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Dixon et al. (2015) examined the research productivity of 74
graduate training programs which are either accredited by the
Association for Behavior Analysis, International (ABAI),
have a course sequence approved by the Behavior Analysis
Certification Board™ (BACB), or both. These authors pro-
vided a list of the top 10 research-producing programs and
individuals for each of six journals in the field of behavior
analysis. Although informative, Dixon et al.’s analysis pro-
vides only one measure of research productivity. Research
productivity can, and should, be measured in many different
ways.

Dixon et al. analyzed total number of individual and pro-
gram publications through 2013. This measure favors long-
existing programs; new programs have not had the opportu-
nity to produce the amount of research produced by many
long-existing programs. In addition, Dixon et al. examined
journals in the field of behavior analysis, but some of these
journals do not publish applied behavior analytic content. To
the extent that research productivity is an important measure
of the quality of practitioner training programs (of course,
this point is controversial and will be left to other commen-
taries), it is reasonable to argue that graduate training pro-
grams in applied behavior analysis should be evaluated
based on their research productivity in applied behavior
analysis. To this end, we examined the most research-
productive programs evaluated by Dixon et al. in the 15-
year period from 2000 to 2014. To emphasize the

importance of research, our examination focused exclusively
on empirical studies; discussion articles, reviews, and con-
ceptual papers were excluded. In addition, we examined six
applied behavior analysis journals, as our interest was in the
applied domain.

We reviewed all issues of Behavior Analysis in Practice
(BAP), Behavioral Interventions (BIN), the Journal of
Applied Behavior Analysis (JABA), the Journal of
Behav io ra l Educa t i on ( JBED) , the Journa l o f
Organizational Behavior Management (JOBM), and The
Analysis of Verbal Behavior (TAVB) published between
2000 and 2014. We obtained affiliation information from ar-
ticles that met the following criteria: (a) the article included at
least one research participant and (b) the article contained a
method section, results section, and discussion section (al-
though the results and discussion sections may have been
combined). Although other journals regularly publish applied
behavior analytic content (e.g., Behavior Modification,
Education and Treatment of Children, Journal of Positive
Behavioral Interventions, Research in Autism Spectrum
Disorders, Research in Developmental Disabilities), these
journals also publish non-behavior analytic studies and were
therefore excluded to ensure that only behavior analytic arti-
cles were counted in our review.

We counted affiliations by providing each institution
(program) one publication credit per article (Shabani et al.
2004). Once counted, we summed publication credits for all
programs. We gave credit to the first six authors and their
programs for each article (but no more than six because the
American Psychological Association recognizes only the first
six in its citation system), regardless of authorship order.
Programs did not receive more than one credit if the article
had more than one author affiliated with that particular pro-
gram. We then summed the publication credits to determine
the top 10 programs. A second observer independently scored
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at least 25% of the volumes from each journal. Point-by-point
intercoder agreement was 98.8 % (range, 96.9 to 100 %).

To obtain a measure of research impact, we identified
the year of publication and the number of citations for
each article (obtained from Google Scholar™) published
between 2000 and 2014 in the six journals we targeted by
each of the top 10 training programs. We then subtracted
the year of publication from 2015 to measure years since
publication. We then divided the number of citations for
each article by the years since publication for that article
to obtain a measure of rate of citations per year for each
article. Finally, we calculated the mean rate of citations
per year for the combined articles published by each pro-
gram. A second observer independently scored 30 % of
programs; intercoder agreement was 100 %.

The most productive programs, of the 74 analyzed by
Dixon et al. (2015), are listed in Table 1. The mean rate of
citations per year for articles published in our target
journals during our target time frame for each of the top
10 programs is listed in Table 2. For reference, the top 10
programs in terms of total publications as listed by Dixon
et al. are provided in Table 3. As can be seen in the tables,
the findings of the current analysis differ from those of
Dixon et al.

As with Dixon et al. (2015), this analysis includes a
number of limitations. First, because only empirical stud-
ies were counted, the results may underestimate the pro-
ductivity of some of the programs listed. Second, we in-
cluded only six applied journals in our analysis. Many
program faculty also publish in other applied outlets that
were not included. Future research might include studies
published in other non-behavior analytic journals.
Publishing in non-behavior analytic outlets may be partic-
ularly beneficial for the field, as it helps disseminate the
utility of behavior analysis to other disciplines. Finally,
because some researchers may have moved to another

program between 2000 and 2014, it is possible that
some programs may have been given credit for authors
who no longer work there. Due to these limitations, the
current report, along with the results of Dixon et al.
(2015) should be seen as one way of analyzing the re-
search productivity of applied behavior analytic training
programs. Other methods of analysis will undoubtedly
yield other outcomes.

Although we agree with Dixon et al. (2015) that mea-
suring the research productivity of graduate training pro-
grams in ABA is useful, particularly for prospective grad-
uate students and other consumers (e.g., employers), our
data suggest that productivity can be measured in many
ways. As a field, we first need to establish which data are
most meaningful to consumers and then routinely collect
and report these data in our professional journals.

Table 3 The top 10
programs by total
publications according to
Dixon, Reed, Smith, &
Belisle (2015)

Rank Institution

1 University of Maryland,
Baltimore County

2 University of Florida

3 Western New England University

4 University of Kansas

5 Western Michigan University

6 West Virginia University

7 Southern Illinois University

8 University of Wisconsin,
Milwaukee

9 University of Nevada, Reno

10 Florida Institute of Technology

The number of publications was not
provided

Table 1 The 10 most research-productive (in applied behavior
analysis) behavior analytic graduate training programs (2000–2014)

Rank Institution Publications

1 University of Florida 115

2 University of Kansas 95

3 Western Michigan University 90

4 Southern Illinois University 65

5 Florida Institute of Technology 62

6 University of Nevada, Reno 58

7 Queens College, City University of New York 50

8 Western New England University 38

9 Ohio State University 37

10 University of the Pacific 37

Table 2 Mean citation rate per year for articles published (in applied
behavior analysis) by the 10 most research-productive behavior analytic
graduate training programs (2000–2014)

Rank Institution Mean citation rate per year

1 University of Florida 5.67

2 Queens College, City University
of New York

3.89

3 Ohio State University 3.30

4 University of Nevada, Reno 2.84

5 Southern Illinois University 2.62

6 Western Michigan University 2.48

7 University of Kansas 2.37

8 University of the Pacific 2.15

9 Western New England University 1.96

10 Florida Institute of Technology 1.56
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