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Abstract
Adults with autism spectrum disorder (ASD) experience challenges securing
employment, which may partially explain overall underemployment or unemploy-
ment in this population. One of the first steps to obtaining employment is partici-
pating in a job interview. However, social communication deficits may interfere
with an individual with ASD’s participation in a job interview. The current study
evaluated the use of behavioral skills training delivered via remote instruction to
teach interview skills to seven adults with ASD. Results showed overall improve-
ment during interviews as well as posttraining tests with a career development
expert. These data suggest that an individualized approach to teaching may be an
effective strategy to help adults with ASD successfully navigate job interviews.
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One transition that might occur after high school or col-
lege for some individuals with autism spectrum disorder
(ASD) is seeking employment. Finding employment is
critical for several reasons, such as monetary compensa-
tion, which facilitates financial independence (Roux
et al., 2013). Many jobs may also provide a rich source of
social reinforcement and opportunities to develop rela-
tionships with others (Scott et al., 2019).

Despite the importance of employment, adults with
ASD have a lower likelihood of being employed com-
pared with individuals with other disabilities and may
experience challenges finding and maintaining employ-
ment regardless of their intellectual and vocational abili-
ties (Taylor & Seltzer, 2010; Wehman, Schall, Carr,
et al., 2014; Wehman, Schall, McDonough, et al., 2014).
Roux et al. (2013) found that approximately half (53.4%)
of the young adults with ASD surveyed reported having

worked for pay outside the home since leaving high
school. This percentage is considerably lower than young
adults with other disabilities, such as emotional disorders
(88.2%), learning disorders (89.8%), and speech/language
impairments (88.2%). Roux et al. (2017) examined data
from the National Core Indicators’ Adult Consumer Sur-
vey evaluating 3,520 working-age adults with ASD who
were receiving services for developmental disabilities.
The results indicated that only 14% of the adults surveyed
reported having had paid employment in the community.
These data reflect the fact that securing and maintaining
employment may be difficult for adults with ASD.

Black et al. (2019) found that adequate preparation was
one critical factor in successfully obtaining employment.
Without instruction, the job interview process can be a bar-
rier to securing employment. In a survey of individuals with
ASD, their family members, employers, and service
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providers, Black et al. (2020) reported that most respon-
dents found the interview process to be challenging. Given
that social communication deficits are a core symptom of
ASD (American Psychiatric Association, 2022), individuals
with ASD may be at risk for difficulties during traditional
job interviews, which typically require social competence.

Although job interviews are one of the first steps to
obtaining employment, there has been limited research
on teaching adults with ASD to successfully navigate job
interviews. Strickland et al. (2013) evaluated a web-based
curriculum to teach interviewing skills. Their JobTIPS
curriculum consisted of video modeling, and their results
showed that participants improved their job interviewing
skills. Morgan et al. (2014) developed and evaluated the
interview skills curriculum using a 12-week group-
delivered format with young adults with ASD. Their
results showed that the manualized intervention increased
social and pragmatic behaviors. Although these studies
demonstrated improvements in job interviewing skills,
the interventions were manualized and lacked accommo-
dations to the individualized needs of adults with ASD.

Behavioral skills training (BST; Miltenberger
et al., 2017) is an individualized approach to teaching,
which includes instruction, modeling, rehearsal, and feed-
back. BST can be used to successfully teach job interview
skills such as asking and answering questions. Stocco
et al. (2017) taught appropriate interview skills using
BST to five neurotypical college students with a history
of difficulty obtaining employment. Behaviors of interest
included vocal responses, such as answers to questions
and questions asked, as well as nonvocal responses, such
as smiling and posture. Following BST, all participants
asked more appropriate questions, provided more appro-
priate answers, and smiled more; however, brief booster
sessions were required for three participants.

Roberts et al. (2021) extended the work of Stocco
et al. (2017) by evaluating the use of BST to teach inter-
view skills to three students with ASD who were attend-
ing a community transition program. The study
evaluated appropriately answering 10 common interview
questions, asking appropriate questions, and displaying
appropriate body language. For two of the participants,
BST was effective at teaching appropriate interview
skills, but one participant required additional textual cues
and an embedded reinforcement system to meet mastery.
These results are promising because improved interview
skills may provide individuals with the skills necessary to
secure employment and increase their financial
independence.

Despite the growing literature focused on teaching
interview skills to typically developing individuals
(Wirantana et al., 2020), these skills have not been well
studied with adults with ASD. Furthermore, there are
generally far fewer behavior-analytic services for adults
with ASD despite the increased prevalence of ASD. The
lack of support programs is especially problematic for
individuals with ASD who will be seeking employment

opportunities and may lack the required skills to success-
fully complete employment interviews.

One way to reach the growing population of adults in
need of behavior-analytic support is via remote instruc-
tion (e.g., web-based video calls). There is ample research
to suggest that remote instruction is an effective and cost-
efficient method for providing services to those without
brick-and-mortar clinics in their location (Rispoli &
Machalicek, 2020; Schieltz & Wacker, 2020). These
models lend themselves well to improving interview skills
because many interviews are conducted using video calls
(Chapman & Rowe, 2001), and they allow for frequent
and consistent therapy because there are fewer obstacles
that might hinder participation (e.g., transportation). The
purpose of the current investigation was to use BST deliv-
ered via remote instruction to teach young adults with
ASD to successfully complete job interviews.

METHOD

Participants and setting

The participants were seven currently enrolled undergrad-
uate students and one recent graduate of a large public
university, and all were diagnosed with ASD. The train-
ing1 opportunity was presented to 27 students in a
university-based support program and one recent graduate
of the support program who was affiliated with a similar
university-based program for adults with ASD. Of the
28 individuals presented with the opportunity, seven
volunteered to participate. All participants volunteered to
participate in this study because of their interest in improv-
ing their interview skills. No one was excluded from this
study if they expressed an interest in participation.

Zane was a 21-year-old man with 2 years until his
expected graduation. Evan was a 25-year-old man with
1 year until his expected graduation. Kim was a 23-year-
old woman expected to graduate the same semester the
project began. Eric and Steve were 21-year-old men with
1 year until their expected graduation. Jill was a 20-year-
old woman with 1 year until her expected graduation.
Sam was a 28-year-old man who had graduated from the
program 2 years prior. Ian was a 23-year-old man
expected to graduate the same semester the project
began. Ian withdrew from the study; therefore, his data
are not included in this study.

Most participants had some job experience, but only
one participant was actively employed at the time of the
study. Zane had previously worked at a laundromat for
approximately 2 years, Evan and Steve had worked at a
university student center for approximately 1.5 years,
and Kim had worked at a fast-food restaurant for

1The term “training” will be used to describe the independent variable in this
study to remain consistent with prior descriptions of procedures used to prepare
applicants for potential employment.
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approximately 1.5 years. Eric had worked on home
improvement projects for one summer, and Sam had
worked at a university-based technology shop for 3 years.
During the time of the study Sam was working at a ful-
fillment warehouse. Jill had never been employed.

Response measurement

All sessions were conducted and recorded using WebEx
or Zoom, two secure online video conferencing programs
supplied by the university. Data were collected during the
interview or from the video recording of the interview.
The primary dependent variable was correct responses to
the interviewer’s questions (answering questions and ask-
ing questions), which were scored using a 0 to 3 scale to
demonstrate the quality and appropriateness of the
responses (see Table 1). The remote interview made it dif-
ficult to score nonvocal responses; therefore, we did not
measure these behaviors. It is important to note that none
of the participants had a specific job for which they
planned on applying upon completion of this study.
Therefore, to meet the criteria for a score of 3, they were
instructed to answer questions as if they were interview-
ing for a position related to their academic major.

Each interview consisted of six questions. The first
and last questions were held constant across all

interview sets, as these were the questions found to be
most commonly asked by interviewers as suggested by
the career development expert. Question 1 was always
“Tell me about yourself,” the next four questions always
varied, and Question 6 was always “Do you have any
questions?” The scores and operational definitions were
adapted from Stocco et al. (2017). Operational defini-
tions for answering questions are presented in Table 1.
Operational definitions for asking questions are pre-
sented in Table 2. We also collected data on time expen-
diture, which included the duration of all mock
interviews and training components. Interview duration
was measured at the onset of the first question asked
and stopped after the last question was answered. The
interviewer was instructed to continue to ask, “Do you
have any more questions?” as the final question until the
interviewee stated that they did not. When there were no
further questions, the interviewer stated, “Thank you”
or a similar ending statement, and the interview was ter-
minated. Training duration was measured when the
instructor began vocal instruction and ended once the
training was complete and no questions remained, simi-
lar to the interview.

Interobserver agreement and treatment integrity

A second observer independently collected data for a mean
of 56.8% of sessions (range, 30.8%–90.5%) in each phase.
We calculated interobserver agreement using exact agree-
ment for each interview question then averaged agreements
across all sessions for the participant. That is, both data

TABLE 1 Scores, operational definitions, and examples for
answering questions

Score Operational definition Example

0 Did not respond to the
question or responded
but did not answer the
question.

In response to “What are
your strengths,” the
participant responded
with, “I don’t know.”

1 Responded to the question
but did not answer all
parts of the question or
responded but provided
a vague answer.

In response to “What are
your strengths,” the
participant responded
with, “I have a lot of
strengths” or “My
strengths make me a
good candidate.”

2 Completely answered the
question, but the
response did not directly
relate to the position for
which the participant
was interviewing.

In response to “What are
your strengths?” the
participant may have
responded, “I am very
caring, kind, and
friendly.”

3 Completely answered the
question and related
their response to the job
for which they are
applying.

In response to “What are
your strengths,” the
participant responded
with, “I am proficient in
JAVA, and I have
completed many
programming courses. I
hope to learn more if
given the opportunity to
work with this
company.”

TABLE 2 Scores, operational definitions, and examples for asking
questions

Score Operational definition Example

0 Did not ask a question or
said they do not have any
questions.

“I don’t have any
questions.”

1 Asked a question, but it did
not relate to the position
for which the participant
was interviewing or was
information that should
be known before the
interview.

“Have you been reading
about COVID-19?” or
“What does this
company do?”

2 Asked a question that showed
interest in the job for
reasons other than the
qualities of the company
or program.

“How much do you pay?”

3 Asked a question that would
unlikely be known before
the interview and would
suggest long-term interest
in the company or
program.

“Do you offer the
opportunity for
continued education?”
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collectors must have scored a 0, 1, 2, or 3 to count as an
agreement. The number of questions with exact agreement
was divided by the total number of questions, and the quo-
tient was multiplied by 100. Interobserver agreement aver-
aged 93.9% (range, 66.7%–100%), 88.3% (range, 66.7%–

100%), 88.9% (range, 66.7%–100%), 92.9% (range, 83.3%–

00%), 87.5% (range, 66.7%–100%), 91.7% (range, 83.3%–

100%), 90.7% (range, 83.3%–100%) for Zane, Evan, Kim,
Eric, Steve, Jill, and Sam, respectively.

Treatment integrity was calculated during training
and interviews. Correct experimenter behavior during the
training included reviewing the PowerPoint presentation,
providing feedback on the participant’s previous inter-
view, allowing the participant opportunities to ask ques-
tions, providing immediate feedback following the
participant’s response to each question, and correctly
implementing the error correction procedure. Correct
experimenter behavior during the interview included ask-
ing the correct questions and providing a neutral
response (e.g., “Okay, next question”) contingent on the
participant’s response. Treatment integrity was measured
for a mean of 38.6% (range, 33.3%–50%) of training ses-
sions and averaged 97.5% (range, 90.5%–100%). Treat-
ment integrity was measured for a mean of 44.5% (range,
28.6%–62.5%) of interview sessions and averaged 85.5%
(range, 84.3%–100%).

Experimental design and procedures

A nonconcurrent multiple baseline design across partici-
pants (Watson & Workman, 1981) was implemented to
evaluate the effects of the various interview training ses-
sions. Pre- and posttraining tests were also conducted
with each participant.

For each interview, including the pre- and posttraining
tests, a set of six questions was presented to the partici-
pant. As noted, each set of questions was structured simi-
larly with the first and last questions remaining constant
throughout the study and four novel questions in between.
The novel questions were always different so that partici-
pants did not memorize answers and so they could practice
answering novel questions. Questions 2 through 5 were
grouped into four categories: job-specific, participant-spe-
cific, team-related, and work-performance questions. The
sets of questions were structured consistently across partic-
ipants during all interviews (e.g., question set 1 was pre-
sented during session 1 across participants, question set
2 was presented during session 2, and so on).

Contingent on the participant’s response, the inter-
viewer responded with general praise (e.g., “Okay, great.
Let us move on.”). For the final question, the interviewer
responded by thanking the participant in a neutral tone
for asking the question but did not provide an answer.
The interviewer then asked the participant if they had
any other questions (e.g., “Thank you for your question,
do you have any others?”). The interviewers in the

current study provided general responses to the partici-
pants’ questions to maintain consistency in procedures
and because the interviewers were not subject matter
experts in the participants’ field of study. The experi-
menters periodically debriefed the participants after the
interviews to remind them that the interviews were for
training purposes and that in an actual interview, the
actual interviewer would answer any questions they
may pose.

We implemented variations of BST to teach interview
skills across five conditions. We progressed from least
intensive training (i.e., group training) to most intensive
training (i.e., error correction training) to identify the
most efficient (i.e., less time, fewer personnel hours) and
individualized method of instruction.

Individual interviews were conducted immediately
after each training. Except for the pre- and posttraining
tests, the experimenter, who was unfamiliar to the partici-
pant, served as the interviewer during interviews. The
interviewer remained constant during interviews with
each participant throughout the study.

If the participant demonstrated mastery (three sessions
at or above 83.3% [i.e., a score of 15 out of a possible
18 using the 0 to 3 scale]) during interviews in a specific
training condition, we moved on to the posttraining test.
The progressive approach to training allowed the
researchers to determine the most efficient and individual-
ized method of training for each participant. The criteria
to move to the next level of training were (a) three consec-
utive sessions below 83.3% or (b) five total sessions with-
out mastering the skills. Additionally, if responding was
on an increasing trend, we continued sessions. It is impor-
tant to note that one procedural integrity error occurred
for Zane in which he progressed to the subsequent training
phase before it was possible to evaluate mastery within his
current phase. This error did not affect Zane’s results, as it
required an additional 10 sessions to reach mastery.

Pretraining test

A senior staff person from the university’s Career Explo-
ration and Success Office conducted the pretraining inter-
views. The staff person was asked to begin the interview
as they typically would and converse with the partici-
pants, but to not initiate small talk. The purpose of this
was that some of the participants (a) reported feeling
uncomfortable engaging in small talk and (b) were
enrolled in a concurrent research project that focused pri-
marily on improving small talk.

Baseline

During baseline, each participant completed three to six
initial interviews with the experimenters serving as the
interviewers. Each participant was assigned the same
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experimenter to conduct all their interviews across the study
(excluding the pre- and posttraining tests). The participants
were asked six questions and received no programmed con-
sequences based on their performance. All baseline sessions
were conducted in one day for each participant.

Training

Group training
We conducted group training of interview skills because
that is the common method of teaching these skills. The
first group training was simultaneously conducted with
three participants (Zane, Evan, and Kim) in a virtual
conference room via WebEx. The second group training
was simultaneously conducted with four participants
(Eric, Steve, Jill, and Sam) in a virtual conference room
via Zoom. All participants were asked to have their cam-
eras on and to mute themselves during the training but
were encouraged to actively participate and unmute
themselves to ask questions or to type questions in the
WebEx or Zoom chat box as the training occurred. All
questions asked by the participants were recorded and
used to guide training for specific areas of concern for
each participant. The instructor, who was also the
instructor in all subsequent training, was a doctoral-level
behavior analyst who was unfamiliar to the participants.
The instructor used PowerPoint, and group training
lasted approximately 35 min. Training included explana-
tions on the importance of interviewing skills as well as
instructions on appropriate and inappropriate aspects of
an interview through text and pictures.

Instructions and modeling were also provided
through two embedded videos depicting one appropriate
interview (about 2 min) and one inappropriate interview
(about 1.5 min) developed by the instructor. Videos
depicted nonvocal behaviors such as posture, eye con-
tact, orientation, and smiling, which were all reviewed
during instruction. General body language, such as
hand gestures and stereotypic motor behaviors
(e.g., rocking in chair), were also demonstrated in the
videos and reviewed during instruction but not analyzed
for the current study. Behaviors related to the dependent
variables of the current study included responses to
questions and questions asked to the interviewer. Ques-
tions asked during the video included, “Tell me about
yourself,” “What are your greatest strengths?” “What
work experience do you have?” and “Do you have any
questions?” The first and last questions were always
asked during interviews and therefore were included in
the training. The other two questions were part of the
sets of questions asked but were chosen because they
required specific responses from participants, eliminat-
ing the possibility of the participants repeating the
appropriate response demonstrated in the video. Exam-
ple responses were created based on the operational def-
initions presented in Tables 1 and 2. Videos were shown

in full to the participants and, if needed, could be
paused to review component aspects of the interview.
Although nonvocal responses were not measured for the
current study, the behaviors were present in both videos
to demonstrate appropriate and inappropriate nonvocal
behavior in an interview. Each participant completed
one interview within 3 to 6 days after the group training.
Only one group training was provided due to time con-
straints and repetition of the information in subsequent
training. If the participant did not master the skill after
the first interview after group training, they moved to
the next phase of training.

Individualized training
We only conducted this condition with our first three
participants, Zane, Evan, and Kim. We did not con-
duct individualized training with Eric, Steve, Jill, and
Sam because of Zane’s, Evan’s, and Kim’s poor
responses to the individualized training, the time
expenditure, and the complaints about repetitive treat-
ment methods.

During all training phases, the interviewer was con-
stant for each participant throughout the study. Instruc-
tion consisted of presenting an abridged version of the
PowerPoint presentation used in the initial group training
individually to each participant, allowing for more per-
sonal interactions with the instructor. Individual sessions
took 5–10 min to present depending on the participant.
The presentation of the PowerPoint served as an instruc-
tional reminder of all appropriate vocal and nonvocal
skills to demonstrate during an interview. Participants
had the opportunity to ask questions and clarify state-
ments. Feedback on their performance was not provided
during this phase.

Individualized training with delayed feedback
This phase was similar to the previous phase except that
after the abridged PowerPoint was reviewed, a recording
of the participant’s most recent interview was shown to
the participant. The instructor and the participant
reviewed the recording together and the instructor
provided feedback on the participant’s responses. On
average, the delay from the interview to the feedback was
1–4 days, and no more than 11 days elapsed between
the two.

The feedback provided was based on the scores for
each participant’s previous interview. The feedback con-
sisted of encouraging praise and constructive feedback. If
a participant scored a 0 or 1, the experimenter provided
constructive feedback and spent more time reviewing the
content of the response. Encouraging praise was provided
for a score of 0 or 1, but the feedback was primarily con-
structive (e.g., “I like that you told them your name, but
it is important to elaborate on your major, college
involvement and successes, and career goals.”). If the par-
ticipant scored a 2 on the interview, the experimenter
continued to provide feedback, but placed more emphasis
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on the encouragement for correct responses (e.g., “That
was a great way to explain who you are as a student, but
it would be helpful to tie your academic interest to your
interest in this job.”). If the participant scored a 3, the
experimenter suggested that the answer was good and
emphasized the aspects of the answer that matched our
operational definitions (e.g., “That was a perfect answer.
You talked about yourself as a student, tied in your
career goals, and provided some anecdotal information
about yourself.”).

Individualized training with immediate feedback
This condition was similar to the previous condition
except that immediate feedback was also provided after
each question was answered. The feedback provided
was the same as that described in the previous
condition.

Error correction
This condition was similar to the previous condition
except participants were provided up to three opportuni-
ties to answer the same question if they scored below a
3. For example, if a participant scored a 2 on a question,
the instructor provided feedback (e.g., “That was a great
way to explain who you are as a student, but it would be
helpful to tie your academic interest to your interest in
this job.”) and the question was repeated. This continued
until either the participant scored a 3 or three error cor-
rections occurred.

Posttraining test

Posttraining interviews were identical to the pretrain-
ing interviews (i.e., the same questions were asked)
and conducted by the senior staff person from the
university’s Career Exploration and Success Office
within one week of the last interview conducted with
experimenters.

Social validity evaluation

To measure the satisfaction and appropriateness of the
training, the participants completed a social validity ques-
tionnaire, which was administered after each interview.
The survey was developed by the authors and coincided
with the primary dependent variables of the study. The
survey was not anonymous, as the participant responses
were integrated into the individualized feedback during
the training. Participants were given a link to the Qualtrics
evaluation, an online survey tool. The evaluation consisted
of five, 7-point Likert-type questions and two open-ended
questions referencing their performance in an interview
(see Table 4). The participants were informed that their
responses were not anonymous and their responses would
be used to inform future trainings.

RESULTS

Figure 1 shows total points scored for participants who
met mastery during the delayed feedback condition.2 Eric
scored 9 out of 18 points during baseline and improved
slightly after the group training. Eric’s score for the first
delayed feedback session was the same as it was for group
training, then it slightly decreased during the delayed
feedback condition, followed by a rapid increase in
responding, which remained high until mastery was met,
and continued during the posttraining test. From the pre-
to posttraining test, Eric’s responses improved from 11 to
17 points. Steve showed similar levels of responding dur-
ing baseline with a score of 10 out of 18 points; his per-
formance improved slightly after the group training. An
immediate increase occurred during the delayed feedback
condition, which was maintained during the posttraining
test. From the pre- to posttraining tests, Steve’s responses
improved from 7 to 15. Jill’s responding was higher rela-
tive to the other participants during baseline and group
training. Jill’s responses during baseline ranged from
10 to 13 points out of a possible score of 18. Her post-
group training score equaled 14. Jill did not meet mastery
until we implemented the delayed feedback condition;
her performance maintained during the posttraining test.
From the pre- to posttraining tests, Jill’s responding
improved from 13 to 18. Zane’s responses during inter-
views ranged from 0 to 2 points out of 18 during baseline.
His responses improved following the group training, but
the scores decreased during the individualized training
condition. Following individualized training with delayed
feedback, Zane’s responses increased and continued on
an increasing trend until meeting the mastery criterion.
From the pre- to posttraining tests, Zane’s responding
improved from 1 to 12 points.

Figure 2 shows scores across all phases of the study
for participants who met mastery during the immediate
feedback or error correction conditions. During baseline,
Evan’s scores ranged between 5 and 9 points out of 18. A
similar pattern was observed during group training, indi-
vidualized training, and the inclusion of delayed feed-
back. Once the individualized training with immediate
feedback was implemented, we observed an immediate
increase in responding and mastery was achieved. Evan’s
responding improved from 11 during the pretraining test
to 14 during the posttraining test. Kim’s scores during
baseline ranged from 5 to 9 points out of 18. We
observed gradual improvements in responding during
interviews across the group training, individualized train-
ing, individualized training with delayed feedback, and
individualized training with immediate feedback condi-
tions. However, she did not achieve mastery. Therefore,
we introduced the error correction condition, which
resulted in additional increases in responding, and Kim’s

2Individual scores across all questions for each participant can be found in the
online Supporting Information.
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responding eventually reached the mastery criterion.
Kim required error correction (i.e., scored less than a
3) on a mean of four questions per session with a total
of 27 error correction trials (range, 1–3). Furthermore,
her responding improved from 11 points during the
pretraining test to 15 points during the posttraining
test. Sam’s scores during baseline ranged from 9 to
10 points out of 18, with a decrease following the group
training. During the delayed feedback condition,
responding increased to levels similar to baseline.

Providing immediate feedback resulted in an increase
that remained stable but below the mastery criterion.
The error correction condition produced an increase in
responding that met the mastery criterion; however,
responding did not maintain at these high levels during
the posttraining test. Sam required error correction on
an average of 2.5 questions per session with a total of
16 error correction trials (range, 1–3). Sam’s respond-
ing from the pre- to posttraining test improved from
10 to 14 points.

10 20

0

9

18

T
o
ta

l 
P

o
in

ts

Eric

Baseline

Group Training

Delayed Feedback

Interview Score

Pre/Posttraining

10 20

0

9

18

T
o
ta

l 
P

o
in

ts

Steve

10 20

0

9

18

T
o
ta

l 
P

o
in

ts

Jill

10 20

0

9

18

Session

T
o
ta

l 
P

o
in

ts

Zane

IT Delayed Feedback

F I GURE 1 Total points earned across participants who met mastery during the delayed feedback condition. IT = individualized training. The
dashed horizontal line depicts mastery criteria.
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Table 3 shows the mean score and the number of
questions per category for baseline and treatment. Over-
all, participants scored higher during their final treatment
phase for most question categories.

Social validity questionnaire

Table 4 shows the results of the social validity question-
naire. Each column shows the scores from the initial
questionnaire and final questionnaire. Overall, all partici-
pants reported that their performance improved across
sessions for all questions apart from the question, “How
would you rate your behavior in an interview?” Zane and
Kim rated their behavior during the interview lower dur-
ing the last questionnaire relative to the first
questionnaire.

The final two questions on the social validity ques-
tionnaire were open ended, asking about aspects of the
interview that the participants thought they did well in
and areas they thought they could improve upon. Initial

responses to these questions were not related to our pri-
mary dependent variables, rather non-vocal-verbal
behaviors (i.e., posture, smiling, eye contact). The final
responses for these two questions indicated that partici-
pants felt more confident in their asking and answering
questions (e.g., “I’m beginning to answer the questions,
and asking questions that help to learn more about the
job.”) and wanted to improve aspects we continued to
work on during training (e.g., “I feel like I could use a bit
of improvement in tying my answers into the job I’m
applying for.”).

Time expenditure

Given that one goal of this study was to determine the
overall efficiency of training for each individual, we cal-
culated the time the participants spent in each phase
(e.g., baseline, individualized training, and individualized
training with delayed feedback) as well as the total dura-
tion of the study (Table 5). Participants progressed
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F I GURE 2 Total points earned across participants who met mastery during the immediate feedback or error correction conditions.
IT = individualized training; DF = delayed feedback; IF = immediate feedback. The dashed horizontal line depicts mastery criteria.
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through each phase based on the number of sessions it
took for them to meet the mastery criterion. Therefore,
duration was variable across participants and phases.
Time expenditures totaled 289, 302, and 442 min for

Zane, Evan, and Kim, respectively. Time expenditures
totaled at least 129 min for Eric. However, we did not
record two trainings, so we could not accurately calculate
the total time expenditure. Time expenditures totaled

TABLE 3 Mean score per question category and number of questions per category in parenthesis

Question categories Condition Zane Evan Kim Eric Steve Jill Sam

Tell me about yourself Baseline 0 (6) 2 (3) 1.2 (6) 1.5 (2) 2 (2) 1.6 (5) 1.3 (3)

Treatment 3 (3) 3 (3) 3 (3) 3 (3) 2.7 (3) 2.7 (3) 3 (3)

Job specific Baseline 0.3 (8) 1 (5) 1.8 (8) 2 (5) 1.8 (5) 2.2 (5) 1.2 (5)

Treatment 2 (1) 2.5 (2) 2 (1) 2.5 (4) 3 (3) 2.7 (3) 2.7 (3)

Participant specific Baseline 0 (8) 1.5 (2) 1.1 (8) 2 (1) 2 (1) 1.8 (7) 2 (2)

Treatment 2.5 (6) 2.8 (5) 2.3 (6) 2 (4) 2.8 (6) 2.8 (5) 2.3 (4)

Work performance Baseline 0.3 (6) 1.8 (4) 1.7 (6) 1 (2) 2.5 (2) 2.4 (5) 1.5 (4)

Treatment 2.5 (4) 2.3 (3) 2 (3) 2.7 (3) 3 (2) 2 (3) 2 (2)

Team related Baseline 0.5 (2) 1 (1) 1 (2) N/A (0) N/A (0) 2 (2) 1 (1)

Treatment 2 (1) 2 (2) 3 (2) 3 (1) 2 (1) 3 (1) 2.7 (3)

Do you have any questions? Baseline 0 (6) 0 (3) 0.2 (6) 0.5 (2) 0 (2) 1.6 (5) 0 (3)

Treatment 3 (3) 3 (3) 3 (3) 3 (3) 3 (3) 2.7 (3) 3 (3)

Note. N/A = not applicable. Treatment mean is based on the last three sessions in which the mastery criteria were met.

TABLE 5 Time expenditure to complete each phase across participants

Procedure Zane Evan Kim Eric Steve Jill Sam

Pretraining test 4 7 7 12 3 14 4

Baseline 10 (6) 16 (3) 21 (6) 9 (2) 6 (2) 48 (5) 5 (3)

Group training 38 (1) 38 (1) 39 (1) 39 (1) 36 (1) 39 (1) 35 (1)

Individualized training 49 (2) 74 (3) 78 (3) N/A N/A N/A N/A

Individualized training with delayed feedback 185 (10) 71 (3) 117 (5) N/A 27 (3) 54 (5) 68 (3)

Individualized training with immediate feedback N/A 91 (3) 102 (5) N/A N/A N/A 131 (6)

Error correction N/A N/A 72 (5) N/A N/A N/A 133 (4)

Posttraining test 3 5 6 7 4 16 4

Total duration 289 302 442 129a 76 171 380

Note. Total duration in minutes rounded to the nearest minute and number of sessions in parenthesis. Total time during each phase includes training and interviews.
aTwo training sessions were not recorded and therefore not included in the total duration.

TABLE 4 Comparison of responses for the social validity questionnaire

Question categories

Zane Evan Kim Eric Steve Jill Sam

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

How would you rate your interview performance? (1-poor;
7-perfect)

1 6 2 3 5 6 5 N/A 5 6 5 6 7 N/A

How would you rate your behavior in an interview? (1-not
at all distracting; 7-extremely distracting)

5 2 3 4 4 2 5 N/A 3 7 2 3 7 N/A

How would you rate the quality of your answers during an
interview? (1-low quality; 7-high quality)

2 7 2 3 4 6 5 N/A 5 6 6 6 7 N/A

How would you rate the quality of the questions you asked
during an interview? (1-low quality; 7-high quality)

1 7 1 2 4 6 6 N/A 2 5 2 5 7 N/A

How prepared do you feel for an actual interview? (1-not at
all; 7-extremely)

2 6 1 2 3 6 5 N/A 4 5 6 7 7 N/A

Note. N/A represents the absence of a questionnaire. Scores in the left column indicate the responses during baseline on the social validity questionnaire, and scores in the
right column indicate responses after mastery.
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76, 171, and 380 min for Steve, Jill, and Sam, respec-
tively. The most time was spent providing feedback and
training while the least amount of time was spent con-
ducting interviews.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study demonstrated the efficacy of
BST delivered via remote instruction for teaching adults
with ASD to successfully participate in job interviews.
Prior to participating in this study, our participants had
minimal experience with job interviews. Using a sequence
of least-to-most intensive training, we taught seven out of
eight participants to successfully participate in interviews.
Additionally, all individuals improved their performance
during posttraining tests where interviews were con-
ducted by a novel expert in career development.

Stocco et al. (2017) and Roberts et al. (2021) used
BST to teach college-aged students to successfully com-
plete job interviews. Our study extends those findings by
demonstrating the efficacy of individualized training for
college students with ASD in a remote learning environ-
ment. The focus on individuals with ASD is important
because the core symptoms of ASD (i.e., social communi-
cation deficits and restricted, repetitive interests; Ameri-
can Psychiatric Association, 2022) may result in
difficulties during job interviews, possibly decreasing the
likelihood of obtaining meaningful employment.

Procedurally, our BST implementation differed from
that of Stocco et al. (2017) in that we tested for skill acqui-
sition immediately during the training session. That is, we
conducted training before and provided feedback during
each interview session. We subsequently conducted post-
training tests without any training or feedback from a
career development expert. This modification allowed us
to be more efficient in our training and evaluation. How-
ever, it is unclear whether the outcome would have been
different had we conducted training first and then imple-
mented a longer posttraining test. Thus, future studies
should consider comparing this procedural modification to
more traditional methods of evaluating BST.

Our study differs from previous research on teaching
young adults to interview for jobs (e.g., Morgan
et al., 2014; Strickland et al., 2013) in that we used an
individualized approach, which consisted of BST deliv-
ered via remote instruction. Our goal was to develop the
most efficient and individualized instructional method
that required minimal staffing and time. Therefore, we
initiated training in a group format. However, none of
our participants mastered interview skills following group
training. This finding is important to note given that an
efficient and common method of teaching interview skills
is in a group format. The outcomes of the current study
suggest that the group format may not be an effective
method of teaching interview skills to college students
with ASD.

Following group training, we progressed through a
series of individualized training strategies moving from
less intensive to more intensive. Our participants reached
mastery at various stages of treatment suggesting that an
individualized approach, rather than a “cookie cutter”
approach, may be important in teaching job interviewing
skills. We discontinued the individualized training after
the first four participants based on their response to that
treatment condition, time expenditure, and comments
throughout the sessions. This phase of instruction con-
sisted of the PowerPoint presentation used in the initial
group training but was presented individually to each
participant. To achieve our goal of developing the most
efficient and effective instructional model for college stu-
dents, we removed this phase to streamline the feedback
portion of BST.

Although all participants required individualized per-
formance feedback, future research may evaluate the use
of group training with active responding in presenting each
skill domain. Also, given the well-documented effects of
immediate feedback, this procedure may be a useful first
step for training if resources allow. However, there are
times when the resources do not allow for immediate feed-
back. For example, future research may evaluate the effec-
tiveness of recording the interview and providing feedback
later when immediate feedback may not be possible. When
resources are not available for direct or delayed feedback,
researchers may also wish to evaluate participant-provided
feedback on their own performance with review from a
staff member later. Thus, future research should evaluate
the efficacy of delayed feedback or the efficacy of rotating
delayed and immediate feedback across group members
with the experimenter.

Remotely delivered training entails training and inter-
views conducted while the participants were in their
home. Although this may be a convenient method of
instruction, there may have been extraneous variables
that competed with the participant’s attention to the
questions or feedback. For instance, Kim explained that
she had difficulty finding a quiet area in her home and
that her family would occasionally interrupt her with
brief comments directed at her. These potential distrac-
tors may have been partially responsible for the extensive
training that was required for Kim to meet the mastery
criterion. Therefore, it would be beneficial for future
researchers to evaluate the environment in which training
and interviews occur.

Although some job interviews are now conducted
remotely, others are still conducted in person. Given the
COVID-19 pandemic, it was not possible for us to test
generalization to in-person interviews. Therefore, future
studies should evaluate how well remote instruction gen-
eralizes to in-person interviews.

One participant, Evan, commented throughout the
training (and initial phases of the interviews) that he
would behave differently (e.g., responding appropriately)
if this was an actual interview, suggesting faulty stimulus
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control between appropriate responding and the environ-
mental stimuli. Although some of these behaviors were
minor and unlikely to occur during an interview (e.g., “If
this was a real interview, I would say …”), other behav-
iors that occurred may be likely to compromise a poten-
tial job opportunity (e.g., answering a phone call,
attending to a pet nearby). It is possible that, like Kim,
the context in which the training and interview occurred
influenced Evan’s behavior. We did not instruct partici-
pants to complete the training or interview in a specific
location. Rather, we asked them to find a location that
would not be distracting to themselves or the interviewer
and to participate in the interview as if it were an actual
interview. Future research might wish to address this
using a renewal paradigm (e.g., Ibañez et al., 2019;
Liddon et al., 2018) during which baseline interviews
could be conducted in the home (Context A), training in
a controlled environment (Context B), and posttraining
interviews in the home (Context A). This approach would
allow researchers to identify if the context in which train-
ing and interviews are conducted may play a role in
responding. Doing so is especially important because
many interviews tend to occur using remote technology
(LeBlanc et al., 2020) and the interview may not occur in
a novel setting.

We assessed generalization by having a novel career
development expert conduct pre- and posttraining inter-
views (i.e., pre- and posttraining tests). All participants
who completed those probes improved their performance
from pre- to posttraining interviews. Kim, Eric, Steve,
and Jill met our mastery criterion during the posttraining
test, and Evan’s and Sam’s responding was close to the
mastery criterion. Reasons for not meeting mastery crite-
rion during posttraining tests can vary across partici-
pants. For example, there may be limited opportunities
for immediate feedback, poor confidence in their inter-
view skills, or failure to generalize to novel individuals.
Zane, for example, might require either more success
with delayed feedback or exposure to immediate feed-
back to become more fluent in responding at a score of
3. All participants were only exposed to one interviewer
during training sessions, which may have contributed to
the lower scores with the career development expert.
Future studies may also wish to collect data from blind
observers to assess additional meaningful improvements
in the interview skills.

The results of the social validity questionnaire war-
rant discussion. The social validity questionnaire
involved asking participants to rate their interview per-
formance and the quality of their answers. In addition to
improvements in interviewing skills, the intervention also
resulted in improvements in social validity such as self-
reported increases in confidence during the interview pro-
cess and the approval of the training they received during
the study. All participants reported improved perfor-
mance across all sessions for all questions except for one
question. Zane and Kim rated their behavior lower for

the question “How would you rate your behavior in an
interview?” after the training took place. This decrease in
scores likely occurred due to the continued training
required to improve their interviewing skills. That is, par-
ticipants may have rated their behavior lower because
they did not master the skill. Furthermore, although we
attempted to provide ample praise throughout the study,
Evan continued to rate his behavior on the social validity
questionnaire lower than the rest of the participants,
despite improvements in his behavior. The final two ques-
tions were open ended and asked about aspects of the
interview they thought they did well and areas they
thought they could improve. When asked a closed-ended
question, neurotypical individuals tend to continue to
elaborate beyond a yes or no; however, individuals with
ASD often respond with a yes or no without further elab-
oration (Hood et al., 2021). This was not the case for this
study. All participants, apart from Evan, responded to
the open-ended questions with full sentences or lists to
answer the questions. Evan answered the first open-ended
question with full sentences or lists of aspects he thought
he did well with. When asked the second question about
areas to improve, Evan routinely stated “everything else.”

Appropriate interview behavior consists of several
components (e.g., attire, grooming, small talk, eye con-
tact). Although we had initially planned on incorporating
multiple behaviors beyond direct responses to the inter-
view questions during data collection, we determined
these behaviors might require additional interventions,
which would consume our limited time and resources.
Therefore, future research should include teaching a com-
bination of these behaviors to better resemble what might
be encountered during an interview. This may also allow
for generalization of responses across interviewers and
contexts.

Another point to consider is that the interviewer
delivered only neutral feedback such as “Okay” and “Got
it” following each response during interviews. We did this
to control for the amount and type of feedback delivered
during BST. However, in an actual interview, the inter-
viewer is likely to provide feedback, request clarifica-
tions, ask supplemental questions, and perhaps engage in
a back-and-forth conversation. Similarly, the individual-
ized training with immediate feedback and error correc-
tion phases both included feedback embedded within the
mock interview to provide additional support. Although
the interviewers were instructed to provide praise
throughout the feedback, even on answers that were
scored as a 0 or 1, it is important to consider the influence
that feedback may have on subsequent responses. Errors
or feedback on particular errors may be more distressing
and thus more difficult to recover from. Future research
should examine the effects of feedback delivered during
interviews (Rosales & Whitlow, 2019).

A limitation to our study may be the repetitive and
lengthy nature of training, which was the primary reason
Ian withdrew from the study. For those participants who
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completed the study, it took between 76–448 min to reach
mastery. To reduce some of the repetition and time, we
removed the individualized training for some partici-
pants. Future studies may examine ways of simplifying
training to reduce the duration and repetition. For exam-
ple, future studies could consider skipping group training
and proceeding directly to the individual training with
feedback. Alternatively, future training could incorporate
more visual aids such as graphs of a participant’s perfor-
mance as additional feedback to demonstrate and high-
light their status and progress. Due to the time required
to complete the current procedures, another limitation of
our study was the lack of probe interviews without the
use of training. The current study conducted probe ses-
sions only after the group training, but not during subse-
quent interviews. To determine if the participants can
engage in the trained responses without the use of BST,
future studies may be interested in collecting more probe
data during mock interviews without training. Another
limitation of our study was that we relied on rating the
participant’s responses to the interviewer’s questions. We
presented those data as total points, which may have
obscured individual differences between interviewer ques-
tions. When we examined the data for each question, we
observed increases in individual question ratings across
all participants in their final treatment phases (see online
Supporting Information).

In conclusion, the findings of the current study pro-
vide preliminary support for the use of an individualized
approach to training. We demonstrated that BST deliv-
ered via remote instruction can be used to effectively
teach adults diagnosed with ASD to successfully navigate
job interviews. By improving interviewing skills, individ-
uals can increase the likelihood of successfully obtaining
meaningful employment.
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