complete any tasks 

to receive credit for your participation, you will be required to submit an email 

update to the researcher twice a week by the deadline agreed upon in order to 

receive credit for participation. The scheduling will depend on your preference 

and time available each day. You will also be required to meet in-person with 

the researcher once a week on either Monday or Friday for approximately 10-

15 minutes (you will select your preferred time). 

 

Potential Risks of Participating: There are no perceived risks for 

participating in this study beyond what you would normally experience in your 

everyday life. If needed, you may terminate your participation at any time 

without penalty. 

 

Potential Benefits of Participating: You will not receive direct benefits from 

participating but may learn more about your safe driving behaviors.  

 

Compensation: You may be provided with 12 research credits for 

participation in this study if offered by any of your professors. 

 

Confidentiality: All information shared and collected for this project will be 

kept fully confidential to the extent provided by law. All information will be 

filed and stored in an electronic file. A code will be assigned to each 

participant as a way of keeping names confidential. When the study is 

complete, and the data have been analyzed, the information will be destroyed. 

Your name will not be used in any report. 
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Voluntary participation: Your participation in this study is completely 

voluntary. There is no penalty for not participating. You may withdraw from 

the study at any time without penalty. You may also refuse to answer any of 

the questions we ask you. 

 

Right to withdraw from the study: You have the right to withdraw from the 

study at any time without consequence.  

 

Whom to contact if you have questions about the study: Noell Jankowski, 

njankowski2017@my.fit.edu. 

 

Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study:  

Dr. Lisa Steelman, IRB Chairperson 

150 West University Blvd. 

Melbourne, FL 32901 

Email: lsteelma@fit.edu  Phone: 321.674.8104 

 

Agreement:  

I have read the procedure described above. I voluntarily agree to participate in 

the procedure and I have received a copy of this description.   

 

 

Participant: ___________________________________________  

Date: _________________  

 

 

Principal Investigator: ___________________________________  

Date: _________________  

 

 

  

mailto:njankowski2017@my.fit.edu
mailto:lsteelma@fit.edu
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Appendix D – Informed Consent Script 

Hand the participant the informed consent document and read aloud the 

following: 

Please read this consent form and let me know if you have any questions. After 

reading the form, if you decide to participate you must sign and date the form. You 

will not be penalized in any way if you decide not to participate. 

Take as much time as you need to ensure you understand the form. If you choose to 

participate, please sign the form. You will be given a copy for your records. 
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Appendix E – Task Clarification Script 

There are a number of tasks that we would like you to complete while participating 

in this study as it would benefit the results of the study; however, completing these 

tasks is not required to receive credit. Please try to complete as many tasks as you 

are able to by the deadlines specified. We appreciate your participation in the study.  

In order to receive credit for participation in the study you must email the 

researcher with an update by the deadline specified. You will receive credit 

regardless of the number of tasks you are able to complete; however, you must still 

send an update. If you did not complete any tasks simply state that no tasks were 

completed. If you have completed tasks, please include the completed tasks in your 

email.   

Do you have any questions so far?  

You will be required to drive at least three times every two days. Each time you get 

in your car and drive from one location to another will count as a driving 

opportunity; driving back to a previous location on a return drive will count as a 

separate driving opportunity. We ask that you do not take data while driving, but 

wait until you are parked and it is safe to do so. 

I will now go through each of the tasks and explain how to perform each one. Each 

task must be completed and submitted via email prior to the deadline in order for it 

to be counted as “complete.”  

Track target behavior on provided paper data sheet after each of the three 

driving opportunities during the session. You will need to complete a data sheet 

after each driving opportunity by circling “I did,” “I did not,” “yes,” or “no” under 

each behavior. Each behavior must be scored in order to count as a completed task. 

Take a picture of all completed data sheets. You will need to take a picture of 

each data sheet so that it is legible and email them to the researcher.  

Construct a line graph of the total behaviors performed during each of the 

three opportunities on provided Excel file. You will be emailed an Excel file 

with a line graph. Using this graph, you will need to enter the total number of 

behaviors you answered “I did not” or “yes” to for each of your datasheets. 

Example: if 7 of 10 behaviors were answered as “I did not” or “yes” from your 

datasheet, you would enter “7” into the Excel file. Even if you did not track 

behavior on each of the three driving opportunities, please construct the graph 

based on the datasheets that you did complete. For example, if you only completed 

one data sheet, please email a graph that contains one data point.  

Construct a bar graph that includes the total percentage of behaviors 

performed across all opportunities on which data were collected for that 

session on provided Excel file. You will be emailed an Excel file with a bar graph. 

Using this graph, you will need to enter the total percentage of behaviors you 
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answered “I did not” or “yes” to. Example: if 21 out of 30 behaviors were answered 

as “I did not” or “yes” from your datasheets, you would enter “70” into the Excel 

file. 

Send documents/tasks completed in an email to researcher, or if no tasks were 

completed, send an email update stating so. Either submit all documents/tasks as 

attachments (including screenshots) to an email to the researcher or send an update 

via email stating that no tasks were completed. 

I will now have you select the times that you would prefer to meet in-person with 

me for the remainder of the study. You will be required to meet with me once a 

week on either Mondays or Fridays for 30 minutes each. The deadlines for 

submitting tasks will be due on Fridays at 11:59PM (If you are meeting on 

Mondays) and Thursdays at 11:59PM (If you are meeting on Fridays). I will 

provide you with a copy of how to complete each task, instructions for 

submitting them, as well as copies of your data sheets.  

(Have participant complete form for selecting a time slot and then provide them 

with necessary paperwork)  
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Appendix F – Behaviors and Datasheet to Self-Monitor 

Please complete the datasheet in full.  

 Behavior Method of Measurement 

1. 
Did not use cell phone while 

car was in motion 

Circle one after each instance of 

driving: 

I did not – I did 

2. 
Did not eat while car was in 

motion 

Circle one after each instance of 

driving: 

I did not – I did 

3. 
Kept two hands on the wheel 

while car was in motion 

Circle one after each instance of 

driving: 

Yes – No 

4. 
Seat belt worn entire time while 

car was in motion 

Circle one after each instance of 

driving: 

Yes – No 

5. 
Drove within 5MPH of the 

speed limit 

Circle one after each instance of 

driving: 

Yes – No 

6. 
Safely followed behind cars at 

a distance of two seconds 

Circle one after each instance of 

driving: 

Yes – No – N/A 

7. Used turn signal at every turn 

Circle one after each instance of 

driving: 

Yes – No 

8. 
Checked blind spot before lane 

changes 

Circle one after each instance of 

driving: 

Yes – No – N/A 

9. 
Came to a complete stop at 

every stop sign 

Circle one after each instance of 

driving: 

Yes – No – N/A 

10. Yielded to pedestrians 

Circle one after each instance of 

driving: 

Yes – No – N/A 
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Appendix G – Email Reminder Script for Deadlines 

The following email will be sent to each participant 24 hours in advance of 

each deadline: 

This is a reminder that in 24 hours, at [insert time of deadline here], your completed 

tasks and/or email update to the researcher will be due. Any tasks submitted 

following the deadline will not be counted. In order for you to receive your credit 

for participation in this study an email update is required by the deadline.  

Please feel free to respond to this email with any questions you may have. We 

greatly appreciate your assistance in participating in this study. 
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Appendix H – Questionnaire Given at In-Person Meetings 

Please circle your answer. 

1. Did you find the information helpful?  

Yes               No 

2. Do you feel safer after reading this? 

Yes               No 

3. Do you think it will influence your safe driving? 

Yes               No 
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Appendix I – Feedback Statements/Script 

Feedback to be given verbally, written, and graphed to participant during in-

person meeting. 

This week you completed ___ percent of the tasks accurately. This is a(n) 

[improvement/decrease] because you completed ___ percent of the tasks accurately 

last week.   

If any tasks were submitted but could not be completed: 

You attempted to complete the task(s) [list tasks that were submitted but not 

counted as complete] but [it/they] could not be counted because [include reason 

why it couldn’t be counted]. In order for it to be counted as complete next time, 

please [give specific, corrective feedback]. 

Again, you were able to complete ___ percent of tasks.  

Do you have any questions about the tasks? 
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Appendix J – Social Validity Questionnaire Results 

Question 
Participant 

1 Answer 

Participant 

2 Answer 

Participant 

3 Answer 

1. To what extent do you 
believe your behavior was 
impacted by the feedback 
you received during the 
study?  

Answers ranged from 1 (no 
impact) to 5 (greatly 
impacted).  

2 4 3 

2. Are you satisfied with the 
impact on your behavior? 

Answers ranged from 1 (not 
satisfied) to 5 (very satisfied). 

4 5 4 

3. How easy was it to monitor 
your behavior? 

Answers ranged from 1 
(difficult) to 5 (easy). 

5 5 2 

4. To what extent do you 
agree with the following 
statement? “I enjoyed this 
study.” 

Answers ranged from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree). 

5 5 4 

5. To what extent do you 
agree with the following 
statement? “This study was 
helpful.” 

Answers ranged from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree). 

4 5 3 

6. Additional comments (Not 
required). - - - 

 


