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A Comparison of Effect Size Indices for Single-Case Research on

Positive Behavior Support in Inclusive Education Settings: PND, IRD, and Tau-U
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This study aimed to compare the estimation patterns, between-index differences and associations, and the agreement and disagreement in
effect-level classifications among three nonoverlap-based effect size indices —PND, IRD, and Tau-U—in single-case studies of positive
behavior support conducted in inclusive education settings. Twenty-three studies published in Korean academic journals between 2016 and
May 2026 were selected, and 111 AB comparisons were derived to calculate the three indices. Descriptive statistics, between-index
differences, Spearman rank correlations, and agreement rates in effect-level classifications were analyzed, and the data characteristics of
discrepant cases were examined. The results were as follows. First, the mean values of PND, IRD, and Tau-U were .944, .955, and .963,
respectively, and the median value was 1.000 for all three indices, indicating that positive behavior support interventions were generally
highly effective. Second, the three indices showed similarly high effect sizes across general study characteristics, including school level,
disability type, research design, level of support, and dependent variable. Third, the Spearman rank correlations among the three indices
were very high, ranging from .997 to .999, and the agreement rates in effect-level classifications ranged from 88.3% to 93.7%. Fourth,
some AB comparisons were classified as data-structure influence cases, in which effect size estimates differed because of baseline extreme
values or overlap between phases, whereas others were classified as classification-criterion boundary cases, in which similar estimates were
assigned different effect levels because of differences in the classification criteria of the three indices. These findings suggest that researchers
should select effect size indices appropriate to the purpose of the study and the characteristics of the data and, when necessary, examine

the results of multiple indices together.

inclusive education, positive behavior support, effect size indices, single-case research
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el Bl Uhd EFmEH, A FHEEES EFRSUIAT QuStmAA N - Fo o] vet 28

3 l
& A oD EA YA AL 24 o HYT R4S LT S VI YRS BN 54
o A =

h=}
Paik, 2015). S EUES EFuSU/GAHETe] olye} njgel sHoAE FAAR] s & F e vEdT w
$30)7) wEd EguSe AEH oz FfEo|of FhPark & Noh, 2009). Z# Y, EFw-StiAdstl & zalo)
d3l= AS 8738 AY, @ 33S Fasta oA FAYE, A

A AAY, S oEee THE T B 4R
s, Wl 22 ZABES BAh oYt TAFELS SFuSidAe] S Fol ol m=HuA,
wobrh BicobEel Stdst AZA7A] Hefshr| = s, Hdobge] EAdE T THuSAA F23
AEE FTHCha & Kim, 2014). FHF wAk= Folgdle %) & 2ART SA 2 - sk TA Uik A<
= A, fi}*!s‘Ol 5%11335% < O?—s_‘ 7§—°r THe TS olF siAsNoF I} (Park & Lee, 2026). °l°ll FHUANE
2 Ao g Tt YRlo R HY|E TkPark, Lee & Hur, 2015). W&}
%i@%ﬂwfﬂ 3§%Xlzf fxﬂ?‘%ﬂ% e opdst FdyE, Ads, ARA Faakg SR sk
Fo g o]Fojd darl Ut

A Fo] AR o]F I PFE e FA2ATE T 2He = A

7 5 %
A4S FAFORA PAVEL B etz

2

A

(PBS: Positive Behavior Support)< E=A|8)-50o] TAYsl= A8

_1'
P e AFFolr THAA HITWHOITKKim & Lee, 2015; Yoon, 2009; Lee & Cho, 2005). a2 354
AL FAYEo] 7IeS 7HAA Jon, B WEtda dAgtE He xR b EASEY] JlsS et
a1, A AdPAAES Z2AHsH, dAd TS wsta A3sith o] #8E B3 STuSidtlY AR EES
Zarg B ootlgt g5 ASlAE TR 3AHAQ] FFS PRI THPark & Kim, 2017; Bae, Lee & Jo, 2016). 53]
THuS e EFuS iG-S et 4azgstn AElA Jles 58 717 ddEHEE, EAdE
< et shg AAY] I FFEshE [ AT AAZFQ] AHo] U Q7 HTHKnoebel, 2014; Odom,

g 3
Buysse, & Soukakou, 2011; Samuel, 2018). ©]¢]| w}ﬂ} PBST
d BF7F Aol AR S ol x
1A=

FAA FFAY 471A] HA 4= A IHoutcomes), AFH(data), A Al(practices), A Al(systems)E 0] FH X ThSugai &
Horner, 2006). 3= SIS0l GAstLAl sk= o4, A - BA 4, &2 HxolH, A8= stAo 5 ¥}
oF FA A AA B3 JAEA, WAE HUE FA EH AFE Al w5tk ABAHR] 71Eolth AAle =

23 AAE 25 flal A8HE ATV FAe AES onlsta, AAE oldd FAVE d3FH S5l 1

=
hl
I FeAgd 91_"—;% Adsl= £ fﬂz—i yeto g Zrxw

)
o
u:1>

ol
ol

ke

AA a1 A&HHo|n TS AdWE F UEE Adste 224 - PFH FAHE gudtt o] F AEE FTA
A AAHE FAskH, FA ZIAE Fdste AV @oe HolAd 38F FTALY @A JES o
(Swain-Bradway et al., 2017). WetA] TAZ PR o] AARE ARH o2 HYPHJEAE FD3t7] AsliAe A

BHE FEsstd AANE F A= Xl}iﬂ e

s AL A EHE GRlsr] s GAHEATTE EEH o %E}. AT AN B &F
AHIE o2 vHE - (55 Fst A 5
A4 A a&HRE Fglsk= dTolA de &8Ho] gk ZE%Ur E‘r?J_EH“"ﬂ?
71 wWiZoll, SAZINE AAe Bl A7 aFE viusta Tk fsiA= JJr 719} A& &4 8 A&
7} E 2 3}tHPark, Shin, & Chae, 2018).
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GA A o] G3t97] AEo= gekdl X E7F E85o] $ow 15 PND, IRD, Tau-Ut 72X ZA) &
HEH Ao 2AS ZACE 7Pt Wol AHEHIL e AZFolth PNDyE THtiddTY ¢4 T3S el Al
H 540 ARE, 7124 ST FHEAA e FA A AEH] HE&E AFETTKScruggs, Mastropieri, &
Casto, 1987; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2013). PND& TFE BlF&EH& A FHT A4kstr] g1 A7 #4345 =2 &
A4S A Jod, 72Ade Y Sagtel dstthE A7 AThPark e al, 2018). IRD(Improvement Rate
Difference)= 71243 FA GAL MAE Zol&E 4HE3te ARZE, TA EHE vud {2 4T 4
A Z 7L AFE0] 7158} CKParker, Vannest & Brown, 2009). Tau-UE 7| 2A 3 ZA4 @49 AE3HES AUR|nEs &
3| A 3 ¥SH AEE 4SS, B EA- ) ue) 72 FAE SATE F YT Parker et al., 2011). Tau-Us
Fegh AR oy ARA 3 A 99 FA ARE A 13T F drhe HollA ddudATY
a3 4o f-83) ] g9}t 18y, PND, IRD, Tauw-Ut E5F HIFH 7|8 §397) XlEE} AL 7HAA
|2 A2 20 g L DA AT ARge ofF ARE A Gt wet &
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He FFElety] S g A AxE 8T 4ol o] FoA stk ¢l
23 A5 (Yun & Kim, 2014), A8 2~ EZH Aol opFo] Aol
A= UANTHKim, Kim & Kim, 2017). T3 AFH=HEZH | of5&
g ASAE gstololr] FAl ATollA= PNDSF IRDE A AFE3dte] U] A7t A3 A7]E vl s3] al(Choi
& Kim, 2017), A4 Aolole]l A}8a 71& ZA) &yh} <Rz 9 sl sty AR wgo anE
Tau-UZR B4 AFE o] FoHtKKim, Choi & Jung, 2021; Kim & Lim, 2021). Y7} Choi and Kim(2025)2 533}
7 TS e 3 382 PeAY dIAHEATY EFHE Taw-UE 83t wEREA AT o]HH =
U 9UdAT Bokl e PND, IRD, Taw-U & OHFd E937] A8E Z43te $A4 a945 FFssieis Al
E7F A&E ok

O 71E ATEL 27 EX gitgr] AEE AYsie] 24 g3E AEsAu 9B (T2 84 AN s

] T A

a0z o] RoHTh YU AB HIWTHY| oA PND, IRD, Tau-U7} A= HAE AR &3 37] AEFHS Ho|eXA,
T AR Adgd wg &3 o] Gk F JEAE HAES dFE FEIRA FUth FHAH PeAd g
d ATE dEA Al 73, BAYEY 78, A 874, A AT ol Fetal, FEuS ) dnkdhge
Me FHEE, 2 1 9 T O A Wde] SRy AR dFE E F UThKestner et al. 2019). ©]
23 HUER [ls) WEA, S99t == AV YEbE 4, PND, IRD B Tau-Ut 93 A-B AEE A= TOE
WAoo ® whgsteng A% 3 At BdeE WA Aolrt vekd = Atk wEkA, Al At AEdte &3
A7) FEe] o= A dAsheA gl et

ol B ATv TRASF BN AAE FAA PYFAY A7 38e HFeE FUIL AB HwES ol PND,
IRD, Tau-UE AE&YE o] A4S adrE BAo] of% 741 LAAY SHA=AE vladozH, ddh
A7) ARx AEF 4 A ol & AR §A4e FAstaA A

B Ao ATEAE g3 2o}
AR, BRRS A AAE FAF PeAY FLEATY AB Hl T oA PND, IRD, Tau-UZ 4AHE3H

=5, 79 duld EAo) thdk PND, IRD, Tau-U E3H3F7] ¢
AR L3 AB BT A 2] PND, IRD, Tauw-U It E337
YA, PND, IRD, Tau-U®| A% &3 BAHL o= AR X
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B dFelA s 3 E%Xl A Ao HAl FFS Fotetr] feke 20169 FH 20261 sE7HA] 5U] S A ol
AAE A Bl s FEAL TAE AT ATE AMET 24 A A7 =24 A

-
ofy
o o
]1‘,(1)1_[
FJ
m}L rﬂ

E}. AA 7Y A7E SACE PBSY 7I91EE XS DBpia, KCI(ZHHSEX]Q1-&
AQl), RissOlAl B, T82 WAL, PBS, Stao Z|EE 2@t HAMSAH. A Ad 128W9 =&
al
fmf

r.{

AR, =L Fgrolghs 8017t AlFel EeEo] A dHEtE, FHnS fAAM AHZ BEALE TA
PHOE ARERE Afolls B4 el et A7 g 54 ARolu Aol IAskA agkar, Aol A3
froht obss tdeR 3 =2k F4tdel 23T ATAACNME ddUdAT =Ee e R Skl
om, 7|4 A FRe] AAsTE 2 EZE AAIHS] PND, IRD, Tau-U 4bE0] 7Hedh A2 Hsiitt
2o, Al @AM E g A9 el wet B4 =S ARSI 1A, =] - wah, FAe @
do] §le =%, S5, 20154 o]l ¥xE =22 1A= ALSith o2, el 4, mAk, Hizkd) o}
e ddes AU, T2 Y, e =8 23 1 dT7e Atk niAYer, =29 2%
< At GdiidAT Ast gle eF ARAR AT, S98a B SFggelAnt SAE AR AT,
SduddT 2HEY AAE7E flo] 3] AbEe] B7ked o A el A Ale)stitt
°|

ol
o] AL HalA HF 23HL A =Fo7 XA Qg B =8¥ 5 ES(PRISMA:

Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses)©= <Figure 1>} ZZTKMoher et al., 2009).

Initial search of domestic studies
Identification using combinations of search
terms (n=128)
] Excluded duplicate papers., papers unrelated to the
| topic, master’ s and doctoral theses, and papers
l published before 2015 (n=87)
Screening Secondary collection of papers (n=41)
Excluded studies targeting only adults, teachers, or
| children without disabilities, as well as studies on
model development, program development, and
v meta-analysis (n=10)
Eligibility Tertiary collection of papers (n=31)
After reviewing titles and abstracts, studies using a
one-group  pretest-posttest  comparison  design,
studies in which interventions were conducted only
in special schools or special classes, and studies
without  single-subject research graphs were
v excluded (n=8)
’ Included ‘ Final selection of papers (n=23)

<Figure 1> Study selection flow diagram (PRISMA flowchart)
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B Ae] AB HIRTHS|E <Table 1>l A AISFATH

<Table 1> AB comparison unit

Analysis content

Target of analysis 23 studies, 111 AB comparison units
AB comparison unit Participant X setting X dependent variable X baseline - intervention AB comparison
Effect-size indices PND, IRD, Tau-U

<Table 1>0ll A|AlE Hie} o] EH=7] A& @9= NE =F0] oplzt 7|23 T4 F#31e=2 744 AB vl

S F%, TEAJAA T2 A5t TA A=TE A A EH

PND, IRD, Tau-U thE0] 7Hsdt @& ouidth #d A7 Wl tdArt o8 "oy, $581, 4% == =4
o o7 M2 AANE AF A4S FHAL] AB Bl EHE TS| PND, IRD, Tau-US HE3Ih ofol whet

2 AFoA = 23389 AT 111719] AB HITEE EZF3HTE AB HluS= AL, A%, S50, 7124
A A 2Fo R HASAT ORE $Y AFNA Eeo aRariyt AESEHACER, dukd EAE Ade
=9 FE 1 AoHARGE Ve a9 FFoE ST

2 9vty 54 8 A8 §4 39

2 AFoAE B4 A7 gurd EAY a9 ar] 4= 83 AsEAS FESY ZEEAn B oA
To] dukd EA 2 A5 EA2 <Table 2>0) AASHATH

<Table 2>l AAIE uie} o] dnbd B4 AFEA, ATy, ALdAd, THAJME 7|22 B4 AT
ATEAE FH7IRA A, RERAA, 712A-FA-FAE AAR TR SR A] 2Alde oA

A% 3 AE 3 IR AAY SHEVIRd AAE 2T AU Stalgd BelRdow
1=} [e)

shgom, A=Y AR, )

W2k, hEAkd, shdarder PRI BRI 54 i oFs
o] FF 7%l 2718kl MEstE 2 FeALde A A2 BRI, SEEAde S5 Ao B
A At st Aol A A8 QTR ERSAIT. GEARE sty AAE tdeR g A9, shdzrd
< FY d oA AAE Ador ERST SEUAL EAYE, v A, AR dEAgos B
Fetath Al AF, TAVE, FE THYT, AR AF, wAke] AA Bold T vt H3x9 YT ZAY
TOoE BRI, AT JAkaT, FUFY AE, AN w2, F4 P, e AL, A, SAE
Ak s 5 FFe] S7F Bl AT uEA dFoE LRI E=F, AFE A LS AT
TES AR dEAgoR ERet
o2 A5EALLS AB HluTe, 7124 A8H 4, A A54d 4, /I B3, PND 4= 7|E, IRD 4HE 7]
F, Ta-U A2 71, 24 A9 @A FEsiith A B&2 S5 A0 wet S/ niaAd -9k
b v Ae A2 RSt EA3ES WeldE 52 Aa e MHoE Hoky, uieAd a3 A
54 FeAg T2 F7F WES NN eE Helth PND A Aldle S7F ] FEWRY] A T2 A
e 71 SaL, AarE ARl FERIS B 712 HALgE VISR ST Taw-U AEolX e 7124
FA RS G ¥, 712A-FA A 2 uFE 598 7|0 R AEAAt A 9 duks dAE &%
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<Table 2> General characteristics and Data characteristics

Analysis content

Participants School level, disability type(including children at risk for disabilities)
) Multiple-baseline design(including multiple-probe baseline design),
General Research design ) o ) )
reversal design, baseline - intervention — maintenance
characteristics
Level of support Individual-level support, class-wide and individual-level support, class-wide support; grade-level support

Dependent variable Problem behavior, desirable behavior, social interaction

AB comparison unit Participant X setting X dependent variable X baseline - intervention phase
Number of data points Number of baseline data points, number of intervention data points
Direction of improvement increase, decrease

) o Baseline maximum value for target behaviors to be increased,
PND calculation critetion ) o ]
Data baseline minimum value for target behaviors to be decreased

characteristics ) o Number of improved/non-improved data points in the baseline and
IRD calculation criterion ) ) )
intervention phases; improvement rate by phase

Tau-U calculation criterion Comparison between baseline and intervention phases; whether baseline trend was controlled

Phases excluded . o
Maintenance and generalization phases

from analysis

7] Abzel A AlLlst it
3. Ba37| M=

B AFoAMes &3 =27E vl - 4317 918k PNDHIFEH]E), IRDNA-E Z0]: Improvement Rate Difference)
9} Tau-UE AHESIGTE SdUOidATe SA &3 &3 F7(effect size) AFES F3A B4 HES & 5 o
B Z(Lee & Song, 2020), £3F7] &L 93] Y=Eol AAE 2= AFE sty V2A dAA)}t A o
A®S] AaE 702 st on, A 2 ARkst @Al A ClA A &s itk

H|ZEH] &(PND)2 TdtdAdToA T4 ERAES SA] st AHgsts WY 5 7P 2Al5e vt
ARE3] 2 WY oltHKoh, Kim & Kim, 2013; Maggin et al., 2014). PND A+&-& Baker et al.(2009)©] AF&-3F HIH S AL
st A @A ARH T 7IRA GAY S9Ed FREHA v ARHY HleE AEsin S A
Hhe FEHRY] Adde 712 dAe Hugith 2 SA A8HY 5 AA A A5H FE U,
a7t WAL Yrlste FEHAY Agole ZIRA @AY HARRT $e A ARRHY & AA FA A=
A FE TS A3fare =24 AN AolE AFAE BT ALFES AT PNDEEe] 90 o) dold F A
a7t T, 70014 ~90m WS FA) a9t Y, S50 7on|Te FA &3 S 5008k FA &y ¢l
07 B3 thScruggs et al., 1987; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2013).

PND2| 4h&2]2 olgfje} 2t}

o7

-
=
>

o\

Jut

NEAAA R AR e () A/ A8 5
AA T A A A o]

PND =
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LA 7| X|HE H|Z: PND, IRD, Tau-UZE S22

tu

IRD(Improvement Rate Difference)= 712 A} A AL /M-S Zol& t&Es= vIsH 7)HF 937 A%
olt} B Ao A= Parker, Vannest, & Brown(2009)2] A|Qtol w2} A @A Q] A& <
248kl IRDE AFE8kdth 2 @AY M EL sld dAlolA JiAd Asdes ERE XPEJ T
A A5 F=2 U folth. EAdEd 2ol das

shal, vk Ed Zo] SIS BRE e SHEUIL VRAERY =& %

H A= Single Case Research IRD Calculatorl| A A &3} Robust IRD W2 02 A=350

A ool w2 FE, 70 o 75 HHelE £ FF, S50 23 70 H¥ke]d F3XF FFE, 50 O]OPOW S@Jrﬂ 047%1%
Z_]I—

IRD=IRZA] —IR7| &4

FARA AN AR S A zAeA AR AR 5
AAFAARR T AAARAAzAL] 5

IRD =

=

Tauw-U AE AEE 7

7124
gt 712 FAE B

I FA A 4 A5 S vluste @A 1 vleH AEE 4SS, 8ol o}
A= B3 77] A FEO|KParker et al., 2011). Tauw-U Calculators= 7|24 FA4] Ao gl
al

2
= Tau(simple non-overlap)®t 7124 A5 FHE RAS Taw-UE FESI AAIStL Utk & AFolA= PNDS}F IRD
7F FA RS x| v Axge HE adste dAE /\}%o}&’iotﬁ OlF TauwU AEY 3T WHo|lE=E
Taw-UR E713IA 7124 A RAL didse T4 8349 Y3 13 *@Q T Ae 712 FATE s
uf deldow AGafok s, 7|2 FATE FEEHA| EAY 712A 0] Aol A FAHY AFAo] @2 ABfdle
FA BALS AeHo g A Zd|oF SFch(Parker et al., 2011). F=3F FA A A4 AL ax37|7F I == 34
FAE 4 AKTarlow, 2017). B AT 11170 AB RlR T 5 7124 0] 3~43]2 H9$E= 2712, 7124 FAd o
gk F=E AEHANA p<os7) AEE F AT =3, Ur‘ﬂ A 6971 AGRE A X—i 1-1754 A AE 1 4
= xyo] GHAIRE 7|24 FA BAE A E5HA] e HHE ARSIt

FA AgHo] 712 ARG A B XS B-E NAROE, o5t gkl A3 AeE Ao
ERslAaL, RS N e sl E3etA] 3ttt Tau 72 AR oA s & Wl 5§ A 7Hs

o] 2 rol AEsith EFrE AL Rakap2015)0) A7 712l wet 93 ol 2 FEY A &
3 S~=2 7o A 3 00 o1 65 PRER A2 Fe T aE SYsioith

N 2R T No]— 3} %
TanU = “%N REl NAAE = nAXnB A: 712, B: FA) (1 < Tau < 1)
A%

5 ARFE 9 BdaY] AEY A
B ATNME F 111719 AB MTBE BHOE 7)2H SAWS FA HA®Y ARE FEFHL E2]
AEHT BT S 2 DTN AAE A BAS FA BAY the Mag NFo sgom, 44

) 712 AR Q| 123 FZ HHAANA AF JbeF Ha f
T 7182, 53] o] FFH p<.057 }7}%s}u}

lo

e 7|2 33)1d W 333, 43]Y o) 083(FEC] Y= A
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2 @_Hvs‘z} WAE BA0IA Aslelalth AuFze AAAE WS st Urwel AT B RS
Wajo] 7+ aB WImESle) F)2A B FA ARY F ARY AA BFE SR,
Eﬂrﬂﬂ WERS AHAG A o] Pychon B 2ITPES Y N GARFAT Ehs] ANNE
83 A5 ANF A4S SR 13 BAIAE Bychon 3,135 A FHT B
AB W2 E9]2] PND, IRD, Tau-UE A5 AF=3FATE 23} 249l A= Single Case Research®] i 7]
A %ﬁ){g A4 QA3 T IRDS Taw-UE ZHE IRD Calculator®d Tau-U CalculatorS E-83Fe] A Al A
SEE A gAY BlEA 7Nt 23517 AR ARH FE VISR s3] AEge

Aolie ARAE 7124, BUAE FAR APAAT, /128 FA BAe S agkov,
3

rEi
)
ri
m\ru
e
oo
ol
o

fol7h WAR A9 AR

4, XAIB2EM

B A= 23 AFoA ==H 11170 AB Bl ES|E O Z PND, IRD, Tauw-US AFE3HL ﬂ ax=
71 AFE 42 FF AE 7 YA 2 EYH FFES BASIGET B AFelAY B4 g9l E A7) ofY
gt L3 AT, A, SEHR, VIRA-SA dAE FAE AB FluTRE, Y dATellA —’F-"J AT
s, ATEA, 5] AAE Agole AEs HE9 AB Hlu T E &5t EA45H A

AR, PND, IRD, Tau-U®| XA &3=77] £X5 Rlstr] el 2+ A% Htm), TYHMdn), EFHZKSD), Al

IAREAQ), ABAREHSHQ3), HaatMin), HFMaxe HE3HAT. WA &3=27] FE= 1117] AB WS
AAE 7122 BA3AT

=R, A8k A a3 T7] e BASIATE Iubd B4 AT, Ao, AFAEA, AdAkd, F59
o' FEEAT AT Stugel Wl dfolet 2R FESIAL, Aol+32 ADHDRIE, o4, e
AA, dopELAA, AHAAG N, B, AFZANZE FESAT. ATEAE ST AA, v A, 15@_
FA-FA AAR FESIEoH, S| AAde F
%+7H‘ﬁi}°l Sk, shdatd o g FRSH L, FTEHEHALS AR, vrEA g A, /\}ﬂ@ B+ Jr%oi ?EL
ST 7 HFHEE AT 45N, AB BT Sxk), PND H, IRD Hi, Tau-U B

A, %%‘f& AB Hl 9|4 PND, IRD, Tau-U It AF=gb zlo]|E &Rlstdth. ©]& $13] PND - IRD, PND -
Tau-U, IRD - Tau-U®| B+ 2tolgt, B Aozl H4 ztolgh, Aol ztolghs AEtdth B+t Apolgke 2 AB H
wkefol| A ko] 2| EFhol A ﬂ%«l AFZE Wl Zpolgre] W o ®E AlLtsity Wt HtiAb= 7 AB HlalThe] of A
T AFE I Aol Auighke AT F O Has Atttk

Ui, PND, IRD, Tauw-U It #EAS &U38E7] 913 Spearman =94HEA S AT & A9 &3=7] 4+
S Akl rooodl FEEwE AT YEEZR, &9 718k Spearman AAATE AMSSIATE FHEA L
11170 AB HlmE$jo)| A A+&H PND, IRD, Tau-U #< 7]|E082 2 1—3}93&}

A A, PND, IRD, Tauw-US &34 B Bzl A% 7t 2
s AEE AgYAT 712 wet aFsE BFE AZDSIAT PNDE 50 0]6} Mﬂl SE/EAGS, 50
z3 70 Pk 2@A F3E 70 ©1Xd 90 U]“J% 3Tl T, 90 °ldE 4T W H5/F BAE TESIATH
RDE .50 ©J3HE 184 Y2/a3¢lS, 50 23 70 PR 2@A 531 70 o1/ 75 vhE 38 A =5, 75 oS
4GA w9 E=/2 EFAE FESIATE TawUs APFATY 357F 7S W38t 65 P9 194 2Ea/2 94l
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AV Y S IHE By, I GA Zo|r) 1% ASE 194 BEYR, o)) 290 AE 29 A BYA|,
Zpol7t 390 A5 39 BEYXE FESFIT W Ta-Ut FUF 58 58 58T 23 A AAsHeE
2, Taw-U7} EFE PND - Taw-U%} IRD - Tau-U HlW A& @A ZolHthes #A AT 42 2 EIAZE 343513
o olw] PND ¥+ IRDE| 2919} 38A1E Taw-US] 2,3 B9} t8-5 & WFE st

AXR AFE 7 AFEFE 2o W aH45E BAH BUX7F AW AB HlwTe AE EXAS AESYT EYX
PN A T fFoE TR AA A=5H BEXZ Qs PND, IRD, Tau-US A&7k AHAI7} 24 Jehd
ATE ARTE FFIoE EFIIAY, AEHS ZAY FABHARE Axd aRsE B4 7wl 2 34§
F7F 22l A5 BAVIE AARSE BRI ol#d s A% I EYAIL AL LR/UA, AmnTE

s =
o] Apo] e B 7] ApololA HIEH ARMAE Felstr] A7 Atz F3siit.

B AFolME 23 AT 11170e) ABHITRSIE BT o R Stk 3% Aol ANk S <S>
of AN, ATl B Aske e gk

1. PND, IRD, Tau-UQ| M| &1t37| 2%

PND, IRD Tau-U9] ZA &3 =77] B3E= <Table 3>0l A ASHI T

<Table 3> Overall Distribution of Effect Sizes (k=111)
Interquartile Range
Indicator M Mdn SD Min Max
Q1 - Q3
PND 944 1.000 .148 1.000 - 1.000 292 1.000
IRD 955 1.000 115 1.000 - 1.000 413 1.000
Tau-U 963 1.000 128 1.000 - 1.000 .000 1.000

N
ot

.]

qu:

<Table 3> Z|AJE vie} o] 1117] AB HILGHSE EH ©Z PND, IRD, Tau-U2] A &337] £XE
A, Al AFE BT Bgko] 94 oo ® Ui dvbHo® 9 £ FFY aRAVE BRI TAF
Tau-US] H o] 96322 71 =93, IRDE 955, PNDE= 9442 UEIGTH FYa2 Al AE EF 1.000°]39
ANAHE QDS AZAHEGHQ3) EF BT 1.0000.E UEhgth o= the] AB Hlu oA &3=7]7}
ol JFHAeS gk

EFAAE RDZF 1152 7FF 293, Tau-UE 128, PNDE 1482 UER} PNDQ ®4Hdo] Atjzez 714 2;1

X
o=

™,
=l

ok AAZE TawU7) 00022 7P 3okow PNDE 292, IRDE 413 ©)ATh &3] Tauw-US H4EFE 0008 72
Bae et al. 2016072 IF AB Bl THelolA |43 fspgo] A E o] Taw-U 7159 &4 &7} *%QX] %
ot wEbA, o|RAS TAEANI) gtk GAS| R sF vluwgol s AR oksgo] AaElo] A-B Tau
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g W AET Bast ok
X7} ARgel AFH] Qo] RO sy no

2 ATE 233 GdddATNA AEE 117 AB Rlade S EAUIY R st IRk 54 Sy,
Folrd, A7EA, AdA, FEUJeR TR, 74 MFE AT 9 AB Rlude FE A A

) a7 2 Bef¥EE aa0)

AT Aol EE BEHA7])E <Table 4>0l AAIBHA

<Table 4>0l| AAIE v}l Zo] AT &x37]E B4 247, dfol g A9 PND, IRD, Tau-U
< ZFZF 916, 934, 9442 UENRIL, 2T W Ao B A2 995, 995, 9972 UERRTE 7 A BE
T EFAV|E BYoen, 25 i dTolA AdiFeE ¥ 2 a3arivt AEEATh

FolFEEZE ADHDEE, 24) HFolA PND, IRD, Tau-U H#0] 25 1.0002-2 71 =4 Uelgth 24
o= Al AZE EF 993, AP PNDS} IRD7}F 979, Tauw-U7} 9882 YEN} &2 a337]5 B{ AHA
oo} XA HA Al AFE BF 90 o]FoE YEh} Wt oR w2 aRIV|E Btk ¥ AdoEEA A
PND .700, IRD .729, Tau-U .754Z TF2 Aolfdo] vls] Aoz WA vepgth T8y dojidd=|a HE
AT 9 AB HIW TS F7) - Horm= Mo FoE & Hav) rh

o
rlo Mt

o o

ot

ot

re e

<Table 4> Effect Sizes by Participant Group and Disability Type (N= 23, k =111)
No. of .
Category £ Mean PND Mean IRD  Mean Tau-U
studies (N)
Early childhood 16 72 916 934 944
Participants
Elementary school 7 39 995 995 997
ADHD (including at-risk & suspected cases) 4 24 1.000 1.000 1.000
Developmental delay 8 40 911 923 930
Disability Language developmental delay 1 2 .700 729 754
type Autism spectrum  disorder 6 21 915 952 972
At risk for disability 2 9 979 979 .988
Intellectual disability 3 15 993 993 993

1) & : number of AB comparison units

(a single study could include multiple disability types, the sum of the number of studies by disability type may not equal the total number of studies)

ATAA, ALAH, FEHHAE & = T <Table 5>0l A A5
<Table 5>l AAE vt} o] AFEAE &3477]5 243 A3 T2 A7A19 PND, IRD, Tau-U B
717} 964, 973, 9822 JERTE WA= ZH2E 810, 850, 88022 TRE Al f¥el ] JiHo R vpon,
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<Table 5> Effect Sizes by Research Design, Level of Support, and Dependent Variable (N= 23, k =111)
number of N
Category I3 Mean PND Mean IRD  Mean Tau-U
studies (N)
Multiple-baseline design 18 85 964 973 982
Research
Reversal design 3 13 810 .850 .880
design
Baseline - intervention - maintenance design 3 13 945 945 918
Individual-level support 17 78 933 951 963
Level of Class-wide + individual-level support 4 24 965 962 954
support Class-wide support 1 3 938 938 964
Grade-level support 1 6 1.000 1.000 1.000
Problem behavior 21 64 947 962 974
Dependent
Desirable behavior 13 41 936 944 943
variable
Social interaction 2 6 962 962 978

1) N : number of studies. (In the study by Song et al. (2018), both a multiple-baseline-across-settings design and an A-B design were reported and
therefore coded separately. Thus, the sum of the number of studies by research design may not equal the total number of studies)
2) k : number of AB comparison units

(a single study could include multiple disability types, the sum of the number of studies by disability type may not equal the total number of studies)

N2A-TA-FA A= A4 945, 945, 918% UEIET Al AFEA F8 BT AWFos ¥2 4397
o, wEAA e Fatgko]l iAoz WA Uyt gk REdAA 9k 7 2A-SA-7A Al 4

1
AB Bl 1370 2AS AFolmnz A §3 b &3 Zol9] el Aol S’AE}. A AR 2= shd Rl
94 PND, IRD, Tau-U 3¢ ZF 1.0002.Z 71 =4 el S3+/MEAYe 22 965, 962, 954K, 7

b

A2 22y 933, 951, 96322 UEkT St E 22 938, 938, 964E EH %«l 718 B 1y
gt shdxkd ‘%ﬂf\l ZzZy 139 AFelnt SASER, AU 2 8o IR At dHole Al
AT FHAJEEE EAYFY PND, IRD, Tauw-U HHo] Z42F 947, 962, 9742 YERGEA, npg2le g5 747)
936, 944, 94302 UENGTE ARSI a8 Zb7E 962, 962, 978F UEIY Al FEHHQ] HF BEF 2 FF9
93718 BRItk ok AHEZ A5 AT 5 23, AB Bl ¢/fol 2% Ado|n® s Fo)7p 2

ek =
3. PND, IRD, Tau-U 7t &1t37| AHEZF Ato] 3 2

2 Aol PND, IRD, Tauw-U It 83437 4F=gk Zpolel AAAS Qlstr] el 11170 AB Rlu T8 g +
AF 7F Aolgy AhatE Ah=star, Al AFE IF Spearman = TEAS AAEIATE B4 A= <Table 6>
<Table 7>¢°l A|AISIAT

<Table 6>°l A vt} o] A3 3 377 4F=g 2ol A CE HES A3, 7 AB Hlw T
A= PND, IRD, TauU7} frARGE FE0 2 AZH oY, IF AB HaTedAE A& b Zo|7} vlnz =4
UERGTE dlE 9] Bae, Lee and Jo(2016)2] ATolA= PND9} IRD7F ZH2E 50002 4FEE WHA Tauw-UE .000°0-Z
AZFEQT ole FA AR T N B AsAHA v B A8 o] A UERY TauU 4HE A A AN
Aa) obspgo] A EA7] WEOE B 4 Atk EFF Seo and Cho2021)2] ATlAE PND7F 316082 WA 4H&
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<Table 6> Differences in Effect Size Estimates Among PND, IRD, and Tau-U

. Mean Mean Absolute 4 5

Comparison & 5 s Min" Max”
Difference” Difference”

PND - IRD 111 -.012 .013 -434 .064

PND - Tau-U 111 -.019 .029 -.381 .500

IRD - Tau-U 111 -.007 .019 -.155 .500

1) & = number of AB comparison units

2) Mean difference = the mean of the differences calculated by subtracting the value of the second Indicator from the value of the first Indicator for
each AB comparison unit

3) Mean absolute difference = the mean of the absolute differences between the two Indicators for each AB comparison unit

4, 5) Min, Max : the minimum and maximum values of the differences

H HHH RDE 750, Taw-Ue .658F AFEETE o|& PND7F 7|24 FA3s 7202 ZA) Aol HlsH
ARE FAdstr] will, T Rk A S AR oRE AR Y ¢ UeS HAET webA Al
AfE it oz =8 FPAHS BYo, IdF AB HwEH oAM= A& T2 oo wel a3 37] sjHe] &
Z?d F ke AL HAFQth

PND, IRD, Tau-U %t 2}o]9} #HA B A= <Table 7>l AAISFATH

<Table 7> Correlations among PND, IRD, and Tau-U"

Indicator PND IRD Tau-U
PND 1 999 997
IRD 999 1 997
Tau-U 997 997 1

1) Spearman’s rank-order correlation coefficients(p) are reported. n = 111. All correlations were significant at p < .001.

<Table 7>° AAE #le} 2] PND, IRD, Tau-U It Spearman FTATE= EF % =4 Yelsth pPNDE} IRD
7t ABe 999, PNDS}F Tau-U 2 A#E 997, IRDS} Tauw-U IF 8-S 99700t} ol Al A&7 AB Hl e 9]
aRa7] =9E AY FARH BEE Jes sttt Ty Aol - = &337] 4bEghe] ¢
3] U3ttt 9ulE ofUm, <Table 6>0A ERIHE nle} o] YF HluELolA= AXE b ztol7t Yepgth m
24 PND, IRD, Tau-U HAWPH SR fARGE &3 AEgS HIATH Y AXTeZ T4 EHE M3 Bih=
o ARE A aHst= Aol AHsi

4. PND, IRD, Tau-U &itE EHEO| X[ S 2K

A% 7 EsE B AX) ARE BN 915 PND, IRD, TarUS] E3}7] 4EHS ENGE BHPOE
ARG EaE WAL 1WA AU, 207 FL, 3w BS, 4T O /2 ERE TR
. P Tt AT o 23 WA A

3HAR AASeER & @?01]*1_ Tau—U-/] SR~ %‘—% T

o2l
li‘
L
N
b
—_
0

- 136 -



O|F2 / s2us] SF0M HAE SEY ASKY HLUH4AETL 203 7| X|&E H|W: PND, IRD, Tau-UE SH2=2

PND, IRD, Tauw-U%] B3 IA EE = <Table 8>l AAISIAT

<Table 8> Distribution of Effect-Level Classifications Based on Criteria for Each Indicator” 2 k =111)
Low/No Effect Medium High Very High/Large Effect
Comparison
(Level 1) (Level 2) (Level 3) (Level 4)
PND 6(5.4)” 2(1.8) 8(7.2) 95(85.6)
IRD 3(2.7) 1(0.9) 2(1.8) 105(94.6)
Tau-U 3(2.7) 1009.0)" 98(88.3)

1) Effect-level classifications for PND, IRD, and Tau-U were determined according to the criteria reported in previous studies for each Indicator
2) Four-level critetia were applied to PND and IRD, whereas three-level criteria were applied to Tau-U

3) Unit: n(%)

4) The Tau-U range of .65 ~.93 was presented as a medium-to-high effect range, corresponding to Levels 2 and 3

<Table 8> AAIE nvle} o] Al A& BT UIFE AB vluwoA =& £F ol a3yt Yeiytth
PND2| Z-F v 5/ BHE FHAE AB HILEHATF 9570(85.6%)F 7HE BRI, T 8M(7.2%), Xt 270(1.8%),
SE/EAglEol 6/M6.4% % YERST IRDE W E5/2 E37F 10570094.6%) 2 718 Bgkom, va/aagisol 3
M2.7%), v 270(1.8%), T3t 17000.9%)9] =22 YEFRTE Taw-Ue W9 E5/2 77} 9871(88.3%) AL,
+ Fol 107MM09.0%), Fa/E3ol 3/M2.7%)=2 YEbRTE ol A= Al AxFE BFAA = 342 P5X
4 dAFATFe AT ANHORE EA AEHASS BRAET uul B 325 A ARV aR5E B
Al Bole thg WS Esk] f1F Ao, AFH aFsE B4 7|Fe] $H3] FYsithe one otk

AFE P arE B XSS <Table 9>l AASFATH

'6‘2_].'“‘5::_

e

<Table 9> Agreement Rates of Effect-Level Classifications between Indicators

Comparison Agreement” Disagreement” First Indicator Second Indicator
Classified Higher Classified Higher

PND - IRD 98(88.3)3) 13(11.7) 0(0.0) 13(11.7)
PND - Tau-U 103(92.8) 8(7.2) 1(0.9) 7(6.3)
IRD - Tau-U 104(93.7) 7(6.3) 7(6.3) 0(0.0)

1) Agreement = cases in which the two Indicators yielded the same effect-level classification

2) Disagreement = cases in which the two Indicators yielded different effect-level dlassifications.

3) Unit : n(%)

<Table 9>l Z|AJE Hie} o], PND - IRDIF &3 AAo] AT AB Ml ehel= 9870(88.3%) AL, B LA

AB M= 137/0(11.7%) R PND - IRD= F A% BE5F 14HAZ —TLF:HEE A 2olE A= S AT

EYA$ 137] AB BIRES] F 194 2YXE 107009.0%), 2GA EYX= 270(1.8%), 394 EYX= 1710.9%)
o 397 EYAIE Seo and Cho(2021)2] 3 AB Wl Eloll A BRIH oW, s AB Ml EelolA PNDE= 31602
UH/EAR S FELE BAE ¥ IRDE 75022 Wl B8/ &3 FEOE BAFHUTE o= PNDYF 7124
HAARS 7o 2 A AR HITH AFE ATsh] Wi FA k] JXA A FEE AFHoE v
B3 W, IRDE= AA 712AH FA AR TS AolE WSt AR & aRgES ARSIV o
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PND - Tau- UA S adeFE FHo] Y3 AB HIHE= 1037092.8%) 3L, BUX|T AB HI T = 87(7.2%)

r>‘~ oﬁ
mr
o
-
N

At Tauw-UE S 23 AR Edst] AP EZ, PND - Tau-U Hlﬂoﬂfﬂ—t— oA zpolHT}
E R E ‘ﬂ%_]x] A3t BYx3 s7) AB HILWY] & PND7} Taw-URT O B4 388 A= 17000.9%)RA
, Tau-U7} PNDETH B =4 #AE A5 7706.3%) AT
IRD - Tau-U9] 74§ E354F o] X3 AB Rl E = 1047093.7%) 93, ELXE AB HlnD9E= 770(6.3%)
At EYX|S 771 AB Hln e 25

O

e IRD7} Taw-URTH ¥ =2 a35F HEZ F 43"11‘/}. 35, Al
AFZ 7+ E95F AALS Aoz 52 dAES HPo, dF AB HuERdAE AxE 4 Al 3

N\ze] Fol2 3] HAATL It
5. KIE 7t 2UK| AB HIDEYIO| X2 4

7t =)

e

LA AB Hluee o] Am 549 82 <Table 10>l A8

<Table 10> Characteristics of AB Comparison Units with Disagreement between Indicators

number of
Type Definition Key Data Characteristics AB Comparison
[N
Units”
) ) Baseline extreme values; overlap between baseline
Cases in which PND, IRD, and Tau-U produced ) . . . .
Data-structure ) ) ) and intervention data points; variability within the
] different effect-size estimates due to the actual ] ) ) . 9
-influenced type o ] intervention phase; coexistence of data points in
distribution of the data points ) ) o
the improvement and non-improvement directions
Cases in which effect-size estimates were identical ] ] o
o o o o ) Effect-size estimates were similar, but the four-level
Classification-criterion ~ or similar, but the effect-level classifications differed o o
o o ) or three-level classification criteria differed across 8
boundary type because the classification criteria varied across )
i Indicators
Indicators

1) The number of AB comparison units in <Table 10> represents typologized cases of index-pair disagreement after removing duplicates, and

therefore does not correspond to the simple sum of the pairwise disagreement frequencies reported in <Table 9>.

<Table 10>°l] AA|E v}e} o] AFE b 423k 2ol 2 #A EIX|7F E<19 AB HT9= IA + o=
FEEQL WA, A4 Asd BEg 9 =% AAZE 9E2EA YRt AsTx FEFFo|th
g} A W\ gk B 71E AAoth

=7, AEH2 AU FARHARE AR aykeE 3 7]E0]

g7z YEES 971 AB HlwEdH oA SAJA=[NT. o] AB HlwESdM = 712d S8, 71249 T4 A
B4 35 A 7l ded, A B AR A B A EATE AE 3 b=k Aol ¥F
< ¥ JoE yegth 53] pPNDE V12 Hug e HARClTE dd S9EE VEeE %Zﬂ g4 o] ml
A AFE 2hEs] "o, 712 Segko]l EAsAY A a3 Ao E Yelhds 4 IRD B Tauw-U

ATt Seo and Cho(2021)8] AB HIWTYE = shitoA= PND7P 31602 194 +8y
75008 4TA WS we/2 A%E BHHUL Y aB MnUE EAYS Ba

2l
A=t
T

s 3mE 9 AR2 T FERIN BAA 2h AT
s

o] UEsr oL PNDE 7|2 HAGEGT 2 T4 AR
A ez gt L 23 PNDE 9 AFEENAL, RDE 712 T4 ARA e & AolE REgst
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o ChACHAII O] ZAtA 7| X|& H|W: PND, IRD, Tau-UE EXoz2

o Aoz A A=EFHATh Lim and Lee2019)2] AB BIWEE F 3lUo|H% PNDE 5712 29HA|¢] HbA
IRDE 810, Tau-UE 9528 EF 4GA= »’JrPGHOiD} T AB BluTY = EAYE FAE SHXEE 3 A59oH,
z wo FA AT NHeR
2H 517 UJH l, XH A5 ZAHEe] 7.& %k% Xﬂﬂ?‘*oi HP%‘é}S’iﬁ}. A [RDO} Tau-Us
AA e BAE ¥HFst o £ aAFFOE AEHAUT
Fo2 WG7|E AP 8/ AB PIRTE YERRT o] fFoAME A= AA a7t 34 gAY
A% AEgte]l TLIZNE, &4 A% adrE A 7)E0] DPE} BA M7 A2 SRt I 92, Song
et al(2018)2] AB HIA TS F dl}o| A= PND, IRD, Tauw-U7} 2F 8892 FU&HA AF=H 0 o} PNDE 394,
IRDE 49|, Taw-UE 2~3 GAEZ FAEATE =3 Kwon, Lee and Kang(2019)2] & AB Blw e oA PNDS}
IRD7} Z}2F 90022 4tEEo] % 4GA2 AAHE A O Y, Taw-Us 8332 4AHEE 0] 23 GAZ AAHHJL o=
A5 ApA| ] zpolt oy el A EH AHFFE WA 7|9 AoloA HIEH BYX| otk

B A= 201635 2026@ sE7HA] U] S8 S G0 AAE FAHZA AFFAY DUl 23 oA
=9 111709 AB HIZEHE A4S E PND, IRD, Tau-US AHES1a, Al £337] A7 4= I, A7 I A

O], 1%/‘3 ‘;Ll EJ,}#—T _L]—Z—]_/] ?_:]‘x] 0;1121 qu}g\iq
TEuS A T8Z FeAY GAHEATY AA E3=7]= PND, IRD, Tauw-U Al A3 E—':r S e

J
goz Uehgth ol: A2 1087 T SH@E AN AAE FHE BAY ATB0] AWHOE ke F
4 ESE HREE e, BT A B FHH FEAY AFE AT Chot and Kim025)9]
Fol A AA F3}3717t B »}E}& Aol YA @)

A AR BEFe AT AN SR BhRRY WFIA Be £EOE ushdth folst 25, Folfd,
ARLel BAglo] B AHon B ENANE HYT FHEULE ZAVFRY oz} wEHT
B3} A8H EAGINE BF ¥ anasl7h AEHUT o= FHH WAL FHuE AN BAY
5 Zaoler FHEA 23, FUFeI HADE, waske] M FEAEH 2 FHH AT WHNE TR
A B3t ok A AN E£3, FERE FFIA A FHH PFAUe] FIAA fote] BAYFL
A7) 3 gl fote] S BFL Z/AATAL BIF Pak and Kim(017)9] A7 AFehs A @k, char
AR WFE AT Fob AB MADS] F7b Homg WFE b Eve] AT AMF I RTE 1 FHOE ol
@ "ast Aot

A

< =74 Yehgth o] PND, IRD, Tauw-U7F AAl AB HlnEH9|e] a3t57] <+
oulgith Al A e BT Z|2A|H SA®) T I A8 HisE ARE
a7t FE% ﬂ%%—i‘rﬂ B Hlu A= FARR AF=aks BY 5 T
< 29 AB HlwE|olA 7 2R FA A5} H

o Ao EFgS Ao FAHA sg&x]%gl A &
L35} UrE}‘Jr @#7} ofde}, Al AFA HlnA AEHA YEbES 1T &
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o7 AA A5H EE=E I8 PND, IRD, Tau-U2] 4AHE3E AAI7F th2 A Yepbd Aotk o] f3-2 971 AB Bl
ool A FRlE e, 72 S, 712 FA ARH 3 FE, FA 7l WA, A B A8H A
7N B3 A8 A7 AR 3 4Ed Aoldl S-S FUT 53] PNDE ZIEAMAA gk == HAG
J E‘r% SRS VIR FA AR vTH ARE AGs] "o, 712 Fagke] AU FA &4
AA o2 Yehtes 49 A Ax kel W3t S AdHoE jgE 4 vk wegbA PND7L 7124 o4

, 71 FA, A & el wet a9E Ha ® , T W3k 99 71er] W3t
£ Wr9sHA] gtk Allison & Gorman, 1993).
2 AFNAE Seo and Cho2021)2] §+ AB HIW TR A= EAYEo] A FHkFe] HRHoz FAsg o
PND+= 7|24 HAgRG 2 %XH A5 N Ao R Higste] e aarFEo R 4AEEIY ¥ IRDE 7|E
A3 FA A S ZolE HHEste H 52 BHrES AFESHA TR Lim and Lee2019)2] AHEINAE 7|24
o g Fegto @ QI3 PNDE FTA A Hre] A FFS AFHoZ whggl ¥ IRDOF Tau-Ue 72413}
A DA AA A5 AAE WFt U £ AHFFOE AEEHATE T Bae er al(2016)%] ¥H AB HlL
ool A= PNDSF IRD7F 242 50002 A& WA Tau-UE 00002 AEFHAE], ol FA dAldA A
& A5 vl BF AEs-e] EAFE ] Taw-U 4 A M8 ofspgo] A=Y Wi o= &4
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Appendix
No. Author(s) (Year) Participants Experimental Design Independent Variable Dependent Variable
One 5-year-old child
Kim, Mihye Multiple-baseline design Problem behavior; activity
So1 showing ADHD Individual-level PBS
Noh, Jina (2016) across settings engagement behavior
characteristics
Twenty-four 5-year-old
Multiple-baseline design
Kwon, Soyoung typically developing children Class-wide PBS; Problem behavior; activity
S02 across settings; one-group
Lee, Byeongin (2017) and one child with individual-level PBS engagement behavior
pretest ~ posttest design
developmental delay
Nineteen 5-year-old typicall
Bae, Sunhwa, y ypresy
developing children and AB design; one-group Class-wide PBS; Problem behavior; activity
S03 Lee, Byoungin,
three children with pretest ~ posttest design individual-level PBS engagement behavior
Cho, Hyungeun (2016)
developmental delay
Two S-year-old children
Multiple-baseline design
sod Park, Hyeonok, with developmental delay;
Kim, Junghyun (2017)

Class-wide PBS;
across settings; control-group Problem behavior
experimental group 18, individual-level PBS
pretest ~ posttest design
control group 18
Seventeen 4-year-old
Kang, Hyewon, Multiple-baseline design
typically developing children Class-wide PBS;
S05 Hong, Sunho, across settings; one-group Problem behavior
and one child at risk individual-level PBS
Chong, Kiseob (2018) pretest — posttest design
for disability
Social story intervention Out-of-seat behavior;
Shim Bo-Bae, Three children with Multiple-baseline
S06 including peer support based activity engagement
Lee Mi-Jung (2017) developmental delay design
on functional assessment behavior
One 7-year-2-month-old Self-injurious behavior;
Lee, Seungho, Multiple-baseline design
S07 child with autism Individual-level PBS object-throwing behavior;
Lee, Byoung-in, (2017) across behaviors
spectrum  disorder bothering behavior
One second-grade
Choi, Aram, Multiple-probe baseline PTR-based individual Class participation behavior;
S08 elementary boy with
Kim, Eunkyung (2018) design across settings -level PBS class-disruptive behavior
suspected ADHD
Ko, Seoyeon, One second-grade Individual-level PBS
Multiple-baseline design Problem behavior;
S09 Baek Youngsun, elementary boy showing through behavioral
across settings replacement behavior
Son, Seunghyun (2018) ADHD characteristics consultation
Kwon, Soyoung,
One 2-year-old child Multiple-baseline design Problem behavior; activity
S10 Lee, Jihyo, Individual-level PBS
at risk for disability across settings engagement behavior
Kang, Suyeon (2018)
Song, Minyoung,
8 youns One elementary student
Lee, Yoonsuk,
with intellectual disability Multiple-baseline Class-disruptive behavior;
S11 Seo, Younghee, Individual-level PBS
in an inclusive general design across settings following teacher directions
Do, Kyungman,
school setting
Paik, Eunhee (2018)
Kwon, Soyoung,
One 4-year-old child with
S12 Lee, Jihyo, ABAB design
developmental delay
Kang, Suyeon (2019)

Duration of clean-up

Individual-level PBS

behavior; problem behavior;

activity engagement behavior
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Appendix (continued)
No. Author(s) (Year) Participants Experimental Design Independent Variable Dependent Variable
Kim, Eun-Seon, One 5-year-old boy Refusal to enter the
Multiple-baseline design
S13 Lee, Geumya, with severe autism Individual-level PBS classroom; refusal to sit;
across behaviors
Rhie, Sukjeong (2019) spectrum  disorder distraction during tasks
Activity disengagement;
Lim, Nari, Class-wide PBS; lying down; staring into
Two S-year-old children AB design; control-group
S14 Park, Nari, individual-level PBS; space; laughing and playing;
with developmental delay pretest ~ posttest design )
Choi, Yunhee (2019) home-linked intervention engaging in unrelated
behaviors; disrupting loudly
) ) ) ) ) ) Dangerous behavior;
Lim, Dakyoung, One 5-year-old child with Multiple-baseline design
S15 i ) ) ] Individual-level PBS distractive behavior; food
Lee, Byoungin (2019) autism spectrum disorder across behaviors
refusal behavior
Lee, Surnhee,
One elementary student
Lee, Kwanglim, Multiple-baseline design Class-disruptive behavior;
S16 with autism spectrum Individual-level PBS
Seo, Younghee, across settings requesting behavior
) disorder
Baik, Eunhee (2020)
Jeong Juyeon, Two third-grade elementary ) ] Grade-level PBS; Class-preparation behavior;
T Multiple-probe baseline )
S17 Hwang, Soonyoung boys with intellectual small-group support; task-performance behavior;
o design across behaviors o ] )
(2020) disability individual-level PBS attention behavior
Choi, Hyonnjeoung, ] o Distractive behavior
One 3-year-old boy with Individual-level PBS;
S18 Noh, Jina, ABAB design during class; activity
developmental delay home-linked intervention
Jeung, Gilsoon (2020) engagement behavior
o ) ) ) Peer-disruptive behavior;
Park, Sang-In, One 6-year-old girl with Multiple-baseline design
S19 ) ) ) ) Individual-level PBS distractive behavior
Shim, Sookyoung (2021)  autism spectrum disorder across behaviors )
during class
Three 4- to 5-year-old
children with disabilities:
520 Seo, Gyuwon, two with autism spectrum  Multiple-baseline design Individual-level PBS; Problem behavior;
Cho, Yoonkyung (2021) disorder and one across participants home-linked intervention social interaction
with language
developmental delay
Two sixth-grade elementary
Ryu, Gyutae, Multiple-baseline design Blended-learning-based
821 students with severe Class-disruptive behavior
Park, Kyoungock (2022) across settings individual-level PBS
intellectual disability
Park, Hyeonok, One 4-year-old boy with Multiple-baseline design Problem behavior;
S22 Individual-level PBS
Kim, Junghyun (2022) developmental delay across settings social interaction
Latency to sit at the
Two second-grade start of class; forward-
Park, Juneyong, Class-wide PBS;
823 elementary students ABA single-case design facing sitting; keeping

Lee, Kijyung (2026)

at risk for ADHD

individual-level PBS

only class-related

materials on the desk
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