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Abstract

Children from low-income families are more likely to develop early-onset disruptive behavior 

disorders (DBDs) compared to their higher income counterparts. Low-income families of children 

with early-onset DBDs, however, are less likely to engage in the standard-of-care treatment, 

behavioral parent training (BPT), than families from other sociodemographic groups. Preliminary 

between-group findings suggested technology-enhanced BPT was associated with increased 
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engagement and boosted treatment outcomes for low-income families relative to standard BPT. 

The current study used a case series design to take this research a step further by examining 

whether there was variability in use of, and reactions to, the smartphone enhancements within 

technology-enhanced BPT and the extent to which this variability paralleled treatment outcome. 

Findings provide a window into the uptake and use of technology-enhanced service delivery 

methods among low-income families, with implications for the broader field of children’s mental 

health.
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There is growing interest in the role of technological innovations to better meet the needs of 

mental health consumers (e.g., Aguilera & Muench, 2012; Jones, 2014; Kazdin & Blasé, 

2011). Enthusiasm regarding the role of technology is multifaceted, but stems largely from 

its promise to increase engagement and adherence by facilitating efficient communication 

between clinicians and clients, as well as access to resources to generalize the content of 

sessions to the client’s daily life (see Aguilera & Muench, 2012; Enock & McNally, 2013; 

Jones et al., 2013, for reviews). In turn, preliminary findings suggest the promise of 

technology to increase the reach and impact of evidence-based treatments (e.g., Comer et al., 

2014; Duncan, Velasquez, & Nelson, 2014; Jones et al., 2014); however, as efficacy research 

continues to evolve, new questions emerge regarding the real-world acceptability and 

sustainability of technology-delivered or enhanced service delivery methods (e.g., Nelson, 

Bui, and Velasquez, 2011; Ritterband et al., 2003; Wu, Steele, Connelly, Palermo, & 

Ritterband, 2014).

In part, answers regarding acceptability and sustainability depend on supplementing 

randomized controlled trial (RCT) between-group designs (i.e., standard of care vs. 

technology-enhanced arms) by elucidating the extent to which levels of use within 
technology-enhanced treatments appear to correspond with variability in treatment outcomes 

(e.g., Ritterband et al., 2003; Waller & Gilbody, 2009). Such within-group research responds 

to calls to maximize knowledge generation from the relatively costly research and 

development in technology-enhanced services research (Riley et al., 2011; Rothwell, 2005; 

Wu et al., 2006) and further builds upon the long-standing tradition of case series designs in 

cognitive behavioral and pilot services research (e.g., Coughtrey, Shafran, Lee, & Rachman, 

2013; Daughters, Magidson, Schuster, & Safren, 2010; Norberg, Perry, Mackenzie, & 

Copeland, 2014). This study aims to investigate levels of and attitudes toward technology 

use, as well as links between use, attitudes, and outcomes among caregivers randomized to 

one technology-enhanced intervention, Technology-Enhanced Helping the Noncompliant 

Child (TE-HNC; Jones et al., 2013). Findings from this study have the potential to provide 

insight into the sustainability and acceptability of technology-enhanced interventions in real-

world clinic settings where average differences between groups in RCTs may tell us 

relatively little about how individual clients interface with technology. Preliminary findings 

from the pilot RCT comparing TE-HNC to the standard of care behavioral parent training 

(BPT) program upon which it was based, Helping the Noncompliant Child (HNC; 
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McMahon & Forehand, 2003), suggested the promise of cost-effectively improving 

engagement and boosting treatment outcomes among low-income families of youth with 

disruptive behavior disorders (DBDs). The TE-HNC intervention used a range of proof-of-

concept smartphone components to enhance connection with and support to low-income 

families between clinic-based sessions. Building upon this foundational work, we believe 

TE-HNC provides an ideal exemplar for within-group research on technology-enhanced 

services for several reasons.

First, DBDs, characterized by noncompliance, aggression, and defiance, are the second most 

common (19.1%) reason for child referral to mental health services, and low-income youth 

are more likely to be referred than their higher-income counterparts (Heiervang et al., 2007; 

Merikangas et al., 2010; Merikangas, Nakamura, & Kessler, 2009; also see Forehand, Jones, 

& Parent, 2013, for a review). Second, the standard-of-care for early onset DBDs, BPT (also 

called Parent Management Training, PMT), includes a constellation of programs with 

common history, theory, and treatment techniques firmly rooted in the core tenets of 

behaviorism, including skill modeling, skill practice in and out of session, and tailored 

feedback (Abraham & Michie, 2008; Jones et al., 2013; Patterson, 2005; Reitman & 

McMahon, 2013). Therefore, research on one technology-enhanced BPT program should 

generalize to other BPT programs and other behaviorally oriented treatments for children as 

well.

Third, BPT, like other evidence-based treatments, tends to be underutilized by families who 

may benefit the most from intervention, including low-income families (Eyberg, Nelson, & 

Boggs, 2008; Gardner et al. 2009; Jones et al., 2013; Shaw, 2013). Barriers to engagement in 

BPT are varied and complex, but include acute and chronic socioeconomic-related stressors 

that make navigating time-intensive and demanding clinic-based BPT services (i.e., 12 to 28 

session hours, midweek telephone check-ins, daily home practice of skills) more challenging 

(see Eyberg et al., 2008; McMahon & Forehand, 2003; Reyno & McGrath, 2006; Thomas & 

Zimmer-Gembeck, 2007, for reviews). Although the digital divide certainly merits some 

caution in technology-enhanced services research, low-income homes are more likely than 

other sociodemographic groups to rely entirely on smartphones in particular, given the 

diverse and relatively cost-effective functionalities bundled into one increasingly affordable 

platform and service plan options (see Anderson & Subramanyam, 2011; Davies, 2011; 

Snider, 2011, for reviews).

Accordingly, with the aim of enhancing our understanding of the potential uptake and 

sustainability of technology-enhanced service delivery models, the current study builds on 

previously reported findings comparing TE-HNC and HNC by using a case series design. 

Specifically, we examine caregiver variability in use of and attitudes toward the smartphone 

components within caregivers randomized to TE-HNC, as well as the extent to which this 

variability corresponds with variability in treatment outcome. Of note, the literature on 

uptake of treatment, including technology-enhanced treatment, suggests that client-level 

factors, such as attitudes, influence both use and engagement (e.g., Reed, Messler, Coombs, 

& Quevillon, 2014; Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003; Waller & Gilbody, 2009). 

Accordingly, it is expected that there will be variability in use of and attitudes toward the 

range of smartphone components within and between caregivers randomized to TE-HNC, 
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that higher levels of use of each smartphone component will parallel more positive attitudes 

toward the component, and that use and attitudes will correspond with improvement in 

disruptive behaviors at posttreatment, as well as the efficiency with which families complete 

the mastery-based HNC program.

Method

Participants

Low-income (i.e., adjusted gross income did not exceed 150% of the federal poverty limit) 

caregiver-child dyads were included in the pilot RCT if they had a 3- to 8-year-old child 

(i.e., range for which HNC was developed and tested) and the child met or exceeded clinical 

cutoffs on the Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory (ECBI; Eyberg & Pincus, 1999). Families 

were excluded if the child had a developmental or physical disability that precluded the use 

of HNC (e.g., physical disability precluded use of time-out), the caregiver had a current 
diagnosis of substance abuse/dependence, mood, or psychotic disorder; and/or the family 

was involved with Department of Social Services related to abuse/neglect.

Interested and eligible families were randomized to HNC (n = 11) or TE-HNC (n = 11). Of 

the 11 families randomized to TE-HNC, two served as practice cases for project therapists, 

resulting in 9 families for these analyses (see Table 1). Caregivers in TE-HNC were 91% 

female, 91% biological parents, 64% married or in a long-term relationship, and on average 

33 years old (SD = 6.71). Nearly half (45%) of youth in TE-HNC were male (M = 5 years 

old, SD = 1.18).

Procedure

Families were recruited through agencies (e.g., schools, YMCAs, churches), doctors’ 

offices, advertisements (e.g., university-wide informational emails, bus displays, brochures), 

and word-of-mouth (e.g., participants telling other families about the project). A brief phone 

screen to determine initial eligibility on key criteria (i.e., 3- to 8-year-old child, disruptive 

behaviors, low-income) was first completed, then eligible and interested caregiver-child 

dyads were scheduled for a more extensive baseline assessment to complete caregiver 

consent for their own and their child’s participation, confirm eligibility criteria, and to obtain 

additional information about the family. Caregiver-child dyads that met eligibility criteria 

were then randomized. Procedures at postassessment were similar to the baseline 

procedures. Caregivers were compensated $50 per assessment, and participants in the TE-

HNC group received a $100 bonus for smartphone return.

Technology-Enhanced HNC Program

Consistent with Hanf Model BPT programs (Reitman & McMahon, 2013), HNC (McMahon 

& Forehand, 2003) is a two-phase program designed to teach effective child management 

strategies to caregivers of young children (3 to 8 years old) with clinically significant 

disruptive behaviors. In Phase I, Differential Attention, caregivers learn to increase the 

frequency and range of social attention to the child’s positive behavior and to ignore minor 

inappropriate behavior. In Phase II, Compliance Training, caregivers are taught the 

difference between unclear and clear instructions, to give the “Clear Instruction” sequence, 
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and to use a nonphysical discipline procedure, “Time–Out,” for occasions of noncompliance 

and other inappropriate behavior. Advancement to the subsequent skill (e.g., Attends to 

Rewards) or phase (e.g., Phase I to Phase II) is dependent on caregivers meeting specific 

behavioral performance criteria for the prior skill and set of skills during structured play 

(i.e., Child’s Game or Parent’s Game), which is observed and coded by therapists at each 

session. On average, caregivers require 8 to 12 sessions, as well as daily home practice of 

skills (at least 15 minutes per day recommended), to meet mastery for all program skills 

(McMahon & Forehand, 2003).

The proof-of-concept TE-HNC smartphone components were designed to complement the 

theory and treatment techniques of the HNC program and were created in conjunction with: 

(a) researchers with expertise in providing BPT to underserved families; (b) a Clinician 

Advisory Panel (20% male; 20% racial minority) whose members practice at least one BPT 

program; (c) an industry partner with experience in developing tailored and sustainable 

technological applications; and (d) health economists with expertise in health care efficiency, 

effectiveness, and value.

Core smartphone-enhancements included: (a) Midweek Videoconference between therapists 

and caregivers regarding skills practice, including problem-solving obstacles to progress 

(e.g., selecting an ideal Time-Out location); (b) caregiver completion and submission of a 

Daily Survey of skills practice and progress used by therapists to guide Midweek 
Videoconferences and weekly sessions; (c) caregiver daily review of the relevant Skills 
Videos from the Skills Video Series, which included psychoeducation and modeling of BPT 

skills; (d) caregiver Weekly Video recording of at least one home practice of skills for 

therapist review and feedback; and (e) Personalized Text Message Reminders from therapist 

to client regarding weekly sessions, Midweek Videoconferences, and home practice. 

Promising trends from a pilot RCT comparing TE-HNC to the standard HNC program 

suggest that these smartphone enhancements increased the engagement of low-income 

families in service (i.e., session attendance, participation in Midweek Videoconference, and 

home practice higher in TE-HNC than HNC), enhanced the efficiency of services (i.e., TE-

HNC families required fewer weeks to master program skills than HNC), and boosted 

treatment outcomes (i.e., effect size and analyses of clinical significance favored TE-HNC 

relative to HNC) (Jones et al., 2014).

Measures

The following information is reported for all 9 TE-HNC families available for analyses, 

regardless of completion status:

Demographics—Caregivers reported demographics, including information about 

themselves (e.g., education and age), the child (e.g., age), and family (e.g., household 

income).

Client Technology Use—Use was defined by dividing the actual use of each component 

by the number of opportunities for use to obtain an average score for each family:
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Daily Surveys use was defined by the number of surveys completed between sessions, 

divided by the number of days between sessions throughout treatment. Daily Surveys asked 

questions about skill practice and were responsive to caregiver input (e.g., if caregiver said 

s/he practiced skills at home on a given day, the survey asked about the quality of practice).

Skills Videos Series use was defined by the number of times a caregiver reported watching 

Skills Videos, divided by the number of opportunities to watch Skills Videos throughout 

treatment. The Skill Videos Series included one approximately 3-minute video per each of 5 

skills, which included psychoeducation, modeling, and reminders to practice.

Caregivers were instructed to video record one home practice per week. Therefore, Video 
recording of Skills Practice use was defined by assessing the proportion of videos recorded 

between sessions to the number of opportunities for video recording throughout treatment. 

Therapists watched the video recording in order to tailor feedback.

How often a caregiver completed the scheduled midweek call divided by the number of 

opportunities to complete a call throughout treatment defined Midweek Videoconference 
use. As is typical of HNC midweek calls, the videoconference was used to check in 

regarding skill practice and progress; however, the smartphone allowed it to be face-to-face.

The final TE-HNC components, Text Message Reminders regarding sessions, Midweek 
Videoconference calls, and skills practice, were not included in these analyses because of the 

inability to track whether or not caregivers received and read the reminders.

Client Attitudes Toward Technology—Clients’ attitudes towards technology were 

assessed via open-ended questions about the usefulness/helpfulness of each smartphone 

component (e.g., “What was the most helpful about the Daily Surveys?” and “What was the 
least useful part of the technology?”). Given the relatively high satisfaction level with the 

technology within the TE-HNC group (see Jones et al., 2014, Results), the current 

investigation focused on smartphone components perceived to be the least useful. Each case 

report highlights the smartphone component perceived to be least useful by the participating 

caregiver, and preliminarily explores links between attitudes and use. In addition, the 

discussion highlights themes, or similar reactions to each smartphone component shared by 

the majority of cases (i.e., at least 5), and explores the influence of these reactions on the 

correspondence between use and treatment outcomes.

Treatment Response—Treatment response was examined in two ways for the 7 TE-HNC 

completers only:

Pre- to postassessment change in disruptive behavior was assessed using the Eyberg Child 

Behavior Inventory (EBCI), a 36-item inventory for 2- to 16-year-olds (Eyberg & Pincus, 

1999). The ECBI has two scales: (a) Intensity Scale, which measures the frequency (1 = 
never to 7 = always) with which the child engages in each of 36 behavioral problems (Range 

36 to 252; ≥ 131 clinically significant); and (b) Problem Scale, which asks caregivers to 

indicate whether each of the 36 behaviors is “a problem for you” (yes or no; Range 0 to 36; 

≥ 15 clinically significant). The ECBI is sensitive to BPT interventions (e.g., Eisenstaedt, 

Eyberg, McNeil, Newcomb, & Funderbuck, 1993; Nixon, Sweeny, Erickson, & Touyz, 

Anton et al. Page 6

Cogn Behav Pract. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 October 27.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



2003; Webster-Stratton & Hammond, 1997) and has demonstrated internal consistency and 

test-retest reliability (Burns & Patterson, 1990; Eyberg & Robinson, 1983; Funderburk, 

Eyberg, Rich, & Behar, 2003; Robinson, Eyberg, & Ross, 1980). The alpha for the Intensity 

Scale was 0.85 and the Problem Scale was 0.76.

Efficiency of services was measured by tracking the number of weeks required for each 

family to complete the mastery-based HNC program. In order to also assess attendance 

consistency, weeks where the client canceled or did not show up for a session were also 

included in analyses.

Plan of Analysis

A case report is provided for the total analysis sample of 9 TE-HNC families. In contrast to 

prior between-group reports from this study, which focus on completers only (Jones et al., 

2014), case reports for the current study include demographics, baseline problem behavior 

level on the ECBI (Eyberg & Pincus, 1999), and percentage of use of the smartphone 

components, regardless of whether the TE-HNC family completed the program or dropped–

out (N = 9). Percentage of smartphone component use was compared to the average use of 

the other families (e.g., Case 1 was compared to the average of Cases 2–9). Then, analysis of 

potential links between smartphone technology use, treatment response, perceived 

usefulness, and service delivery efficiency is provided for completers only (n = 7).

Treatment response is characterized by comparing the pre-post treatment ECBI (Eyberg & 

Pincus, 1999) change score in the current study to the aggregated pre-post ECBI change 

scores published in prior studies of standard BPT programs (see Self-Brown et al., 2012; 

Ware et al., 2008 for meta-analyses). Using procedures described by others in pilot services 

research, including those in research and development of technology-enhanced service 

delivery approaches (e.g., Andreasen et al., 2005; Comer et al., 2014; Löwe, Unützer, 

Callahan, Perkins, & Kroenke, 2004), treatment response status was defined by: (a) Full 
treatment responders [i.e., ECBI Intensity and Problem scores were above the clinically 

significant level at baseline (i.e., Intensity Score at or above 131 and Problem Score at or 

above 15) and at postassessment had improvement scores at or above one standard deviation 

(SD = 19.52 Intensity, SD = 5.39 Problem) of the aggregated average change score of 

published studies (i.e., a 44 point improvement on the Intensity score and a 13 point 

improvement on the Problem score)]; (b) Partial treatment responders [i.e., ECBI Intensity 

and Problem scores within one standard deviation above the aggregated change score (i.e., 

scores fall between the comparison mean change score and one standard deviation of the 

score) or, change scores between 25–43 on the Intensity scale and change scores between 8–

12 on the Problem scale]; and (c) Minimal treatment responders [i.e., ECBI Intensity and 

Problem scores below the mean change score for the comparison studies (i.e., Intensity 

scores < 25 and Problem scores < 8)].
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Results

Case 1

Case 1 was a 4-year-old Caucasian female whose biological mother (age = 35, married) was 

the participating caregiver (see Table 1 for more detail on individual family demographics). 

At baseline, the mother reported her daughter’s disruptive behavior to be in the clinical 

range on both the ECBI Intensity Scale (Intensity score = 185; clinical cutoff = 131) and 

Problem Scale (Problem score = 28; clinical cutoff = 15) (see Table 2).

As demonstrated in Table 3, this caregiver used the smartphone enhancements more than the 

other participants in the TE-HNC group (i.e., 76% compared to 65%). For three of the four 

smartphone enhancements, this caregiver’s use was above the average of the other TE-HNC 

participants (i.e., completion of the Daily Survey, Midweek Videoconference, and Weekly 

Video recording of Skills Practice). For example, the family completed a weekly Video 
Recording of Skills Practice and completed the Midweek Videoconference for every session 

week attended, whereas on average, other participants in the TE-HNC group completed and 

submitted a weekly Video Recording of Skills Practice about 59% of the time and completed 

the Midweek Videoconference about 91% of the time. For the fourth smartphone 

enhancement, viewing Skills Videos, however, this caregiver’s use was below the other cases 

(i.e., 38% compared to 55%). This caregiver at postassessment indicated that the Skills 
Videos were the least useful smartphone-enhancement out of the four components. This 

perception of lack of usefulness may be linked to this caregiver’s relatively lower use of this 

component.

This family’s percentage of use corresponded with full treatment response [i.e., more than a 

44 point improvement on the Intensity score and more than a 13 point improvement on the 

Problem score of the ECBI (Eyberg & Pincus, 1999)]. In addition, this family completed the 

mastery-based program in 7 weeks, while on average it took the other TE-HNC families 

9.67 weeks to master program skills (see Table 3).

Case 2

Case 2 was a 6-year-old Caucasian male whose biological mother (age = 34, divorced) was 

the participating caregiver. At baseline, the mother reported disruptive behaviors slightly 

above the clinical range on both the Intensity and Problem Scales of the ECBI (Intensity 

Score =138; Problem score = 18).

Across all four smartphone enhancements, the caregiver’s average use of 58% was 11 

percentage points lower than the other TE-HNC participants’ average (i.e., 69%). This 

caregiver’s use of the smartphone enhancements varied to some extent within and between 

skills. Specifically, the caregiver’s use of three of the four enhancements (i.e., Midweek 
Videoconference, weekly Video recording of Skills Practice, and viewing Skills Videos) was 

below the average use of those enhancements among other participants. For example, the 

caregiver watched the Skills Videos at a rate below the other TE-HNC participants across all 

five skills (i.e., 22% compared to 58%). This mother reported that the skills videos were the 

least useful component of TE-HNC: “Honestly, I never felt the need to watch the videos as a 

reminder.” The caregiver’s attitude about the usefulness of this component may have 
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influenced her level of use of this component. In addition, although the average use of the 

fourth enhancement, completion of Daily Surveys, was above the group average, the 

caregiver’s use was inconsistent across the program. For example, the mother completed the 

Daily Surveys above the average completion rate for the first two skills in the program, 

Attends and Rewards (i.e., 88% compared to 48%); however, the survey completion rate 

appeared to decline as the program progressed (e.g., declined 14 percentage points between 

the skills Attends and Rewards).

This level of use corresponded with a partial treatment response on the ECBI Intensity scale 

(i.e., change scores between 25–43) and a minimal treatment response on the ECBI Problem 

scale (i.e., change scores < 8). This family was the only family of the seven completers that 

did not meet criteria for full treatment response on the ECBI Problem scale. In addition, this 

family required 11 weeks to complete the program, two weeks longer than the average 

among other TE-HNC families (9 weeks).

Case 3

Case 3 was a 6-year-old, Asian, Caucasian, and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander female 

whose biological mother (age = 29, married) was the participating caregiver. At baseline, the 

mother reported that her daughter exhibited problem behaviors in the clinical range indicated 

by ECBI Intensity and Problem scores of 175 and 31, respectively.

Across all four of the smartphone enhancements, this mother’s overall average use was 

higher than the average of the other TE-HNC participants (93% compared to 63%). Within 

the TE-HNC group, this caregiver was the only caregiver to use three of the four smartphone 

enhancements (i.e., complete the Midweek Videoconference, Video record Skills Practice, 

and view Skills Videos) every week between sessions (i.e., 100% of the time). In addition, 

her use of the Daily Surveys was above the average use of the other TE-HNC families (i.e., 

72% compared to 56%). This mother, however, indicated that “if I had to pick [a least useful 

component], it would be the surveys.” This perception may reflect the relatively lower use of 

the Daily Surveys. Overall, her average smartphone technology use was above the group 

average, and this family had the highest rate of smartphone enhancement use. This was 

reflected in the caregiver’s overall impressions of the smartphone-enhancements: “Overall I 

loved the iPhone. It was great seeing the videos and having to be accountable each night for 

the skills that I practiced when doing the survey.”

Case 3’s level of use paralleled full treatment response on both the Intensity and Problem 

scales of the ECBI (i.e., more than a 44 point improvement on the Intensity score and more 

than a 13 point improvement on the Problem score). Notably, the change score on the 

Intensity scale was almost double the criteria for full treatment response (i.e., 80 point 

decrease in Intensity scale score). In addition, she completed the program in 8 weeks (other 

TE-HNC families’ average completion time = 9.5 weeks).

Case 4

Case 4 was a 4-year-old African American and Caucasian male whose biological father (age 

= 31, married) was the participating caregiver. The father reported his son’s problem 
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behaviors to be below clinical range on the Intensity Scale (Intensity score = 128) and 

slightly above the clinical range on the Problem Scale (Problem score = 17).

Across all four of the smartphone enhancements, this family used the smartphone 

technology below the other families’ average (i.e., 49% compared to 70%). In particular, this 

family’s use of the Skills Videos was more than 30 percentage points lower than the other 

TE-HNC families (i.e., 20% compared to 58%). This difference in use may reflect this 

father’s reactions to the Skills Videos component of the smartphone. At postassessment he 

indicated, “Videos on the iPhone are small and do not lend themselves towards keeping your 

attention. This is especially true after repeated viewings.” Of the completers, this father was 

the only participant who did not endorse finding Watching Skills Videos as useful.

Case 4’s percentage of use paralleled partial treatment response on the ECBI Problem Scale 

(i.e., change scores between 8 and 12). Although this family did not meet criteria for full 

treatment response on one subscale of the ECBI, this level of use did not seem to influence 

clinically significant change or service delivery efficiency. Case 4 completed the program in 

8 weeks, about one and a half weeks fewer than the average of the other participants’ 

completion time (i.e., 9.5 weeks).

Case 5

Case 5 was a 4-year-old African American female whose adoptive mother (age = 44, same 

sex partnership) was the participating caregiver. At baseline, the mother rated her daughter’s 

disruptive behavior in the clinical range on both the ECBI Intensity Scale (Intensity score = 

243) and Problem Scale (Problem score = 22).

Case 5 only completed 4 weeks and dropped out of the program due to the hospitalization of 

another child in the family. During those 4 weeks, the family worked on the first two HNC 

skills, Attends and Rewards. They spent 1 week learning Attends and 3 weeks on Rewards. 

By session four only one other family, Case 7, had not progressed to the third HNC skill, 

Ignoring, and this family also withdrew from the study before completion. The Case 5 

family only engaged with one of the four smartphone enhancements. The caregiver 

completed 50% of the possible Midweek Videoconferences. Not only was this percentage of 

use more than 40 percentage points below the TE-HNC completer group average, but it was 

also the lowest usage within the group for this smartphone enhancement.

Case 6

Case 6 was a 7-year-old Latino male whose biological mother (age = 47, divorced) was the 

participating caregiver. At baseline, the mother rated her son’s disruptive behavior problems 

in the clinical range on both scales of the ECBI (i.e., Intensity Score = 149; Problem score = 

21).

This mother’s overall use of the four smartphone enhancements was below the average 

among other families (i.e., 40% compared to 72%). This caregiver’s use of the smartphone 

enhancements varied to some extent within and between skills. For the first 5 weeks as the 

three skills of Phase I of the program (i.e., Attends, Rewards, and Ignoring) were taught, the 

family did not complete any of the Daily Surveys (i.e., intended to summarize skill practice 
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and progress for therapist, as well as to remind families of the importance of skill practice) 

and, therefore, did not report viewing the Skills Videos. Although the family did not use the 

technology during Phase I, the family used the smartphone enhancements and reported 

practicing above the average of the other families in the TE-HNC group during Phase II (i.e., 

60% during Phase II compared to 52% during Phase I). For each enhancement, the mother’s 

usage was lower than the average of the other TE-HNC families. For example, this mother 

viewed Skills Videos 13% of time whereas on average the other TE-HNC families viewed 

Skills Videos 59% of the time. This caregiver did not complete the postassessment 

satisfaction survey, and therefore representative quotes about her reactions to the smartphone 

enhancements are not available.

This level of use did not seem to parallel treatment response. The family met criteria for full 

treatment response (i.e., more than a 44 point improvement on the Intensity score and more 

than a 13 point improvement on the Problem score). This relatively low percentage of use, 

however, seemed to correspond with low efficiency in service delivery. This family took 14 

weeks to complete the program, longer than any other family in the TE-HNC group (i.e., 

Range 7 to 14; also see Table 3).

Case 7

Case 7 was a 4-year-old Caucasian female whose biological mother (age = 28, separated) 

was the participating caregiver. At baseline, the mother reported her daughter’s disruptive 

behavior in the clinical range on both the ECBI Intensity Scale (Intensity score = 221) and 

Problem Scale (Problem score = 33).

Case 7 dropped out of the study after session three. The caregiver was learning Rewards at 

the time of dropout. At the time Case 7 withdrew from the study, they were one of two 

families that had not progressed to the next HNC skill, Ignoring. The other family, Case 5, 

also withdrew from the study. Case 7 withdrew due to family stressors, including separation, 

Department of Social Services allegations, change in living situation, and an employment 

shift. During Attends, this family was using the smartphone enhancements more than the 

other TE-HNC families (i.e., 83% compared to 62%). The mother, however, did not use the 

smartphone technology between the second and third weeks. In addition, throughout the 

time enrolled in the program, the family completed 67% of the possible Midweek 
Videoconferences with the therapist. This was 25 percentage points below the other TE-

HNC families’ levels of use (i.e., 92%).

Case 8

Case 8 was a 4-year-old Latino male whose biological mother (age = 32, divorced) was the 

participating caregiver. At baseline, the mother reported that her son exhibited disruptive 

behavior below the clinical range on ECBI Intensity Scale (Intensity Score = 124), but above 

the clinical range on the Problem Scale (Problem score = 20).

This family’s overall technology use was above the other TE-HNC participants (i.e., 78% 

compared to 65%). Their smartphone enhancement use was above average of the other 

families, except for Video Recording Skills Practice. The mother Video Recorded Skills 
Practice 50% of the time whereas on average other caregivers in the TE-HNC group Video 
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Recorded Skills Practice 67% of the time. This mother expressed discomfort being 

videotaped: “I can be uncomfortable taping myself but after awhile I got more comfortable 

with it.” This discomfort may be linked to her lower use, particularly given that she was one 

of only two families who expressed concerns with this component. The mother, however, 

used two of the four components, viewing Skills Videos and completing the Midweek 
Videoconference with the therapist, between each session (i.e., 100% of the time).

This level of use corresponded with full treatment response (i.e., more than a 44 point 

improvement on the Intensity score; more than a 13 point improvement on the Problem 

score). In addition, they completed the program in 8 weeks (average completion time other 

TE-HNC families = 9.5 weeks), suggesting that this level of use corresponded with efficient 

service delivery.

Case 9

Case 9 was a 6-year-old African American female whose biological father (age = 37, 

married) was the participating caregiver. At baseline, the father reported that his daughter 

exhibited disruptive behaviors in the clinical range on both ECBI scales (Intensity Score = 

133; Problem score = 23).

This family’s overall technology use exceeded the use of other TE-HNC families (i.e., 75% 

compared to 66%). The father’s smartphone enhancement use was above the other families’ 

average use on three of the four enhancements (i.e., completion of Daily Surveys, Video 
Recording of Skills Practice, and viewing Skills Videos). For the fourth enhancement, 

completing the Midweek Videoconference with the therapist, the father completed this 86% 

of the time, whereas on average the other families completed this 93% of the time. During 

the postassessment, this father indicated that he believed all of the smartphone enhancements 

were useful; however, he indicated that the Midweek Videoconference was least useful: “If I 

must give an answer then it would be the midweek call. I rarely had questions.” The lack of 

perceived utility may account for this family’s relatively lower use of this enhancement.

This level of use corresponded with full treatment response (i.e., more than a 44 point 

improvement on the Intensity score, more than a 13 point improvement on the Problem 

score). This level of use, however, did not seem to correspond with the number of weeks it 

took the family to complete the mastery-based program. Case 9 completed the program in 

about the average number of weeks for the group (i.e., 9 weeks).

Discussion

The current within-group case series extends previously reported between-group findings 

(Jones et al., 2014) by examining the correspondence of variability in caregiver use of and 

attitudes toward technology-enhanced services. It is important to state at the outset that there 

was relatively little variability in technology use, and even less variability in treatment 

outcomes across cases within the TE-HNC group. With regard to treatment outcome, the fact 

that the majority of families were full treatment responders on the ECBI Intensity (exception 

of Case 2) and Problem Scales (exception of Cases 2 and 4; Eyberg & Pincus, 1999) was 

expected to some extent, given that TE-HNC includes the full treatment components of 
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HNC, the standard of care treatment for disruptive behavior disorders (McMahon & 

Forehand, 2003). In contrast, the relatively high level of smartphone component use within 

the TE-HNC group (i.e., 52% to 92% across all of the HNC skills, Attends, Rewards, 

Ignoring, Clear Instructions, Time-Out) was perhaps less expected; however, not entirely 

surprising given the promising between-group outcomes previously reported. That said, the 

relative lack of within-group variability may suggest participants in the TE-HNC group were 

unique in some way (e.g., families would be high engagers regardless of technology use); 

however, it is important to remember that random assignment to group in the pilot RCT 

should have decreased the likelihood of this group being unique. As such, the high levels of 

technology use warrant additional exploration of and validate excitement for technology-

enhanced mental health service delivery (see Aguilera & Muench, 2012; Enock & McNally, 

2013; Jones et al., 2013, for reviews).

Despite the aforementioned caveats, the case series design still provided a preliminary 

window into how variability in use of and attitudes toward technology may correspond with 

outcomes in technology-enhanced services. First, variability in use across components may 

elucidate aspects of functionality that influence client acceptability and use of the 

technology. The lowest levels of use (i.e., 52% and 58%) were obtained for the components 

families were asked to complete daily (i.e., Skills Videos and Daily Surveys, respectively). 

While most families used these components weekly between each session, clients rarely 

used the components daily. On the other hand, weekly components including both the 

Midweek Videoconference (i.e., 92%) and Video Recording Skills Practice (i.e., 67%), had 

relatively higher levels of use. Of note, the Midweek Videoconference was also initiated by 

the therapist, which may further explain its relatively high level of use.

In addition, case reports suggest that within-group variability of smartphone component use 

seemed to correspond with treatment outcomes, and in some cases completion of the 

program in fewer weeks. For example, in Case 1 the relatively consistent and high rate of 

smartphone enhancement use may account for the above average pre-post treatment change 

scores, and, in turn, full treatment response. In addition, the relatively inconsistent level of 

smartphone enhancement use for Case 6 may account for the decreased efficiency of service 

delivery. The dramatic increase in the use of the smartphone enhancements by Case 6 during 

Phase II relative to Phase I, however, may account for this family’s designation as a full 

treatment responder. In contrast, Case 2, the only case that did not meet full treatment 

response on either ECBI subscale (Eyberg & Pincus, 1999), used the smartphone 

enhancements relatively less than the other caregivers in the TE-HNC group. This 

comparative deficit in use may account for the extra weeks required to master the HNC 

skills and the minimal treatment response on the ECBI Problem scale (Eyberg & Pincus, 

1999).

Given preliminary findings, both between-group (Jones et al., 2014) and within-group, 

suggesting correspondence between smartphone component use and treatment outcomes, it 

is essential to understand client factors related to technology use and uptake. While the 

literature suggests that many client factors (e.g., comfort with and exposure to technology) 

influence the use or uptake of technology-enhanced service delivery methods, client 

attitudes towards technology are considered a central context in which to understand use, 
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and, in turn, treatment outcomes (e.g., Reed et al., 2014; Venkatesh et al., 2003; Waller & 

Gilbody, 2009). Across all cases, the smartphone component perceived to be the least useful 

by a given family was used the least by the same family. While there is research to suggest 

that the relationship between use and attitudes towards technology may be bidirectional (i.e., 

attitudes towards technology improve with increased exposure to the technology and vice 

versa; Reed et al., 2014), this finding highlights the importance of assessing clients’ attitudes 

towards each component of a technology-enhanced intervention. Moreover, findings 

highlight the importance of clinicians providing adequate rationale for each component and 

monitoring use to enhance the perceived usefulness and, in turn, potential impact, of 

technology-enhanced service delivery methods.

In addition, themes in client attitudes towards each component of the technology reveal 

functions of technology perceived to be most helpful: (a) Daily Surveys increased 

accountability (Case 3: “It was a way of not letting me out of doing Child’s Game”); (b) 

Midweek Videoconferencing enhanced communication and increased opportunities to 

problem solve with the therapist (Case 8: “It made communication with therapist easier”); 

(c) Video Recording of Skills Practice increased opportunities for therapist feedback, 

particularly in terms of skill generalization in different settings (Case 1: “It was nice to have 

the therapist see how it was really working at home and to give me suggestion or/and 

encouragement”); and (d) the Skills Video Series served as a reminder of skills learned and 

increased opportunities for skills modeling (Case 2: “The videos helped to remind me of 

things I was told during the meetings, but maybe forgot. Sometimes I would see something I 

did not see before or it would just make everything click.”). These themes preliminarily 

suggest that the intended function of the technology was achieved (i.e., increase engagement 

and adherence to interventions by facilitating efficient communication between clinicians 

and clients, and by increasing access to resources to help skills generalize between sessions). 

Although additional research is needed to explore this link further, it is possible that client 

attitudes towards technology account for the uptake and sustainability of technology-

enhanced service delivery.

Consistent with the pilot and case report approach to the analyses, findings should be 

considered preliminary in light of study limitations. First, caution is warranted when 

generalizing findings beyond low-income families; however, it is important to note that the 

theory or hypotheses grounding this study were not developed to be specific to low-income 

families or to a specific technology. Rather, low-income families were targeted given that 

they are less likely to engage in BPT services, and smartphone technology was selected 

because it was more widely available to low-income families than other platforms (e.g., 

desktop computers, notebooks, tablets). Second, although some study variables were 

captured via the smartphone enhancements (e.g., Weekly Video Recording of Skills), others 

relied on caregiver (e.g., whether or not the caregiver watched a Skills Video) or therapist 

report (e.g., Midweek Videoconference participation), increasing the possibility of error or 

bias. Third, the pilot nature of these analyses precluded the capacity to examine the role of 

specific components of TE-HNC (e.g., Daily Surveys, Video recording Home Practice) on 

treatment response. Finally, this study did not examine client motivation; however, it is 

possible that motivation may account for both use of technology and boosted treatment 

outcomes.
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Despite these limitations, the study also has several strengths. Consistent with calls to 

maximize the potential for knowledge generated from technology-enhanced services 

research (Riley et al., 2011; Rothwell, 2005; Wu et al., 2006), this study uses case reports to 

describe variability in caregiver smartphone enhancement use within the TE-HNC group. 

This approach is critical to better understanding the feasibility, usability, and potential 

impact of technology-enhanced BPT approaches for vulnerable, yet underserved families, 

with broader service-delivery implications for children’s mental health. In addition, efforts 

were made to examine a platform, smartphones, that was relevant and accessible to low-

income families that are most in need of BPT and least likely to receive services. Such an 

approach is consistent with calls by leaders in mental health, as well as technology, to more 

explicitly focus on the design and development of technology to best meet the needs of the 

target population and particular presenting issues (Jones, 2014; Nelson et al., 2011; Swartz, 

2014). Third, although the sample was too small to quantitatively examine the processes 

through which technology influenced treatment response, the case series approach helped 

elucidate the extent to which variability in use within TE-HNC may correspond with 

variability in therapeutic gains.

Finally, and perhaps most important, our goal with this research is to explore service 

delivery options that enhance the therapeutic outcomes of low-income families by increasing 

opportunities for assessment (e.g., Daily Surveys of skill practice and progress), modeling 

(e.g., Skills Video Series) and tailored feedback and support (e.g., therapist review of Video 
Recording of home practice) between sessions and in the context of daily stressors and 

challenges. Between-group analyses suggested the promise of technology enhancements 

relative to standard BPT; yet, acceptability and sustainability of such an approach depends 

on a better understanding of how caregivers respond to and interface with the technology. 

Importantly, our findings suggest that families used these technologyenhancements at a 

fairly high rate, yet patterns of variability suggested that those who used it more or more 

regularly might have benefited the most. Of course these findings need to be replicated with 

larger samples and more sophisticated methods; nevertheless, the findings hold promise for 

technology as a sustainable service-delivery vehicle for even the most difficult to engage 

families.

Acknowledgments

Support for this project was provided by NIMH R34MH082956 and R01MH100377. We would like to extend our 
special thanks to Joel Sherrill, Ph.D., for his continued guidance throughout the grant application and 
administration process. Our additional thanks to our industry partner colleagues at CrossComm, Inc., especially 
Sean Doherty, and the Advisory Panel of Clinicians, which included April Harris-Britt, Ph.D., AHB Psychological 
Associates; Kathyrn J. Smith, MSW, Center for Child and Family Health; Jennifer Youngstrom, Ph.D., UNC Child 
and Family Clinic; Sarah Stearns, Ph.D., Dartmouth-Hitchcock Associates; and Timothy Verduin, Ph.D., NYU 
Child Study Center, who have been instrumental in this program of research. Finally, we would like to thank the 
families who participated in the pilot study.

References

Abraham C, Michie S. A taxonomy of behavior change techniques used in interventions. Health 
Psychology. 2008; 27(3):379–387. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.27.3.379. [PubMed: 
18624603] 

Anton et al. Page 15

Cogn Behav Pract. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 October 27.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.27.3.379


Aguilera A, Muench F. There’s an app for that: Information technology applications for cognitive 
behavioral practitioners. the Behavior Therapist. 2012; 35(4):65–73. [PubMed: 25530659] 

Anderson, D.; Subramanyam, R. The new digital American family: Understanding family dynamics, 
media, and purchasing behavior trends. The Nielson Company; New York, NY: 2011. 

Andreasen NC, Carpenter WT, Kane JM, Lasser RA, Marder SR, Weinberger DR. Remission in 
schizophrenia: proposed criteria and rationale for consensus. American Journal of Psychiatry. 2005; 
162(3):441–449. http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.162.3.441. [PubMed: 15741458] 

Burns GL, Patterson DR. Conduct problem behaviors in a stratified random sample of children and 
adolescents: New standardization data on the Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory. Psychological 
Assessment. 1990; 2:391–397.

Comer JS, Furr JM, Cooper-Vince C, Kerns CE, Chan PT, Edson AL, Freeman JB. Internet-delivered, 
family-based treatment for early-onset OCD: A preliminary case series. Journal of Clinical Child & 
Adolescent Psychology. 2014; 43(1):74–87. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.855127. 
[PubMed: 24295036] 

Coughtrey AE, Shafran R, Lee M, Rachman S. The treatment of mental contamination: A case series. 
Cognitive and Behavioral Practice. 2013; 20(2):221–231. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.
2012.07.002. 

Daughters SB, Magidson JF, Schuster RM, Safren SA. ACT Healthy: a combined cognitive-behavioral 
depression and medication adherence treatment for HIV-infected substance users. Cognitive and 
Behavioral Practice. 2010; 17(3):309–321. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.2009.12.003. [PubMed: 
21709737] 

Davies, E. Learning from the digital jugglers: New trends in smartphone adoption and usage patterns. 
Ford; New York, NY: 2011. 

Duncan AB, Velasquez SE, Nelson E. Using videoconferencing to provide psychological services to 
rural children and adolescents: A review and case example. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent 
Psychology. 2014; 43(1):115–127. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.836452. [PubMed: 
24079653] 

Eisenstaedt TH, Eyberg S, McNeil CB, Newcomb K, Funderbuck B. Parent-child interaction therapy 
with behavior problem children: Relative effectiveness of two stages and overall treatment 
outcome. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology. 1993; 22(1):42–51. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/
s15374424jccp2201_4. 

Enock PM, McNally RJ. How mobile apps and other web-based interventions can transform 
psychological treatment and the treatment development cycle. the Behavior Therapist. 2013; 66(3):
56–66.

Eyberg SM, Nelson MM, Boggs SR. Evidence-based psychosocial treatments for children and 
adolescents with disruptive behavior. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology. 2008; 
37(1):215–236. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374410701820117. [PubMed: 18444059] 

Eyberg, SM.; Pincus, D. Eyberg child behavior inventory and Stutter-Eyberg student behavior 
inventory: Professional manual. Psychological Assessment Resources; Odessa, FL: 1999. 

Eyberg SM, Robinson EA. Conduct problem behavior: Standardization of a behavioral rating scale 
with adolescents. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology. 1983; 12:347–357.

Forehand R, Jones DJ, Parent J. Behavioral parenting interventions for child disruptive behaviors and 
anxiety: What’s different and what’s the same. Clinical Psychology Review. 2013; 33(1):133–145. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2012.10.010. [PubMed: 23178234] 

Funderburk BW, Eyberg S, Rich BA, Behar L. Further psychometric evaluation of the Eyberg and 
Behavior rating scales for parents and teachers of preschoolers. Early Education & Development. 
2003; 14:67–81. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15566935eed1401_5. 

Gardner F, Connell A, Trentacosta CJ, Shaw DS, Dishion TJ, Wilson MN. Moderators of outcome in a 
brief family-centered intervention for preventing early problem behavior. Journal of Consulting 
and Clinical Psychology. 2009; 77(3):543–553. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0015622. [PubMed: 
19485594] 

Heiervang E, Stormark KM, Lundervold AJ, Heimann M, Goodman R, Posserud M, Gillberg C. 
Psychiatric disorders in Norwegian 8- to 10-year-olds: An epidemiological survey of prevalence, 

Anton et al. Page 16

Cogn Behav Pract. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 October 27.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.162.3.441
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.855127
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.2012.07.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.2012.07.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.2009.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.836452
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp2201_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp2201_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374410701820117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2012.10.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15566935eed1401_5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0015622


risk factors, and service use. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry. 
2007; 46(4):438–447. http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/chi.0b013e31803062bf. [PubMed: 17420678] 

Jones DJ. Future directions in the design, development, and investigation of technology as a service 
delivery vehicle. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology. 2014; 43(1):128–142. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.859082. [PubMed: 24400723] 

Jones DJ, Forehand R, Cuellar J, Kincaid C, Parent J, Fenton N, Goodrum N. Harnessing innovative 
technologies to advance children’s mental health: Behavioral parent training as an example. 
Clinical Psychology Review. 2013; 33(2):241–252. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2012.11.003. 
[PubMed: 23313761] 

Jones DJ, Forehand R, Cuellar J, Parent J, Honeycutt A, Khavjou O, Newey GA. Technology-
enhanced program for child disruptive behavior disorders: Development and pilot randomized 
control trial. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology. 2014; 43(1):88–101. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.822308. [PubMed: 23924046] 

Kazdin AE, Blasé SL. Rebooting psychotherapy research and practice to reduce the burden of mental 
illness. Perspectives on Psychological Science. 2011; 6:21–37. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1177/1745691610393527. [PubMed: 26162113] 

Löwe B, Unützer J, Callahan CM, Perkins AJ, Kroenke K. Monitoring depression treatment outcomes 
with the patient health questionnaire-9. Medical Care. 2004; 42(12):1194–1201. [PubMed: 
15550799] 

McMahon, RJ.; Forehand, RL. Helping the noncompliant child: Family-based treatment for 
oppositional behavior. 2nd ed.. Guilford Press; New York, NY: 2003. 

Merikangas KR, He J, Burstein M, Swanson SA, Avenevoli S, Cui L, Benjet, Cui L, Swendsen J. 
Lifetime prevalence of mental disorders in U.S. adolescents: Results from the National 
Comorbidity Survey Replication—Adolescent Supplement (NCS-A). Journal of American 
Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry. 2010; 49(10):980–989. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
j.jaac.2010.05.017. 

Merikangas KR, Nakamura EF, Kessler RC. Epidemiology of mental disorders in children and 
adolescents. Dialogues in Clinical Neuroscience. 2009; 11(1):7–20. [PubMed: 19432384] 

Nelson EL, Bui TN, Velasquez SE. Telepsychology: Research and practice overview. Child and 
Adolescent Psychiatric Clinics of North America. 2011; 20(1):67–79. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
j.chc.2010.08.005. [PubMed: 21092913] 

Nixon RV, Sweeney L, Erickson DB, Touyz SW. Parent-child interaction therapy: A comparison of 
standard and abbreviated treatments for oppositional defiant preschoolers. Journal of Consulting 
And Clinical Psychology. 2003; 71(2):251–260. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.71.2.251. 
[PubMed: 12699020] 

Norberg MM, Perry U, Mackenzie J, Copeland J. MET plus CBT for ecstasy use when clients are 
depressed: A case series. Cognitive and Behavioral Practice. 2014; 21(1):55–63. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/j.cbpra.2013.06.002. 

Patterson GR. The next generation of PMTO models. The Behavior Therapist. 2005; 28:27–33.

Reed RN, Messler EC, Coombs TE, Quevillon RP. Social media use and the acceptability of 
telepsychological services in rural populations. Journal of Rural Mental Health. 2014; 38(1):2–8. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/rmh0000007. 

Reitman D, McMahon RJ. Constance “Connie” Hanf (1917–2002): The mentor and the model. 
Cognitive and Behavioral Practice. 2013; 20(1):106–116. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.
2012.02.005. 

Reyno SM, McGrath PJ. Predictors of parent training efficacy for child externalizing behavior problem
—A meta-analytic review. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry. 2006; 47(1):99–111. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2005.01544.x. [PubMed: 16405646] 

Riley WT, Rivera DE, Atienza AA, Nilsen W, Allison SM, Mermelstein R. Health behavior models in 
the age of mobile interventions: Are our theories up to task? Translational Behavioral Medicine. 
2011; 1:53–71. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13142-011-0021-7. [PubMed: 21796270] 

Ritterband LM, Gonder-Frederick LA, Cox DJ, Clifton AD, West RW, Borowitz SM. Internet 
interventions: In review, in use, and into the future. Professional Psychology: Research and 
Practice. 2003; 34(5):527–534.

Anton et al. Page 17

Cogn Behav Pract. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 October 27.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/chi.0b013e31803062bf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.859082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.859082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2012.11.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.822308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.822308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2010.05.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2010.05.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chc.2010.08.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chc.2010.08.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.71.2.251
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.2013.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.2013.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/rmh0000007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.2012.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.2012.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2005.01544.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2005.01544.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13142-011-0021-7


Robinson EA, Eyberg SM, Ross AW. The standardization of an inventory of child conduct problem 
behaviors. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology. 1980; 9:22–29.

Rothwell PM. Subgroup analysis in randomised controlled trials: Importance, indications, and 
interpretation. The Lancet. 2005; 365:176–186. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(05)17709-5. 

Self-Brown S, Valente JR, Wild RC, Whitaker DJ, Galanter R, Dorsey S, Stanley J. Utilizing 
benchmarking to study the effectiveness of parent-child interaction therapy implemented in a 
community setting. Journal of Child and Family Studies. 2012; 21(6):1041–1049. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1007/s10826-012-9566-4. 

Shaw DS. Future directions for research on the development and prevention of early conduct problems. 
Journal of Clinical Child And Adolescent Psychology. 2013; 42(3):418–428. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1080/15374416.2013.777918. [PubMed: 23534691] 

Snider, M. A quarter of American homes have hung up on landlines. Apr 21. 2011 USA Today 
Retrieved from http://www.usatoday.com/tech/news/2011-04-20-cellphone-study.htm

Swartz, J. Voices: Silicon Valley has a diversity deficit. Jun 23. 2014 USA Today. Retrieved from 
http://www.usatoday.com/story/tech/columnist/2014/06/22/voices-silicon-valley-divesity-problem/
10285835/

Thomas R, Zimmer-Gembeck MJ. Behavioral outcomes of Parent-Child Interaction Therapy and 
Triple P-Positive Parenting Program: A review and meta-analysis. Journal of Abnormal Child 
Psychology. 2007; 35(3):475–495. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10802-007-9104-9. [PubMed: 
17333363] 

Venkatesh V, Morris MG, Davis GB, Davis FD. User acceptance of information technology: Toward a 
unified view. MIS Quarterly. 2003; 27(3):425–478.

Waller R, Gilbody S. Barriers to the uptake of computerized cognitive behavioural therapy: A 
systematic review of the quantitative and qualitative evidence. Psychological Medicine. 2009; 
39(05):705–712. http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0033291708004224. [PubMed: 18812006] 

Ware LM, McNeil CB, Masse J, Stevens S. Efficacy of in-home parent-child interaction therapy. Child 
& Family Behavior Therapy. 2008; 30(2):99–126. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07317100802060302. 

Webster-Stratton C, Hammond M. Treating children with early-onset conduct problems: A comparison 
of child and parent training interventions. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology. 1997; 
65(1):93–109. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.65.1.93. [PubMed: 9103739] 

Wu S, Chaudhry B, Wang J, Maglione M, Mojica W, Roth E, Shekelle PG. Systematic review: impact 
of health information technology on quality, efficiency, and costs of medical care. Annals of 
Internal Medicine. 2006; 144(10):742–752. http://dx.doi.org/
10.7326/0003-4819-144-10-200605160-00125. [PubMed: 16702590] 

Wu YP, Steele RG, Connelly MA, Palermo TM, Ritterband LM. Commentary: Pediatric eHealth 
interventions: Common challenges during development, implementation, and dissemination. 
Journal of Pediatric Psychology. 2014; 39(6):612–623. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsu022. 
[PubMed: 24816766] 

Anton et al. Page 18

Cogn Behav Pract. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 October 27.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(05)17709-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-9566-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-9566-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.777918
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.777918
http://www.usatoday.com/tech/news/2011-04-20-cellphone-study.htm
http://www.usatoday.com/story/tech/columnist/2014/06/22/voices-silicon-valley-divesity-problem/10285835/
http://www.usatoday.com/story/tech/columnist/2014/06/22/voices-silicon-valley-divesity-problem/10285835/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10802-007-9104-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0033291708004224
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07317100802060302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.65.1.93
http://dx.doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-144-10-200605160-00125
http://dx.doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-144-10-200605160-00125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsu022


A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

Anton et al. Page 19

Ta
b

le
 1

C
ar

eg
iv

er
 a

nd
 C

hi
ld

 D
em

og
ra

ph
ic

s

C
as

e 
1

C
as

e 
2

C
as

e 
3

C
as

e 
4

C
as

e 
5

C
as

e 
6

C
as

e 
7

C
as

e 
8

C
as

e 
9

C
G

T
C

C
G

T
C

C
G

T
C

C
G

T
C

C
G

T
C

C
G

T
C

C
G

T
C

C
G

T
C

C
G

T
C

A
ge

35
4

34
6

29
6

31
4

44
4

47
7

28
4

32
4

37
6

G
en

de
r

F
F

F
M

F
F

M
M

F
F

F
M

F
F

F
M

M
F

R
ac

e

A
m

er
ic

an
 I

nd
ia

n 
or

 A
la

sk
a 

N
at

iv
e

A
si

an
X

B
la

ck
 o

r 
A

fr
ic

an
 A

m
er

ic
an

X
X

X
X

N
at

iv
e 

H
aw

ai
ia

n/
O

th
er

 P
ac

if
ic

 I
sl

an
de

r
X

X

W
hi

te
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

E
th

ni
ci

ty

H
is

pa
ni

c 
or

 L
at

in
o

X
X

X

N
ot

 H
is

pa
ni

c 
or

 L
at

in
o

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

N
ot

es
. C

G
 =

 C
ar

eg
iv

er
; T

C
 =

 T
ar

ge
t C

hi
ld

; M
 =

 M
al

e;
 F

 =
 F

em
al

e.

Cogn Behav Pract. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 October 27.



A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

Anton et al. Page 20

Table 2

Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory Scores (N = 9)

Case

ECBI Intensity Score ECBI Total Problem Score

Pre Post Change Pre Post Change

1 185 101 84 28 1 27

2 138 99 39 18 16 2

3 175 95 80 31 9 22

4 128 80 48 17 4 13

5 243 * * 22 * *

6 149 60 89 21 1 20

7 221 * * 33 * *

8 124 74 50 20 10 10

9 133 73 60 23 1 22

Note.

*
Denotes dropout.

Cogn Behav Pract. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 October 27.



A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

Anton et al. Page 21

Table 3

Case Report Data for Completers (n = 7)

C1 C2 C3 C4 C6 C8 C9 Average

Smartphone Use

Daily Survey 67% 72% 72% 41% 27% 62% 68% 58%

Mid-Week Video Conferencing 100% 89% 100% 83% 86% 100% 86% 92%

Weekly Video Recording 100% 50% 100% 50% 33% 50% 71% 65%

Viewing Skills Videos 38% 22% 100% 20% 13% 100% 74% 52%

Average Use 76% 58% 93% 49% 40% 78% 75% 67%

Clinically Significant Change Y N Y Y Y Y Y

Intensity Scale Treatment Response

Full Response X X X X X X

Partial Response X

Minimal Response

Problem Scale Treatment Response

Full Response X X X X X

Partial Response X

Minimal Response X

Number of Weeks to Complete Program 7 11 8 8 14 8 9 9.29

Notes. C = Cases,% = The proportion of times a skill was completed per session, Y = Yes, N = No, X = Treatment response designation.
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