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Summary

The present study evaluated the utility of the parent-training

workshops presently being used by the Family Training Unit, an

educational resource branch of tfie Intellectually Retarded Services.

Íhe eval-uation made use of two parent training groups, and the

final nrurÍber of parents involved was fourteen. The parentsl ages

ranged from early twenties to over fifty; and they had various

educational backgrounds. fheir children varied in the degree of

retardation, and their ages ranged from 3 years Èo 8 years 6 months.

fhe workshops, (an average of I0, two hour sessions) concentrated

on teaching the parents how to teach their children nei skills and

thus the parents all worked on individual programmes with their

children. V'7hi1e one couple used the information gained from the

workshop to deal with a behaviour problem, in the other 7 families

the target was skill acquisition.

lhe evaluation involved both "objective" pre#<shop and post

workshop measures of assessment (ttrrough the use of home-based

video recordings) as well as the parents' subjective opinions of Èhe

use of the workshop and their children's improvement. Each parent

also filled in a pre and post Parent Attitude inventory to examine

any attitude changes.

Itrese measures enabled an ind.ividual success rating for each

parent and child, as well as an overall group evaluation. Results

indicated that the parents all increased their teaching skills to

various degrees, and some parents showed an ability to generalise

these skills to other teaching situations. Discrepancies between
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objective and sr:bjective measures of success ilrustrated the

necessity of multipre measures of assessment, and led to discussion

of what aspects of the course were most useful to the parents.

The varying successes of the parents also enabled the determination

of possible predictors of success. It seemed that the parent's level

of education, degree of motivation and childrs degree of retardation

affected the parentb ability to J-earn and use the skills. practical

suggestions to foster success in aII parents¡ reÇarding course content

and structure were mad.e in ttre light of these findings.

Finally, the metf¡odological problems of this applied r.".lr.f, study

were discussed, along with an outline of the need.ed. areas of future

research.
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SECTTON 1 TNTRODUCTION

Parent training research emerged only 15 years ago (Forehand

and Atkeson, L977) and is quickly developing with the increasing

evidence that. training parents in the use of behaviour modification

is generally successful. Numerous training programs have been

developed to deal with a wide variety of problems of both normal-

and retarded children. As the rationale and technology of teaching

behavioural principles is approximately the same regard.Iess of

whether the child is normal or retarded, this review wiII not be

confined to articles concerning parents of retarded children.

I. RATIONA],B FOR TRAINTNG PARENTS

Several different Lines of reasoning have converged in the

development of parenÈ training programs.

Perhaps the greatest impetus for such programs was the realisation

that non-professional people and places could be used to deal with

mental health problems. OnIy over the last decade has the principle

that mental health problems should only be dealt with in a professional

location and in the hands of qualified technicians been exposed as a

myth (Tharp & Wetzel, 1969). Parents of retarded children have

especial-Iy been presented with the view that their child needs "expert"

treatment. (Cunningham, 1975). This principle, which maintained

the professional prestige of the mental health workers was shown to

be inad.equate by the persistent findings of the failure of treatment

techniques once the person had returned to his ordinary environment.

Learning theorists made explicit the fact that the person's own

environment.is princi-pally responsible for the maintenance or change

of any behaviour (Skinner, 1953). Thus the individual's natural
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environment has the greatest poÈential for therapeutic effects

just as the people who have the closest contact with the client

have the potential to be ttre most effective change agents. For

children, it is therefore usually the parents who have the greatest

potential to be powerful change agents, and by using parents as

therapists, the problems of transferring the changes from the cl-inic

to the home will be avoided.

Another impetus for parent training programs is the relative

simplicity of behaviour modification principles. These principles

are clear and straightforward and avoid the ambiguities and jargon

found in the original techniques of psychotherapy (Gardner, 1975) .

Thre traditional therapist rarely made practical suggestions,, rather

gave technical and unspecific comments to parents (Berkowitz a

Graziano, 1972), and this prevented anyone but the clinician

administering any assistance to the problem at hand, and again

preserved professional status and prestige.

The practicality of training parents introduces another positive

dimension. The demand. for behavioural techniques is quickly outpacing

the supply of trained personnel (Johnson, 197f), so training parents

in groups seems to offer relief for over burdened clinicians

(Rinn, Vernon and lrlise , 1975). Also the parents constitute a cheap

and continuous treatment resource (Johnson & Katz, L973) which is

especially important with retarded children, where the parents are

faced with a continual stream of problems throughout the child's

development (Cunningham, 1975) .

Finaltyr in that the parents are likely to control more powerful

contingencies than the therapist, they are more likely to become

even more efficient managers than professionals ever could.

(Doernberg, I972).
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To summarise, the thrusts of operant psychology, deprofession-

alization and the utilization of.natural relationships provide a

good rationale behind the training of þarents in behavioural principles.

As Mittler (I974, p.76) concluded:

"One of tl¡e aims of the following decade must be to find means

of helping parents to work in partnership with professionals

Professionalis should share their knowledge and skil1s with

parents, so that parents can use ordinary situations in which

to teach their child."

Many pArent training programs have developed as a consequence.

Most of the prograrns are in line with Tharp and I¡letzelts "triadic"

model, which says that tJ:e individ.uals who possess the powerful

reinforcers should occupy an intermediate position between tìre

professional consultant and the person who is the target of

intervention. (Tharp & Wetzel , l-969).

From this theoretical model an endless list of technological

problems arise - $lhat types of behaviours should be dealth with?

!{hat should be the content of the program? What is the best approach

to training? How is parental- involvement maintained? Does the

training generalize across settings and behaviorli rs the prograrn

durable? These problems have been tackled by various studies on

parent training, and the rest of this review will report on findings

of the research and the methodological problems faced by the researchers.

CHILD TARGET BEHAVIOURS

Basically the behaviour changes with which the parent training

programs deal, can be categorized into two broad classes. (1) the

altering of alread.y exísting behaviours and (2) the acquisition of

new skills.
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(1) Modification of existinq behaviours

It has been well d.emonstrated in the literature that behaviour

principles can be effectively taught to parents to change problem

behaviours of their children. Some of their behaviours which have

been changed include self injurious scratching (Allen & Harris, L966) r

oppositional behaviour (Zeilberger, 1968) ' sibling fighting

(o'Leary, O'Leary and Becker, 1912) disturbing meal time behaviour

(Johnson, 1971) and many everyday problem behaviours

(Salzinger et al, I97O) .

Specific technologies have been developed to deal witJ- certain

problem behaviours. Patterson, Cobb and Ray (L972) devised. a social

engineering technology to retrain families of aggressive boys, and has

looked at the effects of the program on sjJclings as well as the

targets in the farnily (Arnold, Levine & Patterson, 1975) . Bernal (1969)

examined the "brat syndrome" and developed a specific technology to

deal with the problem.

In his comprehensive review, O'Dell (1974) suggests that there

does not seem to be any overt class of behaviour that parents can

not be trained to modify, emphasising the diversity of possible

behaviour changes.

(2) Skill Acsuisition

Íhre research done on teaching new skills is not as wide spread' but

it is particularly important with parents of retarded chj-ldren. There

is a marked difference in the app1i..tion of behavioural principles

in dealing witJ: a specific problem ín a normal child (and most studies

showed the effectiveness of training, by dealing with an easily defined

specific behaviour) and the application to problems faced by parents

of retarded children. Retarded children need help in the acquisition

of a wide range of skills (such as dressing, feeding, language, problem

solving, and social interaction) as they explore Less and do not learn

spontaneously as other children do, through imitation. Retarded



1l_.

children are not as sensitive to their environment' but at the

same time they are more dependent on it. (Barnard, 1968).

Studies so far in this area (acquisition of new skills) using

parents as trainers have primarily been reported as case studies.

For exampLe Barnard (l-968) showed how an 18 month old. retarded infant

was taught to feed himself' and learned the skills that preceded.

walking, by teaching the mollter fundamental behaviour principles.

Íùolf, Ris1ey & Mess (1964) shaped a five year old autístic childrs

verbal behaviour and got him wearing his glasses' by applying operant

procedures through attendants and parents.

Cunningham & Jeffries (1971) report of their workshop provides

anecdotal evidence of the success of their parent training program.

A nine year old multihandicapped boy was taught to dress himself;

a 2\ year old mongol was taught to feed himself with a spoon; and

a 4L year old subnormal boy was taught to string his single word

utterances togettrer and made phrases.

Studies also have sho\,rn parents effectively using behavioural

principles in toilet training both retarded and normal children.

Gollard & Woodroffe, 1977¡ Madsen, L965¡ Pumroy & Pulìroy' 1965)

Ítrus evidence exists to support the theoretical postulate that

parents can become effective managers of their chil-dren, and' be

taught ways of teaching their children new skill-s.

II. TECHNOLOG]CAL TSSUES

The underlying objective of all the programs is to produce

meaningful change in the parents' behaviour, and thereby produce

changes in the children's behaviour. This incorporates two major

areas of concern.
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(I) The initial acquisition of skiIls, i.e. how do the parents

learn the skills?

(2) The durability and generalizability of skil-Is i.e. how well-

do the skill-s generalize and are they maintained over time?

The literature examines the technological details involved in

both of these issues, but it is clear that the research in this area

is deficient.

(I) ACQUTSITTON OF SKILLS

CONTENT OF PROGRAMS

Ttre content of tJle programs is obviously crucial if parent

training is going to be effective, and the literature indicates

a nuniber of different approaches to content, although most stress an

understanding of behavioural techniques as the principle objective.

Tavormina (1975) found that mothers of mentally retarded children

who experienced contingency management training showed greater overall

improvement in the parent-child relations, than mothers who participated

in group discussions.

The number of topics covered in a program vary widely. Gardnerrs

(1973) review showed that the length of the courses ranged from a

minimum of 6 hours to 200 hours.

Some programs have only been concerned with teaching the parents

specific behavioural skills, relevant to the problems at hand (e.g.

Herbert et al 1973¡ Barnard l-968; I,{o]f et aI 1964; Hawkins et al 1966,

Lavingueur et aI 1973). Other programs emphasize the training of

general behavioural skills which can be applied to many problems -

such as teaching parents to define behaviours, count their frequency

and apply consequences which will accelerate or decelerate the

frequency (¡aira I97O¡ Bidder et al 1975¡ Terdall & Buell 1969).
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No mention of the theoretical principles ís made in either

of the above approaches. It seems that the most comprehensive

content cover comes from programs where both the theoretical princíples

and terms of learning theory are taught as well as training in the

general applied skills based on these principles, (e.9. Clunies-Ross'

1976; Fishman & Fishman, 1975¡ HaII et al, 1972¡ Miller, 1975¡

Patterson et aI, 1972; Salzinger, 1970) .

Hovrever, as Johnson and Katz (1972) point out, most studies

contain inadequate descriptions of what was being done by whom to

alter behaviour changes, and this makes it very difficult to say with

certainty what was taught, and certainly precludes replication studies.

Cunningham & Jeffreers (1971) program was specifically concerned

with teaching parents of retarded children how to teach their children

new skills, and provided information regarding child development

and determining appropriate expectatíons in the retarded child' as

wel-l as an understanding of operant procedures. The development

of new skills as an objective, results in an emphasis of providing

parents with the basis principtes from which to derive their own

teaching situations, rather than just applying "cookbook" recipes

to problems (Cunningham l-975) .

Thus Cunningham e Jeffreers aim is to have the parents internalize

a "modeI" for approaching the behaviour of their own children. "By

internalize we mean that the parent has achieved a skill- in applying

the principles and concepts such ttrat she need not overtly articulate

each step on each occasion, but can "intuitively" react to the child

and the learning situation" (Cunningham & Jeffree, 1975 page 5) .

Ttreir model sees that any teaching situation involves four aspects'

1. Observation and Assessment - to determine a framework of

expectancies based on a child development chart'

2; Selection of a task relevant and appropriate for the child and

arrangement of the task into smal1 steps.
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3. Presentation of a task - this is where the operant procedures

are involved (i.e. the use of prompts, rewards, etc.)

4. Evaluation is constantly needed to determine a child's progress

in any task.

Ttrus the information provided in Cunninghamrs workshops is a

comprehensive coverage which teaches the parent to see the child

objectively and teaches general techniques for educating the chíld

in the fullest sense possible. The proglam under evaluation also

adopts this approach.

TRATNING APPROACHES

DIR-ECT

Both individual consuLtations (Ber¡lal 1969¡ Goldstein & Lanyon

L97I¡ Johnson a97I¡ Lae & Lindsay f968; I¡lolf, Risby & Mees 1964) which

allow for direct personal instruction, and group training (Bidder et aI

1975¡ Cunningham & Jeffree \97I¡ Fishman & Fishman 1975) which allows

for more economical use of professional training and incorporate

parent interaction and encouragement, have been used. Some programs

have been able to gain the advantages of both .pîã"n"s by including

a phase of individ.uat training within the group setting (Patterson et a1

1972¡ Salzinger et al 1970).

Another novel approach has been training parents in behavioural

principles in their oh/n home. (Christopherson et aI, 1972). Although

tl1is is qneconomical in terms of the professionalrs time, it does

ensure the successful apptication of the principÌes by the parents

(Cowling 1978).
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The exisÈence of books such as Baldwin et aI (f973) "Isnrt

it time he outgrew this?", French et aI (1967) "How you can help

your retarded child", and Vrlatson, "Behavioural modification of

mentally retarded and autistic children: A manual for nurses,

parents and teachers"& Beiker(1973) Parents are Teachers" indicates

the professional recognition of parental needs for concrete information

on child rearing methods.

The evaluation of training methods is still in an early stage of

development. Tt¡ere is no conclusive evidence as to which is the

most effective technique, although Johnson & Brown (1969) found

modelling to be more effective than direct instructions. Patterson

et aI (1967) suggest the most important training technique is to

provide positive reinforcing feedback to the parents as they.develop

new skills. Gardner (1912) showed that principles could best be

taught by lectures, and. that behavioural intervention "skilIs" could

best be taught by role playing. Nor is there any evidence as to the

superiority of group training over indivídual- training in refation

to parents. However Kingsley and V'IiIson (L977), showed that group

behavioural therapy \^Ias superior to individual behavioural therapy

in the treatment of obesity. They concluded thaïthis superiority

of the group treatment may have been due to motivation. Once the

subjects had learnt the skills it seemed that group pressure to

adhere to the new strategies possjJcly made the group treatment more

powerful than the individual treatment in terms of sustaining

commitment and motivation.

Such conclusions may also be relevant to parent training

approaches.
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INDIRECT

An alternative approach to parent training is the use of parent

training packages consist of a combination of printed. material, slides,

cassetÈes or films (Stowitcheck ç Hofmeister 1975). The packages

present useful teaching principles and show the parents how to apply

Èhese principles to teach skills, critical to a child's development.

Good packages are constantly field tested and revised on the

basis of parents! comments. The main advantage of this approach is

that iÈ enables parents to receive training without the presence of

a skill-ed trainer. Parents of children who l-ive in rural areas do

not have access to specialised services and packages are bieng

specifically developed for these people. (Shearer & Shearer 1969,

Stowitscheck & Hofmeister 1975).

MAINTAIbIING PARENT TNTEREST

Ítris issue has been viewed as the most important consideration

in carrying out a successful parent training prograrune (Griffen ç

Hudsen 1978) and must be dealt with in devising the program.

Of DeII lLg74) reports the parent attrition rate lio*" programs

has beerr as high as 70%.

Tha:rp & Vùetzel (1969) point out there are three possible sources

of reinforcement for parents, the summation of which must be positive

to induee and maintain parent behaviour changes:

1. Reinforcement under control of the consultant.

2. Reinforcement from ottrers surrounding the mediators (i.e. wives

and husbands).

3. Reir¡forcernent provided by the targetrs new behaviours.
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OnIy the first source can be directly controlled. In teaching

the parents learning p::inciples, the consultants require control

over parent behaviours, just as the parents require control over

the targets. Thus the effectiveness of the training is dependent

on t]ìe conslultant, controlling and modifying the mediatorrs

behaviour. Rose (1969) discusses the importance of remembering

to reinforce parent successes. Parent training in the laboratory

has enabled investigators to successfully direct behaviour by the

use of tights, hand signals' or remote controlled auditory devices.

(Bernal et aI 1968, Wagner & Ora I97O, Wahler 1967). This cuing

may be seen as a reinforcing event as it provides on going feedback

to parents, and therefore shapes parent behaviour (Johnson & Bro\^¡n

1969). Some pïograrns have utilized extrinsic reinforcers such asr fee

reductions (t'lira 1970) ' rewards (Peine & Munro L97O), or attendance

contingent upon completing homework (Patterson et al 1972) to

maintain active parent participation-

yet many of t1.e studies, which stress the use of operant techniques

with children, fail to report any systematic atte¡npt to shape the

parentrs behaviour using the same principles.

However others believe such reinforcers ârê -ttrlrl€cessary (Cunningham

& Jeffree 197I) as they see the parents expectations of having success

the main factor in co-operative parents. One of the most powerful

reinforcing events for the parents responses is a desirable change

in tJ:e targeds behaviours (Berberich 1971).

Shearer and Shearer (l-:972) consider that early parental success,

is closely inter-related with the technolog-y in terms of precise

objectives, accurate assessement etc. However Eyberg and Johnson

(Lg74) coul-d not find a relationship between the relative ease or

difficulty of the problem tackl-ed by parents and parent satisfaction-

Further studies are required to evaluate the efficiency of reinforcement

provided by the chitd's target behaviour changes' compared with
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reinforcements reLated to the parentrs involvement in training

session such as the use of monetary rewards and reinforcements

administered by the supervisors, spouses and collegues

(Loeber & lrliesman Ì975) .

PARENT ATTRIBUTES

Parent attrilcutes apart from motivation have been shown to affect

the success of a program. Studies which have primarily used learning

of behavioural principles have shown that success is positively

related to educational level (Salzinger et aI L97O¡ Mira 1970;

Cunrringham & Jeffree 1971). Patterson et aI (1972) suggested

that the difficulty in training uned.ucated, 1ow S.E.S. parents

was due to a lack of general child management skilts and. the Io* '

availa-bility of reinforcement. But Ayllon and Roberts (f975) found

Iow class uneducated mothers could be taught the skills as long as

tTrey were taught "cookbook recipes" and. were taught by modellíng.

Cunningham and Jeffree (1971) also found that educational background

did not correlate with the successful application of the behavioural

model they taught. In fact, some of the less educated 
. 

parents

produced the "best" resuLts.

Therefore no definite conclusions regarding education level and

likelihood of success can yet be drawn.

Other parent variables are important considerations in implementing

a program for parents of retarded children. Many parents' more

commonly from higher socio-economic aroups wiII not accept the fact

that their child is retarded and thus see training as a waste of time

(uichaels & Schueman 1962).

It is likely therefore that the parents I attitudes may affect

their approach to pareut training groups, and thus it may be

profitable to examine less. behaviourally oriented work to decide on

training methods (Cunningham 1975) .
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Often feelings of guilt and inadequacy may arise or be enhanced

when parents are taught simple educational procedures, which they

have not used in the past. The skills must be presented in such

a way, that the therapist plays an advisory roIe, rather than

appears as a professional on a pedestal (Yule 1975). A number of

programs have thus provided parent opportunities to discuss such

issues - i.e. issues which are not rel-ated specifically to training

procedures (Cunningham e Jeffree 1975¡ Wilson 1971-).

(2) DURABÏLITY OUTSTDE TRA]NTNG SESSIONS

Reviews of applíed behavioural research (OrDe11 1974¡ Kazden

Bootzin 1-972) clearly indicate that researchers are primarily ,

concerned with demonstrating that operant procedures can cause

change, but are minimally concerned. with the ability to provide

long-term generalizaJ¡le behaviour changes. But as pointed out by

Bandura (1969) evaluation of psychological treatments shouLd

dislinguish among the initial índication of behaviour changes,

their generalization to the natural environment and their

maintenance over time. Different variables gove¡ìrL-€ach of these

processes and generalization and maintenance can be ensured orfly

to tJle degree that procedures are explicitly designed to accomplish

such objectives, and are built into the overall program.

With parent training, generalization and maintenance of skills

is crucial, for the goal of such intervention is to induce desirable

behaviour which is maintained after the treatment is over. With

retarded children, v/here parents do not have the hope that e.¡entually

the child will be normal - generalization and long term maintenance

are the most essential issues (yule 1975)
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However studies by Arnold, Levine & Patterson (1975),

Ayllon & Roberts Q972), Cunnginham c Jeffree (1973) and

Salzinger et aI 0970) found evidence that some parents

acquired a degree of skill sufficient for independently

formulating and carrying out new programs, thus showing a

generalization of their knowledge beyond situations specifically

taken up in training. The generalization effects however were

only recorded as anecdotal incidences of individual cases rather

than controlled experimental findings.

vùahler (l_969) suggests that generalization across settings

does not usually occur unless there is environmental support to

maintain it. As Baer et aI (1968) pointed out, a given behavioural

change may need to be programmed in a number of settings and across

a number of behaviours to accomplish wide spread generality. Thus

it can be seen that generalization is not a passive process to be

expected if a program is successful, but rather programs must include

a technology for generalization.

MAINTENANCE

The maintenance of the program is a major issue in parent

training, since the entire determination of success or failure

of a program depends upon analysis of the family functioning'

when the therapists role has ended, rather than demonstrating

treatment-induced changes (atthave 1973¡ MiIIer 1975).

The maintenance of the change can be viewed as a special

kind of stimulus generalizatíon - i.e. generalization across

time (Lovaas et aI 1973¡ Forehand & Atkeson 1977), and thus must

be accounted for by the technology.
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Suggestions have been made to plan for dural¡le behaviour

changes, such as the use of partiat reinforcement in the original

treatement schedule, the intermittent use of non-contingent

reinforcers outside the treatment settings, and over-learning

(KoegeJ- & Rincover 1976). Systematic examination of these

procedures is lacking in the parent literature (Forehand ç

Atkeson 1977).

Fotlow-up observations can be considered as non-contingent

reínforceïs, as one of the aims of a follow-up is to provide

support and encouragement for the parents' continuing ability

to effectively control their children's behaviour.

However inadequate control of follow-ups has been a frequent

criticism in t].e literature (Keeley, SherÙcerg & Carbonell 1976 i

MacDonough & McNamara 1973; Palwicki 1970). Many studies do not

go any further than looking at changes straight after the final

treatment setting, and when they do exist, the fo11ow-ups are

conducted informally and indirectly either by telephone, letter

or group discussion (Barrett 1969¡ Cunningham & Jeffree 1973;

Mathis 1971). Johnson & Katz's review showed that follow-ups

range from a period of two weeks (Patterson et al 1967) to three

years Levitt 1964) and invariably the follow-ups indicated that

behaviour improvements were maintained beyond baseline level with

no undesirable after effects. Ttre reliabil-ity of these findings

is doubtful as rarely were the methods the same observation methods

used during ttre treatment sessions. Also there is the possibility

with the use of phone call follo\¡¡up, of the "Helfo Goodbye" effect

(Hathaway 1948), according to which the persons contacted for

information fee.l it is only potite to assure the therapist that the

child has improved, whether or not any change in behaviour is actually

observable.
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It seems that as with maintaining parent interest during tJle

programs, resistance to extinction and generalization is largeJ-y

a function of'the presence or absence of strong positive reinforcing

consequences. However the technology for developing sound techniques

for producing generality and durability, is sti1l at the teething

stage.

The methodological issues of research in these areas are

therefore important in developing this technology, and wiII be

discussed in the following section.

ITI. METHODOLOGTCAI T SST]ES TN PA,RENT TRATNING R-ESEARCH

As tÌ¡e literature on parent training increases, so does the t

sophistication of tl¡e researchers in evaluating parent training

programs, and in establishing their effectiveness.

O'Dell (1974) applies Baer et al (f968) rs criteria for applied

behavioural analysis to parent training and yields the followingt

criterion as crucial in any evaluation.

1. Characteristics of parents and children employed in the study

should be reported.

2. Basic demographic data.

3. Precise behavioural descriptions emphasising quantitative

characteristics, should be providedfor the childrs target

behaviours, the parent behaviours and the experimenterts

behaviours producing the parent changes.

4. Technological descriptions and operational- definitions of

the content of training should be provided to such an extent

that the study is rePlicable.

5. Design of the experiment should provide control and isolation of

variables, so that results can be attrilcuted to ttreir manipulation,

and results should include stable base lines, and reversals when

applicable.
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Measurement should stress observable behaviours and provide

reliability estimates of those measures.

Evaluation should emphasise factors producing generality ancl

durability of change.

Cost of ptograms in tj:ne and expense should be reported to allow

comparison in efficiencY.

The study should make obvious the importance in a social context

of the behaviours changed.

9

From examining the literature' only a very few studies (Hawkins

et aI 1966¡ Patterson & Brodsky l-966; Patterson, Cllbb & Ray 1972¡

and Patterson et aI 1967) meet all of these criteria.

TL¡e wide variety of methodological techniques that have been

used reveal tJ-e unrefined condition of the technology at present.

Íhe following sections provide a critical analysis of some of these

techniques.

(1) axPPNIMENTAL DESTGN

A handful of different experimental designs have been used, all

with the common aim of demonstrating certain events can be responsjlcle

for the occurrence of non-occurrence of certain behaviours.

Most of the early studies have been case reports' constituting

narrative accounts of the treatment programs with neither quantifialcle

results, nor experimental control to demonstrate causal relationshipst

ê.S. Tharp & Wetzel 1969; Holland 1969¡ Madsen 1965; Mira 1970).

To show that a behavioural change is causally connected to the

treatment procedure, three experimental designs have been developed'

1. the reversal technigü€r
2. the multiple baseline technique'and
3. the use of comparison groups '

Reversal studj.es have been effective in showing that treatment

operations exerted functionaf control over the target's behaviour
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(lùahler 1969). This design has been criticised as being self

defeating (Baer, lrfofd c Risley 1969), in that the behaviour being

produced is typically a valuable behaviour, and one that is therefore

reinforced outside the experímental setting. Thus the number of

reversals possible is limited by the nature of the social settíng

in which the behaviour takes p1ace, (i.e. some behaviours are not

reversible as environmental varia-bles maintain the change). Thus

commitment to a reversal design forces the experimenter to look at

behavíour change procedures which are of short lived effectiveness.

Five years ago it was dramatic to show relations among variables

using reversal designs. However now tJle emphasis is on demonstrating

that the procedures are long lasting and can be implemented practically'

(O'Leary & Kent 1973)

One other common weakness of a reversal design is the fact that

even the temporary removal of a treatment procedure may be undesirable

(e.g. self injurious behaviour, fi,re setting) .

An alternative to the reversal design is the multiple baseline

design (Baer, Vlolf c Risley l-968), used when behaviour is irreversible

or when reversing the behaviour is undesirable.

Ifhis method of systematically applying the treatment procedure

across a number of behaviours, settings or people implies that

therapeutic changes in behaviour need not be interrupted or reversed

in order to demonstrate causality.

However multiple baseline designs suffer from the limitations that

only one target behaviour at a time can be treated with a single

individual (Mann J-:976). Tkrus other target behaviours must continue

for a period of time without treatment. Nevertheless parent training

studies have made use of this type of design. (Hatl, Christler' Cranton

& Tucker I97O¡ Ayllon & Roberts 1972).
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A third type of design, the use of comparíson groups, has also

been used to demonstrate the causal- connection between behaviour

changes and treatment programs. VÙiltz & Patterson (1974) found

favoura-ble changes in the parents and children involved in tfie

Oregon Research Institute Package, when compared to an untreated

waiting list control over a five week period. Walter and Gilmore

(1973), compared the same package with a placebo treatment (to control

further effects of contact with expert helpers) and found similar

significant dif ferences .

patwicki (1970) and MacDonough & McNamara (l-973) both reviewed

behaviour therapy research done with children and are criticaf of

the researchers lack of control over a nuniber of important design

criteria. Palwicki (1970) specifies five design varia-b1es that '

should be used:- control group, baseline, systematic variation of

treatment, unbiased observer and fo1low-up - and finds most of the

studies published between 1965-1969 inadequate-

McDonough and McNamara (f973) point out that the design of

the experiment determines the appropriate criteria, and therefore

are critical or Palwicki's review. For example a control group is

not necessary for evaluating intrasubject design, and-for group

designs of the non factorial type systematic variation of the

treatment is not necessary. However even when these design-criteria

relatíonships are considered; McDonough & McNamara (1973) find poor

control for a nu¡riber of criteria - ttre criteria of unbiased

observers and fol-low-up has on the average been controlled in

only 46% of the studies.

If tJle scientífic merit of research in parent training is to be

accepted, tight controls of experimental design criteria are need'ed-
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(2) MEASUREMENT TECHNIQUES

Various methods of measuring the effects of the treatment can be

seen in the literature, ranging from vague global reports (Tharp c

Wetzel l-969); Mira 1970) to the systematic col-Iection of objective

records by independent observors (Johnson & Brown 1969, v,Iagner &

Ova 1970; !ùahler 1969) .

There is a growing body of data demonstrating the general

unreliability of parent reports (Haggard, Brenstad o Skait, L96O¡

Schnelle lgl4) and suggestions as to why this is so. Patterson (1969)

points out the parents I desire to please the therapist may clearly

affect reports. However, it is sti1l important that the parentsl

perceptions of the improvements are reported - although it seems 
.

crucial not to place total reliance upon the parents' evaluation,

as the true indicators of the success of the program.

The use of parents as objective observers has not proved very

successful, most data indicating that parents are very poor recorders

especially when recording their own behaviour. (Allen & Harris 197:.¡

Herberb& Baer 1972; Patterson 1971).

However the use of independent observors can lead to rnethodological

problems which can be categorised into ttrree major areas-

1. The observation process itself may result in reactivity. This

question needs much more research before any conclusions can be

made. The finding of reactive effects seems to depend upon the

subjects, what variables are to be analysed, the personal

attributes of the observer, and the rationale for observation.

(Johnson & Balstad 1975). One solution to observer interference

commonly used in parent-child interaction is 'partial concealmentr.

llLre investigator does not conceal the fact that he is making

observations, but does conceal what is being observed. For

example, the investogator implies the child is being observed when
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in fact the motherrs behaviour is being observed (Vleick 1968).

2. The second possible problem is that of observer bias. Rosenthal

(1963) in his classic article, presented evidence that the knowl-edge

of the hypothesies could. serve as an unintended source of variance

in experimèntal results. Kass & OrLeary (1970) showed the presence

of observer bias, when observers had different expectations about

the behaviour of two disruptive children. The obvious method of

minimising this problem is providing observers with as little

information as possìJcle.

3. Procedural problems in observation make up the third type of

problem. These include the problems in measuring relia-bitity of

observations (observer agreements), instrument decay (i.e. estimates

of observer accuracy obtained one week may not be representatiå

of observer accuracy the next week), and the reactive effects of

being assessed as an observer (Romanizyk et aI 1973).

One of the main ways in which the procedural problems of observation

have been overcome is by the use of behavioural codes, where the behaviours

of particular interest are isolated and operationally defined' e.g.

Patterson's Family Interaction Code (Patterson & Cobb 1971). Many

studies have adopted such techniques (Eyberg & Johnson L974¡ Gladstone

& Sherman 1975¡ Herbert 6' Baer 1972¡ Parsonson, Baer & Baer J-974¡

Wahler 1969) wíth a high reliability between independent observers.

Both parent behaviours and child behaviour changes have been operationally

defined, the child behaviour changes seen as an indirect indicator

of trainer effectiveness. (Koegel, Risso & Rinccver 1977) -

Wahler et aI (1969a) simultaneously recorded the child's frequencies

of desirable and undesirable behaviour, as wefl as the parentrs attention

to each of these behaviours, demonstrating how parent attention can be

an important determinent of which type of behaviour the child exhibits.



29

Ho\^/ever not aII of the studies have used behavioural coding

systems as measuring instruments to determine the effectiveness

of the programs. V{ritten measures of the parents knowtedge ot

behaviour modification principles have been used (Peine I97l-¡

Pìrnïoy & Pumroy l-965; Salzinger et aI l-970) . Some studies rely

on written and verbal reports on such things as anxiety measures,

parent attitudes to chitd behaviour changes and attitudes to the

process and outcome of treatment. (Bidder, Byrant & Grey 1975¡

Fishman & Fishman 1975).

Apptied behaviour ttrerapy with child.ren as a field has been

characterised by outcome studies (Patterson, Cobb & Ray 1973¡

patterson & Reid 1973). Eyberg and Johnson (L974) found discrePencies

in outcome when they used a multiple of assessment measures. A high

degree of success \¡¡as measured by the parent-collected observational

data, parent attítude change toward their children and toward

program outcomes, yet only a moderate degree of success \¡¡as evidenced

Uy benavioural data taken by observers in the house. Íhis discrepency

has three possìJcle explanations r the child behaviours ilid not change

dramatically, rather the parents became more tolerant; the home

observation process suffered from reactivity - the parents and children

may have tried to present a socially desirable picture of themselves;

or the home observation procedure did not deal directly with the

problems treated.

Eyberg & Johnson (1974) conclude that multiple measurements

seem crucial, as their convergence tends to allow greater confience

in making conclusions as to the effect of the treatment-

Although not focusing on group training, Kent & Orl.eary's (1916)

evaluation of behaviour modification training with parents and teachers

of conduct problem children also made use of multiple measures

(academic achievement, direct observation, ratings by teacher and

parent). They concluded that the measures provided some converging
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evidence of the positive effects obtained.

Terdal, Jackson & Gardner (1974) also found discrepancies

between maternal reports and observed behaviour when looking at

the interactions of mothers of both normal and retarded children.

They consider it necessary to treat aII measures whether by

trained coder or mother as valid in their own right. It would

be foolish to assume that tl¡e observed behaviour is "righÈ"

and any other deviation is "wrong", considering the possjJcle

reactivity of the observation process.

Further the need for meaningful measures of parent and child

behaviour change in the broader sense of attitudinal and interactional

variables has been stated by Berkowitz and Graziano (1972). Studies

so far have concentrated on increa""" ot decreases in target ¡.fr.rrio,:t"

as the sole criterion of an effective program. But the parents of

retarded children have needs which extend beyond that of causing a

specific behavióur change (Cunningham 1975). The concept of

retardation is a confusing one for most parents. They are generally

unsure how to translate what they are told into reasonable expectations

for theír children, and are therefore unsure of how much they can Co

to enhance their childrs development (Doernberg 1972).

Thus general changes in the parents attitudes and knowledge of

retardation could also be viewed as important measures in evaluating

a program. Cunningham e Jeffree (1975) suggest that by increasing

the parents' ability to manage and traín their children one may

expect greater parent confidence and reduced anxiety in dealing

with their retarded child. Other negative aspects, such as feelings

of guilt are eliminated. as the parents gain a more positive attitude

towards their chitd.

Research at present, has not attempted to measure changes in these

types of variables, except in terms of vague anecdotal reports by the

parents. (Cunningham & Jeffree 1975¡ Salzinger et aI 1975).
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GENÐRALIZATIOII AND DURABTLTTY MEASURES

Although the importance of generalization and durability

(henceforth considered as temporal generalization), is widely

recognised, it seems that this has been a neglected area of

research investigation (o'DeIl 1974¡ Keeley, Sheinberg & Carbonell

l:976). Attention now needs to be di.rected toward determining

wtrat the most effective and efficient methods are for implementing

generality, and determining assessment measures.

Baer & Stones (1976) discuss various techniques designed to

prornote generalization. Their review of 25O studies relevant to

the problem of generalization, centres around. devising a technology

specifically for teaching retarded children new skills and maintairring

the skilts after training. Successful generalization of some new

learning across responses, stimuli and setting has occurred through

teaching a sufficient number of exemplars. (Stokes, Baer & Jackson

1974¡ Lovaas, Berberich, Perfloff & Schaeffer 1966). The concept of

training loosely (i.e. teaching with littfe .stimulus or response

control) is suggested as a possible way of enhancing generalization

of the skills being taught - but the ultimate force of this

recornmendation remains to be seen.

Intermittent reinforcement has been shown to be resistant to

extinction, and in that resistance to extinction can be viewed as

a fçlrm of generalization (generalization across time) can be considered

as a part of the technology.

The most dependable of all generalization techniques is the

transfer of behaviour control- from the teacher to natural stabfe

contingencies that operate in the childts normal environment. "The

natural community of reinforcement contingencies should not only

mainaín the childrs new skills but may sharpen and refine them; and

add entirely new ones as well" (Baer ç Stokes 1976, p.8).
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Baer and Stokes conclude that research on producing a

technology of generatization is an important piece of unfinished

business both for basic and applied research.

The experimental design which is best suited to studying

generalization is the group design (o'Leary & Kent 1973). with

single subject designs, studies of generalization effects may suffer

from extraneous varialoles - such as "spontaneous remission" there is

evidence that certain problem behaviours, such as lack of co-operation,

fighting, demanding attention, tend to diminish with age (Sheitman

1e71) .

Another problem is the possiJcility of a correlation among

independent measures. For exampfer with measures of cfassroom

disruptiveness, changing attentive behaviour may also perforce

change "out of seat" behaviour - such a change not being due to a

generalization of the treatment effect. Ttrerefore generalization

can be shown only if the two behaviours do not tend to show

natural correlative changes.

Forehand and Atkesonrs review on procedures used to assess and

implement generality, reveals the unfortunate fact that ttre more

rigorous the method of assessment the less positive the results.

Most studies relying on parent reports suggested that temporal generality

had occurred, however, Pattersonrs (7.974) systematic follow-up showed

this not to be the case.

An examination of various outcome measures (for example parent

reports, simulated situations, unbiased observers) seems vital in

assessing which treatment procedures enhance generalization (Forehand

& Atkeson 1977).

Thus the methodology involved in assessing and implementing parent

training groups is at present deficient. OrDell (I974) suggests that

the lack of adherence to strict methodological standards can be

attriJruted to difficulties of applied research, rather than a lack
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Of concern for measurement and ContrOI. However this is no excuse

for the apptied researcher and rather than lowering the standards

of research, he or she should try harder (Baer et al 1968).

Ttre present study has attempted as far as possiJcle to work

within the criteria established by O'DeII (l--974), and adhere to

strict methodological standards.

Overall, behaviour modification has provided a well structured

approach which with a few exceptions (Herbert et aI 1973¡ Sajwaj l-973)

has been positively viewed in studies aimed at involving parents in

the treatment of their children. And, in that the majority of

parents of mentally retarded chitdren want and need guidance in the

application of practical ideas and teaching techniques to their

children (Cunningham 1975), it seems necessary to provide them with'

these principles - even with the knowledge that there is an obvious

Iack of detailed scientific evaluation on many essential- aspects of

such training (as shown in the literature), and also with the

knowledge that such training is clearly not a universal panacea for

dealing with all the problems parents of retarded children may face.

IV THE FAMILY TRAINTNG UNTT

In answer to the expressed need of parents for practical answers

to practical questions, the Family Training Unit was esta-blished to

provide an opportunity for parents of retarded children to learn

basic behaviour shaping skil-ts, (P. West, 1977).

Ttre Family Training Unit is a small educational resource unit

within the South Austral-ian Intellectually Retarded Services, whích

has been operating since september 1976, and up until the end of

1977 had completed l0 workshoPs.
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STAT'F

The staff at the Family Training Unit consists of 2 psychologists

and 2 mental- deficiency nurses all of whom have had some experience

of using behavioural techniques with retarded children, and also

are all conunitted to the philosophy and aims of the Unit.

THE PHÏI.oSOPHY AND ATMS

The philosophy of the Family Training Unit and the aims of

parent training workshops as reported at the A.G.S.O.M.D. conference

(Vtest, 1977) provide the basis principles from which the programs

have been devised.

One fundamental principle underlying the work of the Family

Training Unit is that the staff see themselves as educators rather

than therapists. The programs are concerned with giving the parents

a teaching model which they can use to bring about behavioural change.

There is no emphasis placed on dealing with parentsr feelings of

guilt, inadequacy or non-acceptance. ft is thought that these

feelings may be alleviated. ind.irectly through interactions with

other parents, and in gaining the skills for teaching.

Ttre main objective of the workshop is for parents to "internalize"

the teaching model, which they can then use to bring about behaviour

change of their retarded chitd at horne. The principles taught are

general, they can be used by parents to teach a wide range of skil-ls

to children of different levels of functioning.

The program evaluated in this study is primarily concerned with

teaching children new skil-Is. The types of skills which are

emphasised include basis self help skills (such as toileting and

dressing), physical motor skills, cognitive skilfs (thinking and

reasoning), socialization (play, personal relationships) and lanuage

skilIs.
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Although the program does focus on the acquisition of new

skills the teaching model is also considere<1 applicalrle for

altering already existing behaviours, with a few changes in

emphasis.

PARENTS

The parents that come to the Family Training Unit are not

directly referred from various sourcesr rather they must take

their own initiative to enrol, and must sign a contract, specifying

their responsibilities if ttrey decide to join a group. Therefore

only motivated couples are at present using the facilities of the

Family Training Unit.

Parents are taught in groups, (usually about 6 couples), and

attendance of both parents is strongly encouraged. The only

criterion for parent invoLvement is that tJley are enthusiastic,

however sometimes tJ:e age of their child may inftuence them joining

a certain group. (For example, a couple with a mature retarded girl

sought assistance with regards to t]le 9ir1's hygiene concerning

menstruation - it was considered more suitable to deal with this

problem on an individuar basis, rather than invor;these parents

in a group, where the other parents had predominantly primary school

aged children).

THE TEACHING MODEL

The highly structured teaching model, which the parents "internalize",

is adapted from the model devised by cunningham (I97I, 1914) and

consists of 4 components. The parents learn to make a behavioural

assessment, to analyse the behaviour which they wish to change' to

intervene and change the behaviour, and to evafuate the behaviour

change.
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' Th" parents are taught this model in a step by sLep, "Iearning

by doing" approach. Each skill is taught separately using techniques

such as role p1ay, modelling, video taped feedback and written

exercises. Tkre parents select one skill which they wish to teach

their child, to work with during tJ-e prograln. Ideally the parents

will learn and understand these skil-ls to the extent that they can

initiate and carry out new programs after the workshop ís over.

THE STRUCTURE

Each course is presented in an average of 10 evening sessions,

lasting 2 hours each. (The number of sessions has varied from

9 to t1). Although the sessions primarily run on a weekly basis, 
-

occasionalty there might be a fortnightrs break (Perhaps due to a

public hotiday, or a planned home visit).

At the conclusion of each session, parents are given some specific

task to complete for the next session. At the beginning of each session,

the parents are questioned in a =tt,l.tnt"d but light-hearted way about

their knowledge of the previous session. (ftre details of each session,

devised by the staff of the Family Training Unit are discussed in the

next section. )

Telephone contacts and home visits by one of the staff also occur

at various intervals between the sessions, and after the workshop is

over. These follow-ups vary .ato"= parents, and depend on their

expressed need. However at least one home visit during the workshop

and one visit at the completion of tJle workshop, is carried out per

family.

Atthough the structure and content of the workshops may vary

slightly from program to program' primariJ-y as a resul-t of parental

feedback, the 4 stage model and teaching techniques used, have

remained unaltered.
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EVALUATION

Loosely structured questionnaires, given to parents at the

completion of some programs, have provided encouraging feedback

from the parents - parents have generally reported an increase

in their feelings of competence in teaching the chil-d.

Ho\^rever such evaluations have been entirely subjective, and

objective formal evaluations, using before and after measures of

parents skills have not as yet been made.

Up until the present evafuation, home based video recordíngs

were seLdom taken by the staff of the Family Training Unit,

except for the purposes of teaching aids.

Therefore no systematic observation of parent and child

behaviour changes had been undertaken.

It seems somewhat contradictory, while the parents are being

taught the importance of objective evaluations the professional-s

have let this slide.
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It EVAIUATION AIMS OF THE PRESBNT STUDY

It can be seen from the literature that the possibitities

for evaluation in parenÈ training are numerousr and constantly

expanding. Apart from component analyses needed to identify which

variabfes are crucial in training parents - such as comparing

the efficiency of various teaching approaches (e.9. group versus

individual), teaching techniques (e.g. lectures versus role-play)

and content analysis (e.g. theoretical versus "cookbook" recipes),

other areas of potential investigation exist.

As pointed out by Berkowitz and Graziano (1974) the development

of predictive measures of the extent of parent success would help

determine the most productive means of maintaining the adaptive

behaviours. Also it seens important that more meaningful measures '

of parental- and child behaviour change be recorded ín terms of

attitudinal and interactional variables, as well as ttre conventional

measures of increases in adaptive behaviours and decreases in

maladaptive behaviours.

The present evaluation is concerned with these latter issues. The

Family Training Unit functions as a conmunity service operating to the

best of its ability for aII needy parents. Ihus *"t. are practical

and ethical reasons against isolating some variables for some parents

and including thern for others. The possibility of comparing parents

on a waiting list with those attending the workshops was eliminated.

To provide a fair comparison, it seemed. necessary that all the parents

would need to be able to make an objective assessment of their childrs

level of functioning, to determine a realistic objective for their

child. This assessmeí-rt technique was taught during the workshop over

a number of sessions, and it seemed impractical and unethical to teach

this skil-l to the waiting list parents witåout giving them any further

ski1ls on how to use the assessment. Thus the possibility of comparison
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group investigations to determine crucial parents training

variables were eliminated.

In that the parents were required to fitl in a weekly post-

session evaluation sheet, information \47as obtained regarding what

seg,rnents of thê program the parents enjoyed. However apart from

these subjective opinions, the present study showed no component

analysis.

Tnstead ttre study looked, at Èhe differential effects of present

training on tJre parents and children involved in the present workshops

and focused on two major aspects of parent training.

An examination of the need for multiple measures of assessment

by investigating the relationship between the folLowing outcome

measures -

a) the systematic observation of parent/clni,Ld' interaction via

independent obsen'ers and video-tape equipment-

b) parent verbal reports of tJ:e programrs effectiveness made via phone

checks. 
:

c) parent reports on the effectiveness of the workshop via evaluation

sheets.

d) parent attitude changes using a Parent Attitude Inventory.

Three hypotheses vrere examined regarding the use of multiple measures,

based on previous fíndings:

1. The more rigorous the assessment the less positive the results.

(Forehand. and Atkeson L977; Eyburg and Johnson l-974).

2. Multiple measurements are necessary for confident conclusions

can only be made by looking at their convergence (fyberg and Johnson

1914 ¡ (rent & OrLearY L976) .

3. Child improvements can be used as an indirect measure of parent

successr and demonstrate the parends functional control of childts

behavíour (Wahler I966a¡ Koegel et al 1977).
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An exploration of any possiJcle predictive measures of parent

success - both short term (i.e. initial acquisition of skills) and

long term (i.e. generalization of skills across behaviours) in

terms of such factors as parent age, education level, involvement

by both parents, parental motivation and attitudes to child rearíng,

parent's degree of enjoyment of weekly sessions, and child's age

and degree of retardation

The following hypotheses, based on previous literature findings

were exarnined:

1. Parents with pessimistic attitudes regarding their ability to

help their retarded child are less likely to "succeed" (Cunningharn

197s).

2. Parent success is more likeIy when both parents are actively

involved. Evidence to support this is based on the work of

Tlrarp and !'letzel (1969) who point out that a strong reinforcer

for a parent is a spouse, and. in tt¡at one is likely to encourage

the other, greater "success" is likely, than if onÌy one parent

is involved.

Explorations vrere made into other areas, either where the research

had revealed inconclusive evidence, or wher" to ÇLmatic research

was yet available.

l. The relationship between parent "success" and educational level-

As evidence exists both for (Gardner L976¡ Salzinger et al L97L) and

against (Cunningham and Johnson, A97L) a positive relationship between

educationaf level and parent "success", it was not possible to pred'ict

which way the relationship should be-

2. The refationship between parent "success" and initial problem

tackled by tlte Parent.

Given that one of the most reinforcing events for the parents is a

desirable change in the child's behaviour, Berberich (f97f) concluded

that initial success woul-cl lead to parent satisfaction and generalization
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SECTION 2 METHOD

I. THE SUBJECTS

A total of 14 parents and 9 retarded chil-dren (one family

had 2 retarded children) made up the final subject pool for the

evaluation.

IWo parent training programs were evaluated - one group

(Monday night) with 6 couples, the second group (Tuesday night)

with only 2 couples. The very small size of this second group r¡Ias

due to a large attrition rate bet\^reen the introductory sessiotr and

the first session. Unfortunately there was not sufficient time to

obtain replacement parents and with the two couples announcing

that they were quite happy with the smalL group, the program

continued as usua1.

The age range of ttre chifdren at the coÍlmencement of the

programs was from three years to eight years, with a mean of. 5.7

years. AlI of the school aged children attend.ed special schools,

andhone of the children had ever been institutionafízed.. Based on

assessments made through the Intellectually Retarded Services, the

children were classified as being mildly, moderately or very retarded.

ftre parents all varied considerably across age and educatio¡r

level. fhree parents were in the 20 - 30 age bracket, five in the

31 - 40 age bracket' five in the 41 - 50 age bracket and one parent

was over 50. The highest level of education reached by the parents

was collapsed into three groups - Parents who gained no'further

education past school were in Group 1; Parents who commenced or

completed a technical course were in Group 2 and Parents who

commenced or completed a course at a tertiary institution were in

Group 3.. Nine parents were in Group 1, two in Group 2 and two in

Group 3.

White one parent professed some knowledge of operant conditioning,
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none had every carried out any systematic conditioning program

or received any training in how to do so.

The parents chose which night of the week they intended.

to come to the workshop (either Monday or Tuesday), so the two

groups were therefore randomly allocated.

A target behaviour for each child was selected by the

parents after they had learnt to make a behavioural assessment.

Thus, the behaviours worked on during the workshops varied considerably

and were dependant on the childrens' individual level of development,

as well as the parents opinion of what was an important skí1l for

their child to learn.

Although tJ-e emphasis of the workshop was skills-training,

a couple of parents chose to work with a behaviour problem-increaSing

co-operation.

The demographic details of the parents and children, and the

child target behaviours are represented in Ta-b1e 1.



TABLE 1: DemograPhic details of parents and chíldren involved in workshops

NAME

M.rA

MTS A

MTB

Mrs B

MrC

I4rs C

MrD

Mrs D

MTE

Mrs E

MTF

Mrs F

MrG

Mrs G

2

3

3

3

3

1

I

I

2

2

z

4

J

2

AGE GROUP
(years)

1.20-30
2. 31-40
3. 41-50
4. Over 50

EDUCATION

1. Schoo1
2. Technical
3. Tertiary

LE\rEL

3

3

1

I

I

1

1

2

l-

1

1

I
1

I

CHILDREN

NO OF

3

J

3

2

2

2

2

3

2

2

5

5

2

NAME OF

CHILD

David

Steven

Hanna

Hanna

Chantal-

Chantal

Darren

Darren

Paul

Paul

Johnny

Johnny

Matt

Matt

3

3

3

3

1

I

I

I

2

1

2

5

5

2

ORDTNAf,

POSITTON

7-O

7.O

8.6

3

5.4

6.1

8.6

6.5

6.5

3.3

6.5

7-6

7"6

6.5

CHILDI S

(Years
& Months)

AGE

DEGREE OF

RETARDATTON

1. Mitd
2. Moderate
3. Very

2

5

2

3

3

2

3

3

3

1

1

I
1

2

Tuesday

Tuesday

Tuesday

Tuesday

Monday

Monday

Monday

Monday

Monday

Monday

Monday

Monday

Dropped
out
Monday

GROUP
SKILL TAUGHT

TN T{ORKSHOP

Ride a bike
Take off
cl-othes

Take off
shirt
Take off
shirt
Identify
coins

Identify
coins

Identify
cards

Identify
cards

Co-operates
with requests

Co-operates
with requests

Draw a maze

Draw a maze

Put on socks

Put on socks

No

No

No

No

SECOND

SKILL

(Where
avaifable)

Count out
objects
Count out
obj ects

Obey 3

command.s

Obey 3

commands

No

No

Count blocks

Count blocks

Co-operate
with request

Co-operate
with request

h\
Þ
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rI. PROCEDURE

The ülorkshops

The length of the two workshops varied although the

material covered was the Same. It became evident that because

of the small síze, the Tuesd.ay Group moved through the material

covered in ttre sessions much faster as there were fewer questions

and discussions on individual problems. The parents expressed

a wish to guicken the pace so the course \^/as cut back to nine

sessions. The Monday Group however needed eleven sessions to

cover the material.

As the majority of the parents were ín this group, the

detailed description of the structure and content of the sessions

was based directly from this Monday Group. It is important to.

remember that the Tuesday Group covered exactly the same material

and with the same structure.

Introductorv Session

T\¡¡o weeks prior to conmencing the workshop, the parents

attended an introductory session, so they could decide if they

were interested in attending. Ttrey were given a factual description

of the aims and philosophy of the F.T.U- - that the F.T.U. is

primarily an educational facility, which aims to teach parents

how to teach their children new skills; and also that the F.T.u.

is a resource centre, able to provide information of the services

and facifities available to retarded children-

The parents were shown a video tape of parents who had

attended previous workshops' working wittr their chíIdren providing

examples of the types of skills the parents had worke<l on - self

help motor, cognitive, socialization and language skills I^7ere

mentioned.
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The staff introduced themselves and gave details of, their

experience and personal philosophies, and then the parents

introduced themselves and gave a brief account of their ctrild.

llhe parents were informed of the administrative detail-s

(that is dates and times), and it was emphasized Èhat they should

only consider coming if both parents could attend every week.

They were also informed that their active participation in the

sessions was encouraged, and ttrat the course required their

completing of homework assignments.

The serious intent of the F.T.u. was accentuated by the

contracts which the parents were requesed to sign if they intended

to take part. (See Appendix A). The staff of the F.T.U. impressed

on the parents t].e seriousness of the workshop - the long hours

spent in settíng up such programs'required a strong commitment to

the concept of the F.T.U., and they wantecl the parents to realize

that this was a workshop that was not to be taken half-heartedly.

However t]-ey assured the parents that apart from finding the

sessions useful, they also were intended to be enjoyable, and

on the basis of previous workshops this was usually so. That

ttre parents woutd get to know the other parents of retarded

children (as well as the staff) and have an opportunity to discuss

their own problems was also guaranteed-

There \^/as no obligation to join up after the introduction.

The parents were given the contract, the introduction sheet, and'

application form to take home, and if they decided to participate

were requested to send in the application form and the contract'

Session 1

Sêssion I began with a brief welcome and recollection of

names, dates and times of sessions.
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Tkre parents were introduced to the experimenter who

explained that she was evaluating the effectiveness of the

workshop, for the purposes of future improvements to the namily

Training Unit as well as her own requirements for post-graduate

research.

The experimenter briefly mentioned how she intended to

conduct her research, and that it would require involvement

from the parents in ternrs of a nrurü¡er of home video sessions,

and filling out questionnaires. The parents were alf willing

to co-operate with the experimenter.

The parents were then given the Parent Attitude Questionnaire

(for the purposes of the present research) and the Main Areas of

rnterest Handout, (See appendix B), so that the staff could cite

relevant exarnples when teaching the model. These were fil-led in

and returned, immediately.

After a coffee break where they could meet one another more

personally, the actual teaching commenced- (A coffee break

occurred at a suitable place in each session and usually lasted

lo minutes). ftre action model was presented and the 4 stages

briefly explained. Then the details of t]-e-{;i-rst part of the

model - assessment - was introduced. It v¡as emphasized that in

order to make a good assessment of their child the parents must

be able to accurately observe their child's activities. The

Iimitations of non-specific observations were made obvious by

having the parents try and write down everything that happens

from a segment of tape. The parents were then taught two specific

observation procedures - a frequency count and a duration

recording - using stop watches and hand counters.

The homework for the week was for parents to go home and

practise using their new observation skills (not necessarily with

their children). They were able to take the stop watches and hand
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counters home for the week to practise.

At the end of this and every session the parents were

requested to fill in a post-session evaluation sheet (See

Appendix C), where they were encouraged to be frank and honest.

These evaluation sheets were only for the use of the present

research and therefore were not usually presented in the workshop.

Session 2

Session 2 commenced wíth the parents each reporting on their

home observations, and discussing any difficulties they faced.

TLre parents were then asked to write dov¡n 3 ways of observing

behaviour, to test their memory and refresh it if required-

By the use of a role play by the staff, and a videorecording

of a seg'rnent of a television program, the parents were taught Lhe

concept of reliability and how to make a reliability check and the

importance of defining behaviour.

fhis led into tfie concept of "thinkíng behaviourally" - By

the use of a nunùcer of hand outs where the parents had to write

down what types of behaviouïs constituted certain dispositions

(e.g. happy, sadrhyperactive), the parents were taught how to

"think behaviourally", and the rationale behind this concept.

Tlro basic points were discussed:-

t. Ttrat "thinking behaviourally" gives a person something

objective to observe and therefore to work with-

2- "thinking behaviourally" reduced the likelihood that Value

judgements would affect a personrs attitudes and expectations.

A child either rolfs his head back and forth or he doesn't. Thus

it is not necessary to use value - laden labels such as hyperactive,

autistic when dealing with this behaviour.

The homework for the week was to go home and produce a reliable

observation, using either a frequency count or a d.uration measure.
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measure, and latencY measure.

For their homework assignment, the parents were asked to

take á baseline measure of their own childrs degree of attention

and cooperation (See APPendix F).

Session 7

This session commenced with a discussion of the parents I

baseline records and each child was individually discussed as to

whether the parents needed to shape up attention and cooperation.

By the use of video records of trainers working with retarded

institutionalized children, and parents at home with their children'

the principles of rewarding, prompting, shaping and ignoring were

introduced and discussed.

The parents were then shown how to make records and it was

suggested that one parent runs a program while the other observes

and record.s, and then the parents change rol-es.

The homework was to try and use ttrese principles to shape up

attention and cooperatíon if necessary.

Session I

The parents attempts to shape up attention and cooperation

were discussed and further suggestions based on any problems that

arose were made.

The session was primarity concerned with explaining the

principles of task analysis. Task analysis involves breaking

a skill down into easily learned and silnple parts. The parents

practised analysing a number of hypothetical situations, and

slides and video-recordings were used to exemplify the task

analysis process.
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For homework the parents were asked to breakdown the

skill they had chosen to work with and produce a written

statement of the steps which woutd then form the basis of the

teaching program.

Session 9

The parents I task analyses were examined and suggestions

were made to improve them if seen as necessary'

surprised expressions were evid.ent on many faces when a

blackboard was uncovered to reveal the following:

TONTGHTIS BEHAVIOURAL OBJECTIVE

wHo

WILL DO WHÀT

UNDER WHAT CONDITTONS

TO I^IIIAT DEGREE OF SUCCESS

: Father

Knit 6 stiches
(pur1 or plain)

Vùithout aid

ConsecutivelY with
1O0e¿ SucceSS

The parents were split into groups of four, with one father

being the trainee r one mother, the trainer, and tr¡Io recorders .

Ttre teaching sessions \¡¡ere video-taped' and the replays

led to a general discussion abouÈ such things as the value of

task analysis, the use of physical prompts and the need for

graduated guidance, the difficulties of learning a ne\¡¡ skill,

and. the frustration on both the part of the trainer and trainee.

The val-ue of records was also made evident by this teaching

exercise.
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Session 10

This session commenced with parents being given an

introduction to simple reinforcement theory. Emphasis was

placed on the argument that the theory applies equally to their

own behaviour as it does to their child's behaviour (See

Appendix G).

The actual techniques of rewarding, prompting, fading'

requesting, ignoring inappropriaÈe behaviour and graduated

guidance were explained, again using videotapes of adult role

plays and videos of real situations with retarded childreu in

programs.

Ttre staff performed role plays of teaching a retarded chíId

simple skilIs, using these techniques.

By this stage it was assumed that the parents had started

on their programs or \^¡ere ready to commence -

Session 11

The final session began with a technical film showing the

use of these principles in teaching autistic children to use

language. Ttre film was based on work of Lovaas- (Lovaas,

IoegeJ-, Simmons & Long' 1973).

Discussion on the film and discussion on any problems with

the parent's own prograrns followed. Evaluation by the use of

cohtinuous moniÈoring from the initial baseline was emphasized

as crucial in checking the progress of the program. Parents were

again shown methods of recording and graphing. and encouraged to

use graphs and record.s when carrying out programs.

The staff ended the session with a recapitulation of the

action model with reference to the skill-s the parents should

have learned.
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The parents were told they were to feel free to contact

the F.T.U., as often as they liked, and would be contacted in

the near future for a home visit. They filled in a post-program

evaluation and of ficially the workshop \^ras over.

Overall, the amount of professional time required for the

8 families ranged from 22 - 24 hours of workshop, with the-

number of hours of home visits ranging from 3 hours to 8 hours

with an average of 4.7 hours. This does not include the tjme

taken for telephone calls or staff meetings.

MEASUREI4ENT PROCEDURES

Various measures of treatment outcome were obtained for

each parent except in a few circumstances where data collection

was impossibLe due to unavoidable problems associaÈed with

field research.

These difficulties will be discussed separately when

examining the results of indivídual parents.

The measures \^/ere:

1. The systematic observation of parents teaching their child

the target behaviour, by the use of independent observers and

video tape equipment, both before and after the intervention.

2. Parent reports on the effectiveness of the workshop via

evaluation sheets. (after each session and after the whole

workshop) .

3. Parent attitude changes using a Parent Attitude Inventory.

4. Parent verbal reports of the programs effectiveness made

via phone check.

The procedures involved in obtaining the data wil-l be

detailed separately for each measure.
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(1) Home Based Video Observations

t'objective" measurement of parent and child behaviours

before and after training in behaviour modification principles,

was obtained by the use of home-based video taped recordings

of tJ:e parents interacting wittr their children.

RECORDING PROCEDURES

It \,fas predetermined that at least 40 home visj,ts needed

to be made to obtain reliable baseline and post treatrnent

measures of behaviours. The families were randomly allocated

to the staff members of the F.T.u. and the present researcher -

the only criterion for allocation was that the parents were

familiar with the person doing the recording, through attending

the programs (thus a staff member who was not involved in the

Monday night group' did not go to any of the parents who

attendecl this group). Numerous discussjons between the members

of staff and the researcher, determining and outlining the

procedural format and strategies of these home based records,

facilitated uniformity in approach, and in that a recorder

obtained bot]. the pre- and post- tapes for any family further

reduced the reactivity effects of variation across recorders.

Thre first series of home visits were carried out after

the fourth session of the workshops when the parents had chosen

the behaviour that they intended to work with during the workshop'

Although this may seem late, it was in fact the earliest

opportunity available for the parents needed to be instructed

in observation and assessment before they could select a suital¡le

behaviour to teach their child. This part of the action model

took four sessions to explain. However in that the parents hacl
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not been given any ínformation regarding teaching techniques

or changing maladaptive behaviours, the home visits could

still be seen as providing base tine data on both the parent

and child target behaviours-

It was important to make these home vi-sits seem relevant

and usefut to the parents, and to make use of "partial

concealment" (weick, 1968) to avoid the reactive effects of

observation as far as possible. The parents were told that in

order to determine whether they had chosen a suitable behaviour,

on the basis of their assessment, a video taped recording of the

child attempting the task would be made. The parents were

instructed to try and teach the child as they would normally

and ignore the presence of ttre camera'

Each parent was recorded working individually with their

child, so different approaches to teaching could be measured-

The parents were told that this was to see if the child behaved

differently towards one or other parent. Thus without any

blatant deception, the video tape was seen by the parents as

focusing purely on the child's behaviour, while in fact the

parentts responses were also of primary importance'

The parents were then asked what other behaviour they

might work on, after they had completed the workshop' They

were asked. to select a behaviour that was quite unrelated to

ttre first behaviour - so that they would be able to run two

programs concurrently if Èhey so desired ' The selection of

unrelated behaviours was ímportant for the purpose of the

research, to show that changes in the second behaviour were

not due to natural correlations existing between the two

behaviours, rather due to generalization across teachinq skills '

videotaped recordings were taken where possible of each parent

attempting to teach this second' skill to the child' However
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somè practical problems prevented aII of the parents workj-ng

on a second skill (See Discussion).

A number of trials were made at each home visit. depending

on the nature of the task and the will-ingness of ttre parents

and the child. There were two weeks between session 4 and session

5, so 2 or 3 home visits could be made to each family to obtain

reliable baselines. At each visit the order of the behaviours

and the order of the parerrt-child interaction varied to avoid

practice effects; and where more than one trial was obtained in

a visit, a considerabl-e time lapse occurrecl between the trials '

to prevent the chitd (and parent) becoming frustrated. Therefore

the length of the home visits varíed considerably ranging from

about 45 minutes to 2 hours.

At the completion of the workshop, the families were all

visited again, and each parent was video taped teaching their

child the behaviour they had worked on during the workshop'

and teaching ttreir child the second behaviour they had selected

for the baseÌine tapes. Again the focus was seen by the

parents as being on the chitil - to assess the child's improve-

ment.

OnIy after completing the post-workshop video tapes (and

obtaining enough trials to show regular behaviour patterns) did

the staff make further suggestions to the parents on intervention

strategies if they \^/ere necessary.

OBSERVATTON PROCEDURES

Two observers (one completely naive as to which tapes were

pre- and post- intervention tapes) independently assessed using

stop watches and counters each of the tapes in a random order

according to tJ:e following scoring procedure.
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t'There are two separate procedures involved depending

on whether the objective involves t-eaching new skil1s, or

whether the objective involves dealing with a behaviour

problem such as lack of cooperation".

A. objective: Teaching a new skill

1. Define a trial.

A trial is equivalent to the objective set out by the

parent. In the baseline tapes one trail- usually is equivalent

to the whole task, whiLe in the follow up tapes one trial is

equivalent to the bit of tJle task the parent is working on at

the time of the follow-up.

2. Record lenqth of trial.

From when parent conìmences objective until chitd had made

some attempt, and the parent has responded to that attempt.

FOR EACH TRIAL: MEASUREMENT OF CHILD BEHAVIOURS

1. Record the childrs amount of attention to the task. Only

record when child attending to some aspect of the objective.

2. Record the childrs degree of success at the task according

to the following 5 point scafe.

(1) Totally unsuccessful;

(2) Successfully completes some part of the task but

reliance on prompts.

(3) Approximately completes aII of the task, but reliance

on prompts.

(4) Successfully completes all of the task, but reliance

gn prompts.

(5) Totalty successful - i.e. completes objective unaided.
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3. Record the child's inappropriate behaviour. Define

and record (eiÈher frequency or duration) any behaviour that

directly interferes with the task at hand-

MEASUR-EMENT OF PARENT BEHAVIOURS

1. Use of SDrs: the parents instruction to the child

(a) Count the total number of relevant requests (that is:

requests pertaining to the execution of the specified task).

(b) Count thê number of different relevant requests used.

(N.8. A request is noÈ dífferent if only a noun or number

is changed to suit part of the Èrial).

(c) Count the number of clear easily discrimínated requests.

(d) Count the nr:nùcer of times the requests are made when the

child is attending to the task (that is: sitting quietly looking

at task or at parent).

2. Use of Prompts: shaping the child to respond correctly.

(a) Count the nurnl¡er of effective and ineffective physical

and verbal prompts.

(A prompt is an extra cue used temporarily to teach a

new behaviour - makes clear what a chil-d is supposed to do.

Therefore "come on" is a reguest and not a prompt; while

repetitíon of a word in teaching language is a prompt and

not a request.

An effective is a prompt which evokes a correct

response - the child then knows exactly what to do).

3. Response to Appropriate Behaviour

(a) Count the nrunl¡er of successive approximations or

complete successes the child makes.

(b) Count the number of immediate, positive, effective,

contingent reinforcements (immediate, contingent = \n/ithin
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3 seconds of child completing response. Positive'

effective : somettring the child clearly enjoys, and

responds to).

(c) Count the number of partial positive reinforcements-

(Postive feedback but not presented effectively (so child

shows appreciation) or presented after 3 seconds) -

(d) Count the nu¡nber of times' no contingent positive

reinforcement occurs.

(e) For each immediate, positive effective reinforcement,

record whether the reinforcer was primary or social-

4. Respons e to Inappropriate Behaviour

(That is behaviour which interferes with the objective).

(a) Count tÍre nr¡nl¡er of times the parent ignores this

behaviour.

(b) Count the nu¡rÙoer of times the parent ignores this

behaviour and provid.es an alternative.

(c) count the number of times contingent punishment occurs

(that is something ttre child does not like).

(d) Count the number of times contingent positive

reinforcement occurs (that is somethi¡g-th. child clearly

Iikes) .

(e) Count the nuniber of times attention is paid to the

behavíour.

Use of Task AnalYsis

For each trial, record whether or not task analysis has

been used.

(Task analysis is evident when there is a premeditated

idea to teach only a small section of the task, and for the

child to master that bit before the next bit of the task is

taught. )

5
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B. Obiective: Increasing Co-operation

Sixty second intervals constituted separate trials.

FOR EACH TRIAL

1. Count the nu¡nlcer of relevant requests (that is: requests

specifically relating to co-operation.

2. Count the number of times requests made when the child is

attending (that is: looking at parent).

3. Cou¡t the nrunl¡er of times the child ignores request or

refuses to co-operate, observe the parent response to lack

of co-operation.

4. Count the nu¡nber of times the parent ignores lack of

co-operation.

5. Count the number of times the parent punishes lack of

co-operation.

6. Count the number of times the parent positively reinforqes

Iack of co-operation.

7. Count the numloer of times the parent attends to lack of

co-operation.

8. Count the number of tj:nes the child co-operates.

Observe the parent response to co-operation

9. Count the number of positive reinforcements.

10. Count the number of times parent ignores the co-operation.

11 . Count the nrunl¡er of ti:nes the parent prrnishes the

co-operatíon.

Observe any other inappropriate behaviour (as set out in

A: Objective: Teaching a new skil1).

A nunrloer of practice sessions to familiarize the observers

with the scoring procedures enabled the observers to discuss

discrepancies and definitions before actually commencing on the

video tapes.
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Each segrment of the tapes representing one trail was

repeated until both observers felÈ tt¡at they had all the

information. (UsuaIIy about 5 times per trial). Raw data

sheets enabled easy tabulation of tJre information. (See

Appendix'H) .

RELTABILTTY

Both observers went through all of tJ:e trials of all of

the tapes.

Interobserver reliability vras calculated by dividing the

total number of agreements by the total nunrl¡er of agreements

plus disagreements and multiplying by 100.

Table 2 presents the total number of reliability checks

and the mean percentages agreement obtained for all behaviour

categories. Ttte agreement between the observers shown in

Tab1e 2, was high for all response categories-
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TABLE 2

Mean Percentage s of Agreement- obtained for all Parent and

Child Behaviours

TOTAL NO.
BEHAVIOURS

Child Behaviours

Amount of attention

No. of inappropriate behaviours

Degree of success

Parent Behaviours (Mother and Father)

OF CHECKS

].42

L42

l.42

141

140

139

139

140

140

140

L42

IqEAN PERCENTAGE

OF AGREEMENT

86

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

of requests

of different requests

of requests made when child
attending

of effective PromPts

of ineffective promPts

of immedíate positive
reinforcements

of partial positíve
reinforcements

of times parent ignores

inappropriate behaviour

of times Task AnalYsis Used

140

88

96

92

94

83

98

92

96

100

87

96

TOTAÏ,: r,687 92.3e"
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(2) Post Worl<shop Evaluat-ion Questionnaire

After the last session of the workshop the parents were

aII given a short questionnaire which they filled in

anonomousfy.

Questions included "Were your expectations of this course

fu1filled?" "How much do you approve of behaviour modification

as a chil-d rearing technique?" "Hor,f much improvement have you

seen in your child's behaviour since the beginning of the

course?" "How strongly would you recommend this course to

other parents?" (See Appendix f).

These questionnaires were filled in anonomously; however

Ít became obvious that in order to examine the correlation

between the measures, identification of the parentrs evaluation

form was necessary.

In the telephone follow-up the parents were exaplained

the reason behind the need for identification, and no parent

objected to the foss of anonymity.

(3) Parent Attitude Inven

A parent attitude inventory (P.A.I.) was derived from ítems

used in Rotterrs I-E Scale (Rotter, L966), Biaterrs I-E Questionnaire

for Children (Biater, 196I), Parental Attitude Research Instrument

(Schaefer and BelI, 1958), Opinions regarding Discipline Scale

(Itkin, ag52), and Attitudes to Freedom of Children (Koch et al' 1934) "

Additional items specifically related to mentally retarded chilCren

were included.

The Inventory consisted of a 30 ítem forced choice test'
which aimed to measure the parents' Locus of Control Orientation'
and their attitude to disciPline.

AII of the items were randonily ordered by the use of random
numbers tables. The scoríng involved transferring Arâr d , and
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and D into l, 2, 3 and 4 respectively, and summating the scores

of the items relevant to ttre scales. A number of items were

reversed to prevent "response setsrr. (See Appendix ':).

A control group of 13 parents (of normal children) responding

to a notièe in a doctor's surgery matched across agle, nuniber of

children and education level were given the P.A.I. twice (at three

month intervals) to determine test - retest relia-bility. Their

attitudes \^/ere also available for comparison with those parents

who attended the workshop. The control group was drawn from a

larger group of parents, and were matched to the parents of the

F.T.U. for age, education level , and nu¡iber of children.

The P.A.I. was given to the experimental group parents at

sessio¡r I of the workshop and again at the conclusion of the

parent program. For these parents, there vras an additional

section to fill in regard.ing expectations of the course, and how

confident they were that their expectations would be fulfil-led-

(4) Follow-up telephone calls

The parents were atl telephoned 3 months after the completion

of the workshop, by the researcher. The parents were all familiar

with her as she had attended both workshops and they were al1

aware that her role at the F.T.U. was purely as an evaluator. The

staff members had, d.uring the workshops impressed on the parents

how valuable honest feed.back would be in improving ttre

effectiveness of the F.T.u. The parents all knew that the

researcher \^Ias not employed by the F.T.U. and t].e information

they gave, could. in no way be used to affect their future contacts

with the F.T.U.

The phone calls were made in a standardized way to each

parent based as far as possiJcle on the following format.
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"As you may or may not remember I am seeing how useful the

Family Training Unit's programs are for parents' who attend. them.

V,touLd you mind giving me a few of your reactions to the

workshops?

P1ease be quite honest as this will help increase the

effectiveness of the workshops. The information wiII be in no

way detrimental to your treatment at the F.T.U., as the staff

members are very keen for honest criticisms to enhance their

development. "

I have a number of questions lrd like you to answer.

1. Are you stiLl nrnning- a program? / Did you ever finish

running a progran? Tf yes,

2. How is it going? / Did it go?

3. Dorldid you keep graphs or records of the childrs progress?

4. How often do/did you mn tlle program?

If no,

2. Why do you think you gave up?

3. Do you ever think yourll try again?

4. Do you think yourd need a refresher course?

5. Did you think the course \^¡as usefulr/useless?

6. How well did you learn tt¡e model? Could you briefly tell me

the parts of the model?

7. Can you see (not just feel) any improvement in your child which

is due to the course?

8. Do you ever use the behaviour checklíst?

9. Have you ever looked through your folder?

10. Have you ever rung the F.T.U. with any questions,/problerns?

Were they helpful?

11. Do you think your behaviour has changed through coming to the

workshops?
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SECTION 3 RESULTS

The results of the present evaluation are presented in

5 sections.

(1) The effect of the workshop on tJle parents as a group.

Group results on each of the measures (that is, objective

behaviour changes. subjective opinions on the utility of the

workshops, and parent attitudes) will be shown.

(2) The effect of tJ:e workshop on individual parents. Results

across all of tJ.e measures for each individual parent will

be presented.

(3) The relationship between the different parent evaluation

measures.

(4) Children behaviour changes as an indirect measure of parent

success. The functional relationshíp between child improvement

at the targeted skill and parents use of behavioural techniques

will be examined.

(5) Determining predictive measures of parent success.
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I. THE EFFECT OF 1'HE WORKSHOP ON TI{E PARENTS AS A GROUP

(t) Objective Target BehavÍour Observations

Tab1e 3 shows the mean target behaviour changes for

each parent-child j-nteractj-on. (See Appendix K for details

of aI1 observations). Arrows indicate the expected

direction of the change if tt¡e parents had learned to

successfully apply the principles taught at the workshop.

Each of the expected changes, and if necessary the rationafe

behind the change, will be briefly mentioned below.

1. DEGREE OF SUCCESS refers to the child's success on a

rating scale of I to 5 and is expected to increase if

t}re parents have successfulty applied the teaching

model. That ttre parents may have altered the behavioural

objective to suit the child's deveLopmental level,

should induce increased. success.

2. AMOUNT OF ATTENTION refers to the chitdrs attention to

the task, as a percent of the total length of the

trial, and again is expected to increase.

3. NUMBER OF RELEVANT R.EQUESTS refers.lo- the number of

requests tJle parent makes, and is expected to drop

towards the optimum one request per trial. The parents

were explained ttre possible dangers of using many

requests, as the child may learn to respond on a

fixed ratio or schedule greater than one, which

is time consuming and unnecessary.

4. NUMBER OF DIFFERENT REQUESTS refers to the parentrs

use of various requests all implying one single command.

As tJ:e parents were told that this may confuse the

child, the expected. change is for a decrease approaching

the optimum O. (fhat is, no different requests used).
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5. NUI'IBER OF REQUESTS MADE WHEN THE CHÏLD ATTENDING was

recorded as a per cerrl- of the total nuriber of requests

made per trial, and was expectecl to increase, as the

parents learnt the uselessness of making requests when

the chiLd was not attending.

6. NUMBER OF CLEAR REQLIESTS v¡as also recorded as a per cent

of the total nuniber of reguests per trial, and was

expected to increase.

7. EFFECTIVE PROMPTS \,{ere recorded as a per cent of the tot-al

number of prompts per trial , and \.\7ere expected to increase.

8. EFFECTIVE POSITIVE REINFORCEì4ENTS vrere recorded as a

per cent of the total responses to the chíld's

appropriate behaviour, and were expected to increase.

9. FREQUENCY OF INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOUR refers to the number

of times the child emits inappropriate behaviour per

triaf, and is expected to decrease.

10. AMOUNT OF INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOUR ]GNORED BY THE PARENÍ

is recorded as a per cent of the total number of responses

made to the child's inappropriate behavior¡r and is

expected to increase.

To determine treatment outcome using these objective

measures, changes on each factor of the target behaviour wor:ked

on during the workshop were anlysed by paired observation

t-tests for the differences between pre-treatment and post-

treatlent scores for alÌ the parenÈts except for Johnrs father

who dropped out of the course after one week.

Results from these analyses (see Table 4) indicate a

significant change in the expected direction for nine of the

ten factors - degree of success, P(.ooos; amount of attention,

p<.005; nuniber of relevant requests p(.0005; number of different
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requests p(.0005r requests made when the chitd attending,

p(.025; clear requests p(.01; effective prompts, p(.0005;

positive reinforcement to appropriate behaviour, p(.0005;

ignore inappropriate behaviour, p(.of .

Looking at the five factors which indicate parent

target behaviours in percentages (number of requests when

child attending; nurnber of clear requests, number of effective

prompts; nu¡nl¡er of positive reinforcements to appropriate

behaviour; amou¡rt of inappropr.iate behaviour ignored) , a

comparison of the degree of improvement can be made simply

by examining tJ:e pre-post differences for the factors.

As can be seen from Tabfe 4 the greatest group improve-

ment was with the number of effective prompts (49.22 increase) ,

with positive reinforcemenÈ to appropriate behaviour al-so

irnproving considerably (44.A2 increase). The amount of

inappropriate behaviour ignored increased 24.82 while the

percentage increase of requests made when the child was

attending was 18%. The number of clear requests only increased

4.9% but ttris did not seem to be a problem with this group of

parents as the pre-treatment percentage was over 90%.

Thus, as a group it can be concluded that the parents

generally acquired greater skills in the use of prompts and

the appropriate use of effective positive reinforcements.



TABLE 3: Mean f s from video observations for and child t behaviours both before and

after workshop

Mrs E /uatt

Mr c /¡chn

Mrs c /Jo]nn

Mr B /Hanna

Mrs B /Hanna

Mr A /David

Mrs A ,/Steven

Mr F /PauL
Target Skill
Second Skilt

Mrs F /Pa.uL
Target skill
Second Skill

Mr C /Chantal
Target Skill
Second SkíIl

l"frs C /Chantal
Target Skill
Second Skill

Mr D /Darren
Target Skill
Second Skill

Mrs D /Darren
Target Skill
Second Skill

Parent ,/ Child

TARGET BEHAVIOURS

(Expected change: =increase
=decrease)

2

I
1

l_

1

1.6

I.4
3

I
2-4

l_

3

Before

2

2.5

2

1.6

r.2

3.6
4

3.5
4

3

4

3

5

After

CHILDIS DEGREE OF

SUCCESS

- on rating scale
of I s( )

4.2

3

I
bu

5

2

2

1.5

2.25
t.7

2.3

100

97 -7
96 -7

q^)

83.1

88
9l_

7
I

94
95.4

52.r
35.5

50.7
30 .3

Before

60

45

69 -7

7l_. 5

98 -2

88.t_

82.4

95.5
96.5

82 -6
9l_.5

2

96
98

97.9
77 -9

91.5
64 -r

After

CHILDIS AI{OUNT OF

ATTENTTON

- as % of total
length of trial ( )

19 -5

67 .8

98

99 -3

100

100

oot

98.7
ô?ô

o? ?

7.8
5.2

l_4

l_3

7

1

l_r
18

8
2

Before

4-6

1.3

4
.E

2

1.75

8.6
a -75

I1

o

10 .3

8.3

I
I

2

1.75

3

4 -25

2

I.2

6
9
5

7

5 3

After

PARENTIS NUMBER
OF REQUESTS il

9.6

r-25

1.5

1.5

1

I

r.5
I.2

25
3

3-4
2.6

4-5
2

6-4
1.8

Before

z-z

4.!

1.6

0

1.8

0

2.5
2

PARENTIS NUMBER

OF DIFFERENT
REQUESTS O

5

0

ô

0

0

0
5

0
6

0
6

r.5
.66

.66
0

After

2

0

92
100

45.1
36

44 -I
37-5

Before

92.6

74

64

89

100

100
l_00

80
8l_

90
95 -4

l_00

PARENTIS Z REQUESTS
VÌTTEN CHTLD

ATTENDING il

After

85 .7
100

94
76.4

100
100

80 .6
a8 -2

100
I00

85
100

100

100

100

100

100

Mr E /Ma-'l

100



TABLE 3 (Cont...)

lvlr E /MatL

Mrs E /MatL

Mr c /tohn

Mrs c /lohn

Mr B ,/Hanna

Mrs B /Hanna

Mr A /oavíd

Mrs A ,/Steven

Mr F /eaul Target Skill
Second. Skilt

Mrs F /PauI Target Skill
Second Skill

Mr C /Chantal Target Skill
Second Skill

Mrs C /Chantal
Target Skill-
Second Skill

Mr D /Ðarren
Target Skill
Second. Skilt

Mrs D /Darren TargeÈ Ski1l
Second Skitl

Parent / CtlíLd

ÎARGET BEHAVTOURS
(Expected change: =increase)

=decrease)

100

100

81

72

l_00

100

57
l_00

100
5\.2

93
100

100
t_00

100
l_00

100
98

Before

PARENTS S

CLEAR
REQUESTS ()

100

100

lob

toP

100
I

56

100

7T
100

l-00
100

10c
100

100
100

100
100

100
100

After

60

48

28

33

4L

26-6
33

30 .9
35

38
42

20
zö 5

0
77

1
61

Before

PARENTS A

EFFECTIVE
PROMPTS ()

26

90

80

100

47

42.8
50

90
87

50

100
I00

100
100

92.3

AfÈer

100

0

L2.5

37

25

100

0

B

0
0

0
0

0
0

77
40

0
0

o
2I

Before

PARENTS U

*ve rft. to
APPROPRTATE

BEHAVIOUR

33

l_00

16-6

60

100

l_00

l_00

0

0
0

50
50

100
))
JJ

È,U

100

l-00
l_00

l_00
44

After

3.5

4

6.5

6.5

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

o

6.6

10
4

(]

5

Before

CHILD IS

FREQUENCY OF

INAPPROPRTATE
BEHAVIOUR il

L.l

1.8

7.3

2.7

0

0
0

n

0

0
1.7

0
0

2-5
I

3

1

After

35

25

1l_

30

l_00
ot

96.2
96

Before

PARENTS U

OF ÌNAPPROPRIATT
BEHAVIOUR

IGNORED ()

74

Õ(f

13 .6

90

r00
100

100
100

After

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No
No

No
No

No
No

No
No

No
No

No
No

Before

PARENT'S USE
OF TASK ANALYSIS
(BEH. OBJECTTVE

CHANGES)

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

YeS

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

After



TABLE 4: Parent croup means before and after training : Earent and Child Target Behaviours

Mean

Pre-Treatment

Mean

Post-Trea

Related Sample

Sig. Level

TARGET BEH.

I.7

3.1

5.85

P (.005

CHTLÐ I S

DEGREE OF

SUCCESS

79.3

93.1

4.22

P(.00s

CHILD I S

AMOUNT OF
ATTENTION

7.7

2.4

- 6.31

P<.0005

NO. OF

REQUESTS

2.9

3

- 7.57

P<.0005

NO. OF

DIFFERENT
REQUESTS

76.3

94.3

2.O9

P<.025

8R. WHEN

ATTENDfNG

93.4

98.3

2.34

P<.01

% CLEAR
REQUESTS

31. 3

80 .5

s -97

P <.0005

% EFFECTTVE
PROMPTS

23.2

68 .05

3 -73

P<.0005

%+VE RFT.
APP.

BEHAVIOUR

].4.2

(o

- 1.63

P <.1

NOT SIG.

CHILD I S

FREQUENCY
INAP.BEH.

61.8

86 .6

2.6

P (.01

? IGNORE
INAPP. BEH

{(,
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(2) Groups Responses to the Post-Workshop Evaluatign

The parentst responses to the post-workshop evaluation

questionnaire expressed an overall favourable attitude towards

the course.

T\¡selve of the thirteen parents felt that their

expectations of the course rvere fulf,il-led; aII of the parents

strongly recommended this course to other parents of

retarded children; ten of the parents felt that there was much

improvemenÈ in their childs' behaviour, while the other three

parents considered that some improvement had taken place. The

staff were rated either 4 or 5 (on a 5 point scale of helpfulness)

by all of the parents, and twelve of the thirteen parent's

felÈ more confident in their ability to help their child.

The parents expectations of the course before and after

the workshop, showed that tJ:e parents all expected to gain skíì.ls

to be a-b1e to teach new behaviours, and rvere all but one fairly

or very confident these expectations had been fulfill-ed.

(The details of the parents I report can be found in Appendíx l) .

(3) Group Attitude Changes

Íhre Parent Attitude fnventory incorporated two independent

scales - an I-E Locus of Control Scale and a Discipline Scale.

It was thought tJlat the experimental groups I scores on these

scales may change through attending the workshop, while the

control groupsr scores would remain relatively invariant over

the three months.

Tab1e 5 shows the Locus of Control Scores and Discipline

Scores both before and after the workshop for all of the

subjects, as well as the experimental groups Attitude Score

(See Page 82).
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TABLE 5

The Experimental and. Control Groupts Locus of Cont:rol Scores and

Discipline Scores Before and After the Worj<shop, and the
Experimental Group's Attitude Scores Before and After the !ùorkshop.

Fr<I¡erimental- Group

Control Group

7

6

6

7

7

I
4

5

3

6

5

2

3

7

7

6

I
7

I
6

5

5

6

7

7

6

32

27

32

37

36

32

31

28

32

33

33

31

29

32

30

29

37

34

34

33

34

2A

28

34

30

22

46

46

44

52

47

50

40

3B

43

43

35

41

38

43

40

42

39

42

45

33

38

38

52

36

36

36

MTA

Mrs A

MrB
Mrs B

MrC
Mrs C

MTD

Mrs D

MTE

Mrs E

MrF
Mrs F

Mrs G

Attitude Score
Before After

Discipline Score
Before After

Locus of Control- Score
Before After

30

2A

29

30

29

2A

2B

27

25

30

27

30

28

27

29

27

2A

29

29

29

30

26

28

27

3I
27

45

42

43

37

43

42

40

4T

41

40

45

44

44

42

39

40

37

43

4T

37

4I
39

39

44

40

44

01

o2

03

o4

05

06

o7

08

09

10

11

12

13

Discipline Score
Before After

Locus of Control Score
Before After
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(4) The Locus of Control Scores

A two-way repeated measures analysis of variance

(!finer, 1970) was used to evaluate thre differences between

the experimental and control groupsr Locus of Control Scores and

estabtish whether any significant changes in Locus of

Control orientation were evident in either group-

The results shown in Table 6, indicate that while there

\¡rere no significant differences between the experimental

and control groups r Locus of control orientation, ttrere was

a significant change in Locus of Control orientation. Both

treatment groups became more internal in Locus of Control

orientation during the three months. A significant inter-

action effect (treatment gïoup by Locus of Control- Score)

v¡as also evident.

As the experimental and control groups' Locus of

Control scores did not differ in the pre-test phase an

unrelated samples "t" test, using the pre and post

difference scores was computed, to see whether one group

changed more than another. This result showed a significant

difference, (t i129) = 2.76, p<.005), ir, ãlhanges betr¡eerr

t]. e groups. Trhe experimental groups' changes were significantly

larger than tJ.e control groups, indicating that the experimental

group became more internal in Locus of Control orientation

than the control group over the three months-

Discipline Scores

A two-way repeated measures analysis of variance

(lnliner , I}TO), úsing the discipline scores yielded a

significant treatment group effect (see Table 7), showing

the experimental gïoup had a higher mean discipl-ine score

(at both phases of the study), indicating a more flexible

(s)
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TABLE 6

Group Means for Pre-test and Post-test Locus of Control Scores

for Experimental and Control Group, and Summary

of 2x2 ANOVA with Repeated Measures.

(Group x L.o.C. Score)

SUMMARY OF ANATYSIS OF VARIANCE:

4l..6543.0540.25

Experimental

Control

42.O5

4L-25

44.I

42

40. o

40.5

Post L.O.C.Pre L.O.C.Group Means

I. 38

22.49 *

5.11 *

8.32

6.01

101.9 2

2r.97

4.53

1

24

I

I

24

8.32

144.31-

101. 92

2L.97

108.81

Between Subjects

A (Group)

Subjects within GrouPs

Vtithin Sub-iects

B (L.O.C. Score)

AxB

B x Subjects within
Groups

FM.S.dfÞ.5 .source of Variation

* Significant at p <.05
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TABLE 7

Group Means for Pre-test and Post-test Disciplíne Scores for

Experimental and Control- Group, and Summary of 2x2

ANOVA with ted Measures

(Group x Discipline Score)

SUMMÀRY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

29.830 .029.6

Experimental

Control

31.4

28.2

31. 7

24.3

31.1

28.r

Post L.O.C.Pre L.O.C.Group Means

25.39 *

1.0 5

26

133.6

5.26

2.O7

.52

r.97

l-

24

L

1

24

l-33 .61_

126-4

2.O7

.52

47.4

Between Subjects

A (Group)

Subjects wittrin Groups

Within Subjects

B (Disc. Score)

AxB

B x Subjects within
Groups

FM.S.dfs.sSource of Variation

* Significant at p < .05
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attitude to discipline than the control group.

There was no significant- change in attitude to

discipline for eittrer the experimental or control

group, over the three months.
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(6) P.A.I. Item 4¡¿1.¡sis

As the test retest- reliabiríty coefficients of these t-wo

scales (obtained from the control group) were not high

(L.O.C. E .49, Disc .63) individual items on the p.A.f.

were examined to see if there were any significant treatment

group differences either before or after the workshop. The

reliabilíty of each item using slit-halfcoefficients indicated

considerabre variation in reriability across the attitudes wiilr

only 8 of the 30 items providing significant reliability

coefficients. (See Table 8).

As shown in Table 9, results of related samples "t-tests"

for the group mean differences of the pre-test and post-test

scores showed no significant dífferences for any of the items

for either treatment group. That -is, in neither the experimental

or control group did any significant attitude change take prace

over the 3 months.

(7) Attitude Score

A group of items chosen as representative of attitudes

expressed in the workshop were combined to !îõnia" an Attitude

Score for each subject in the experimental group.

Eight items were selected as attitudes underlying the

philosophy of parent training and therefore rikety to be expressed

in some way during the workshops.

ITEM 20: "Any parent can control his/her chil_d if he has the

right techniques" was congruent with the attitudes expressed

during the workshop. However, the other seven items were not

consistent with the attitudes expressed during training, and

were irrplicitly (and sometimes explicitly) falsifÍed during the

workshops. They were:

ITEM 1: Mentally retarded children do not really understand

discipline.



The reliabilitv coefficients us

TABLE 8

inq spl-ithalf coefficiences for control qroup, usinq pre test

and post-test responses to P.A.I. items

* indicates sigmificant correlation at(.05 Ieve1.

@
P

A2L-P2I A22-P22 A23-P23 A24-P24 A25-P25 A26-p26 A27-p27 A28-p28 A2g-p29 A3O-p3o

I 24 .18 15 -.17 .52* 15 .09 2I .44*

Atl-pll AI-2-PL2 A13-p13 A14-p14 A15-p15 A16-P16

.4I

A17-P17 At8-Pl_8 A19-P19 A20-P20

.11 -.09 .26 -25 56 -.006 -.37 -.2L 0

Al_-P1 A2-P2 A3-P3 AA-P4 A5-P5 A6-P6 A7-P7 A8-P8 A9-P9 A10-Pl0

- .65 06 R?* .50* .33 38 .63* .59* .56* .01
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TABLE 9

Results of related samples t-tests for each attitude item using,

pre-treat$ent and post-treatment gr:oup means - both experimental.

and control qroup.

3.O5

1.38

2.66

3.22

2.55

1.94

2.33

2.66

1.83

l_.88

2.II
3.16

2.77

3.22

2.66

2.8A

2.TL

2.83

3.27

3.50

3.11

2.33

1. 71

2.16

3 .05

2.27

r.94
2.33

2 -O5

3.00

l_. 50

2.66

3.44

2.77

l-.83

2.IT
2.6L

2.O5

2.O5

2.5s

2.83

2.72

3.05

2.77

2.72

2.55

2.94

3.16

3.0

3 .00

2.27

I.88
2.16

2.44

2.72

2.38

2.38
2 ¿.L

.13

-.52
0

-l-.46
-l..29

.81

1.72

.44

-r.'72

-.42
-1.09

1.68

.44

I.37

- .81_

1. O0

-1.03
-. 38

.62

L.45

.49

.32

- .81

o

1.08

-I.29
- 1.09

-.27
- .98

3. l_5

r.61
3.0

2.92

2.76

2.23

2.84

2.84

3. 30

2.76

2.69

3. 30

3.92

3.76

3 .00

3.15

3.23

2.84

2.76

3.30

3.53

3.07

1. 53

2.23

2.6r
2.76

2.38

2.76

2.38

3. 15

3.38

1.53

3.0

2.53

4 .00

1.84

3 .00

2.53

I.12
2.67

2.23

3.00

3.15

3.69

2.76

3.38

2.6r
4.I5
3 .15

2.92

3.30

2.76

1. 30

2.38

2.92

3 .00

2.92

3.00

2.53

3.30

-.67
.37

0

r_.16

-.97
1.59

-.56
1. 30

1.08

.62

1.72

1.08

1. 15

.14

l-.00

-.32
1.06

-1.89
-1 .05

1.16

.82

-l..43
.90

-.62
-1. 17

-.37
-.65

-1.15
-.52
-.49

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I
9

l-0

t1
12

13

T4

15

16

17

18

19

20

2L

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

CONTROL GROUP (N=18)

Group mean
before

treatment

Group mean
after

treatment

Related
samples

ttt

EXPERIMENTAI GROUP (N=13)

Group mean
before

treatment

Group mean
after

treatjnent

Related
samples

rtl

ATTITUDE
ÏTEM

* ind'icates significant difference at .05 fevel.
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Punishing bad behaviour is overall more effective

than praising good behaviour.

How quickly a child develops is beyond the parents

control.

It is better for children to learn things by trial

and error, than be shown the correct \^/ay by their

parents.

Retarded children are managed much more effectively by

trained persons than by parents.

Using rewards is really only bribing children to behave

appropriately.

Parents have their own characteristic ways of dealing

with their chil-dren, and little can be done to change

these patterns.

Table 5 shows the parent attitude sqores both before and after

the workshop. The scores v/ere obtained simply by summating the

nuniber of items which were in agreement with those attitudes

e:q)ressed by ttre workshop. The categories were collapsed so that

both ttd" and t'Dttwere disagree and "at'and t'4" were agree.

For both the before and after scores, the possible range

of scores was from 0 to 8.

The mean "before"attitude score was 5.3 with a range from

2 to 8, whil-e the mean"after"attitude was 6.5 with a range from

5 to 8. A t-test analysis (related samples), revealed a

significant group difference in Attítude Score before and after

ttre workshop (t=2.9 p<.01). However, as stated above, when each

of these 8 items were analysed individually, by the use of t-tests,

no significant differences were evident. (See Table 9). These

results suggest that while there was a significant increase

in overall attitudes in accord with those expressed in the
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workshop, there was no significant change across any one item on

the P.A.I.

SUMMARY OF EXPERIMENTAI ATTTTUDE GROUP CHANGES AS SHOVùN ON P.A.I"

Overal!, it can be concluded that two significant, changes were

evident in the experimental group's attitudes (measured on the P.A.I.)

(t) The grouprs attitudes became more congruent with those expressed

during tJ.e workshop (as measured by the Attitude Score)

(2) There was a significant experimental group change in L.o.C. score.

(the group becomming more internal ín orientatÍon) - however this

L.O.C. change was also observed, but to a lesser degree in the

control group.
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IT. INDIVTDI]AI, PAR.ENT FINDINGS

., To determine predictive measures of success and examine

the need for mul-tiple measures of assessment, each parent attending

the workshop was evaluated separately using four measu.res. The

determination of each of ttrese neasures wil] be d,iscussed

separately.

(1) Objective Target Behaviour Changes

To examine treatment outcome for each parentr the before

and after mean target behaviours (as shown in Table D) \¡/ere

subjecÈed to paired observation t-tests.

The before-after figures on three factors - number of

requests, number of different requests, and frequency of in-

appropriate behaviour - were reversed so that the expected

direction of tJ:e change was uniform across aII factors.

If a before or after figure was not available for one or

more of the factors, the factor v¡as excluded from the analyses"

(For exampLe David exhiJcited no inappropriate behaviour wit-h

his father, therefore no records were made of amount of

inappropriate behaviour ignored - ther*ffire these 2 factors

were excluded from the analysis.)

As shown in Table 10, six parentr/child inÈeractions

changed significantly in tJre expected direction, at p(05

Ievel.

However, these statistics do not take account of the

variation across inclividuals of their initial "before"

score. Some parents' did not have a significant change

only because their basel-ine records were high - yet they

d.íd show an improvement tfirough coming to the course (for

exarnple David's father) .
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T.?\BI,E 10

Total objective behaviour changes for each parent - child

interaction, focusing on skj.11 chosen in workshop

* indicates significant difference at .05 level.

9

9

9

8

I

I

I

6

7

7

9

9

I

1

2.47 *

2.4L *

r.3

1. 16

1.87 *

.83

L4

L-42

2.23 *

1.39 *

2.73 *

.67

1.3

1.5

60.1

62.2

59 .1

47.8

49 .1

34.O

38.B

58.7

63.7

61. 5

56.1

34.6

49.7

66.03

30.3

31.1

48.7

34 -9

34.2

31.5

39 .1

39 .3

45 .0

38.7

38.6

37 .4

24.7

25.r

Darren/mother

Darren/father

Chantal,/mother

Chantal/father

Paul/mother

Paul,/father

Steven,/mother

David,/fat]-er

Hanna/mother

Hanna,/father

Johnny,/mother

Johnny,/father

Matt,/mother

Matt,/father

DF
T val-ue

(related samples)Mean AfterMean BeforeParent,/child



To show this a measlrre, the parent's objective

behaviour change score was determined. This score

indicated the mean improvement of the parent, as a

percentage of the totat possible improvement.

Ttre Objective Behaviour Change Score (hereafter

the O.B.C.S.) was obtained for each parent in the

following way.

O.B.C.5.=lxxlOO

Where x

n

B-A change observed x I00

maximum possiJcle change
considering S's baseline

47.

ttre number of before-after chänges
available for analysis.

n=

Ttre Before-After changes used were:

xt no. of relevant requests

*2 no. of different requests

E of requests when child
attending

I of clear requests

B of effeetive prompts

B of positive reinforcements for
appropriate behaviour

x
3

*4

*5

x-
6

*7 % inappropriate behaviour
ignored.
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Thus only tl-re parentst behaviour changes were usecl to

obtain this score, and again the no. of relevant requests.

and no. of different requests scores were reversed to obtain

a uniform expected direction of change for all 7 factors.

l\ppendÍ:< L, p.173 has details of this computation for

each parent.

The O.B.C.S. used the before-after mean scores presented

in Tab1e 3. o.B.c.S. were obtained for al-I parents using the

target behaviour changes, and O.B.C.S.rs were also obtained

vrhere possiJcle for the second skilt taught to examine

gencalization. These figures are also presented in Table 3.

Looking at the O.B.C.S. for the original target behaviour

worked on during the program, it can be seen that the scores

ranged from 100 to 3. It must be remembered that .fohnrs father

dropped out of the course and his scores provided nothing more

ttran controlr "non-treatment" information. Therefore, Davidts

father's behaviour changed optimally in teaching a skill to

David, while Stephenrs motherrs behaviour changed only very

slíghtly according to the videotaped records.

It can be seen that only 3 parents failed to improve

more tfÀan 50% by adopting the parent behaviours advocated by

the F.T.U. when teaching their child the new targeted behaviour.

Looking atthe O.B.C.S.rs for non-targeted skills worked

on by the parents, it can be seen that 5 of the 6 parents

videotaped had O.B.C.S.'s greater than 50. It can be concluded,

that these 5 parents generalized the skills to teaching other

behavior¡rs. Eightparents were not videotaped teaching a second

skill, either at the first and/or follow-up sessions, due to

time problems or parents unprepared to start on something

else with their child.
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TABLE 11

Individual Parent Scores Across AIl Measures

OBJECTIVE & SUBJECTTVE SCORES / ÍNDTVIDUAI PARENTS

6.5326.935I.T254.87x

11

5

4

4

8

3

3

2

4

4

2

3

0

31

27

27

28

29

23

26

27

26

29

29

25

l_8

81

81

100

33

72

56

100

98

94

81

81

79

76

62

61

58

40

31

3

-26

David's father

Hannars mother

Hannars father

Johnny's mother

Darrenrs mother

Darrents father

Chantalrs mother

Chantalrs father

Mattrs mother

Paulrs mother

PauIrs father

Mattrs father

Stephenrs mother

Johnnyrs father

Use of
Workshop

Score

Subjective
Opinion

Score

o.B.c.s .
(2nd

Behaviour)

o.B.c.s.
(Target

Behaviour)
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(2) Subjective Opinion Score

The parent's subjective opinion of the effectiveness

of the course was obtained by their responses to the questionn-

aires handed out at the end of each session, and at the end

of the course, as well as a few questions fronr the telephone

follow-up.

Responses to the relevant items were assigned various

rating scores from either I to 3 or I to 5. The mean rating

of how much the parent's enjoyed each session was also included.

(See Appendix Pr p.224 ), so that the possible"Subjective

Opinion Scores" (S.O.S.) ranged from I to 32).

Scores ranged from 18.8 to 3L.7 with a mean score of 26.9.

(See Table 11). These high scores indicate that the parents

overall \^/ere satisfied with the course and felt tJ:ey had

Iearned something from it.

(3) Usefulness of Workshop Score

The usefulness of the workshop for each parent, in terms

of actually learning the model and running a program as

directed by the F.T.U. was determined by the phone check.

Each parent was asked the same specific questions requiring

yesrlno answers, (as well as general impressionistic questions).

They were also asked how much of the model they remembered.

(See Appendix P.) Answers to these questions were assigned

various rating scores, so Èhat the possible "Use of Workshop"

Score (u of w.S.) ranged from 0 to 12.

As shown in Table 11 , the U. of W.S. ranged from 0 to l-I

with a.mean of 4.1. Thus the majority of parents did not

seem to use the information obtained from the F.T.U. in a

veryq¿stematic manner after the workshop was over.
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TTI. THE RELATIONSI]TP BETWEEN MULTIPLE I\4EASURES

Ta-ble 12 shows the correlation coefficients obtained for

the 4 outcome measures.

As. significant cross-correl-ations were evident with 3 of

the measures - O.B.C.S., S.O.S. and U. of W.S., it is possible

to reach some decision of treatment outcome using multiple

measurement criteria.

For each measurement, cases were considered successfuL

(+) if the obtained score vras greater than the mean score

for the whole group. Thus a successful O.B.C.S. was any

score greater than or equal to 66i a successful S.O.S. was any

score greater than or equal to 27; and a successful U. of W.S.

was any score greater than or equal to 4.

fhe outcome results on Tab]e l-3 indicate the number of

measures on which results indicate success. By allocating

equivalent val-ues across the three success measures (see

discussion page 123, for justífícation) , so that the parents

S.O.S, U of V'I .S. and O.B.C.S. \¡¡ere considered of equal

importance, overall summaries regarding treatment outcome were

obtainable.

It can be seen that for five parents, success is indicated

by all of the measurements alLowing a decision of successful

treatment outsome to be mad.e with considerable confidence.

$lhere 2 of the 3 measurements indicate success (paul-rs mother),

the success of the treatment can only be considered with

reasonable confidence, especially in view of the fact that

the O.B.C.S. was negative. lVhere only one of the three

measures indicate success (5 parents), success of the treatment

can be considered as doubtful. And for 2 parents, where no

successes were evident, 2 clear failure cases can be concfuded.
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TABLE 12

Correlation Coefficients usinq Pearson r,

obtained for the 4 Outcome Measures

* significant at p (.05

69*

40

.70 *

64 *

.25

.70 *

.63 tk

.25

40

.63 ¡t

64 '\

.69 *

o.B.c.s.

o.B.c.s.
(second.
skill)

s.o. s .

U. of W.S

l_3138L4N

Usefulness
of lVorkshop

Score

Subjective
Opinion
Score

o.B .c. s .
(second
skill)

Objective
Behaviour

Change Score
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TABLE 13

Outcome results of all measures for each parent

Criterion for Success or faílure for each measure was based
on whether the parentst score was above or below the mean.

Footnote:

OBCS

SOS

U. of W.S

66

27

4

66

27

4

66

27

4

Success

Success

Success

Success

Success

Quesionable

Doubtful

Doubtful

Doubtful

Doubtful

Doubtful

Failure

Failure

3

3

3

3

3

2

l_

I

l_

I

1

0

0

11 +

5+

4+

4+

8+

4+

3-

3-

2-

4+

2-

3-

0-

3l- +

21 +

27+

28+

29+

29+

23-

26-

27+

26-

29+

25-

18-

100 +

98+

94+

81 +

81 +

58-

79+

76+

62-

61 -

40-

31 -

3-

Mr. A
Davidrs father

Mrs. B
Hannats mother

Mr. B
Hannats father

Mrs. G

Johnrs mother

Mrs. D

Darrenrs mother

Mrs. F
PauIrs mother

Mr. D

Darrenrs father

Mrs. C

Chantal-'s mother

Mr. C

Chantal's father

Mrs. E
Mattrs mother

Mr. F
Paulrs father

Mr. E

Mattrs father

Mrs. Ä,

Stephenrs mother

SUMMARYTOTALSU. of W.SS.O.So. B.c. s .
(target)

CRITERTON +MEAN
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Íhe hypothesis that multipre measures converge to all-ow

greater confid.ence in conclusions (Byberg & Johnson I 1974) is

supported by these results. It can be seen that in Table 13,

(excluding the o.B.c.s.- 2nd behaviour which did not significantly

correlate with the other measures) those parents who had high

scores on one measure tended to have high scores on the other

2 measures - similarly those parents who had low scores on one

measure had low scores on the other two measures.

The second hypothesis relating to multiple measures is

also supported. The mean score (as a percent of the highest

possible score) of 87.1 on the S.O.S. (parents' subjective

reports) was higher than the mean score on the O.B.C.S. (again

as a % of the highest possible score) which was 66. These

resuLts are consistent with the hypothesis, the more

objective the measurement technique the less positive the

results. (Forehand and Atkeson, 1977).
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varied according to whether the mother or father was running

the teaching sessions.
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TÀBLE .].4

Obiective Improvement Score (O.r.s.) for each child focusing

on the target worked on during the workshop

O.I.S. - included reduction in amount of inappropriate

behaviour as well as increased, attention

to task.

100

80

75

79

13

63

32.7

-1

100

61

0

82

-6

68

43

100

75

77

33

58

22

1

David

Hannah

Johnny *

Darren *

Chantal

Matt *

Paul

Steven

Average
o.I.s.

FatherMother



TABLE 15

Correlation Coefficients (using Pearson r or Kendallrs Correlation for

tied ranks depending on the data) of childrenrs O.f.S. with

parent outcome measures and. demoqraphic details

* Sigrnificant at p<.05

\o
æ

o. r.s. r= -66*

e (.ooz

o.B.c.s.

r=.42

p(.os

s .o.s .

r=.68*

p (.oos

U. of Vt.S.

Tau = .53 *

n(.oz

Parent I s
Education

LeveI

r = -.13

p(.os

Ordinal
Position
child

r = -.O7

p (.ou

Childrs
Age

Tau = .51*

p( 03

Degree
of

Retardation
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The correlation coefficients betrveen the children's

o.r.s. and the parentrs outcome measures and various demographic

details are shown in Table 15. It can be seen that the

correl-ation coefficient between the parents' objective measures

of success, that is, the O.B.C.S. and the f.CîS. were predíctably

signÍficant, indicating a positive reÌationship between observed

parent behaviour changes and child improvement. I{owever, there

was not a significant correlation between the parent's subjective

opinion of ttre effectiveness of the course (ttre S.O.S.) and the

o. r. S. (r= .42 , p <. 05) .

The chiLd'sdeg::ee of retardation and the parent¡s educational_

background showed significant positive correlations with the

O.I.S. These correlations can be better explained in terms of

parent behaviour changes, as both of these variables showed

significant correlations with the parent success measures (see

SectionV - Predictive Measures of Success, page 101-.

The child's age did not show a significant correlation with

O.f.S., nor did the ordinal position of the chil-d.

Thus, the principle finding from the O.I.S. was the significant

positive relationship between objecti.r. p-r.ilt ruccess measures

and the chitd observed improvement.

fn order to determine more conclusively the functional-

relationship between parent behaviour changes and child improve-

ments, the success ratings of the children whose target behaviours

had not changecl from the baselines sessions were examined

símultaneously with their respective parentrs behaviour changes.

Figure I represents the behaviour changes in the 6 parent-child

interactions where task analysis was not evident. (Tt was not

possible to include Mattrs results, as no success rating was

available, because Mattrs target was changíng a problem

behaviour rather than acquiring a new skill.)
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Three parent behaviours \¡/ere considered in these figures,

the percentage of requests when the child was attending, the

percentage of effective prompts, and the percentage of continqent pos

itive reinforcement to .pptopti.te behaviour. The other parent

behaviours observed to determine the O.B.C. (i.e. the number of

relevant requests, the nrurÙcer of different requestsr the number

of clear requests, the amount of inappropriate behaviour ignored),

were not included as they were not considered the crucial factors

in skills training, and/or they were not presented as percentage

figures of each trial.

The average of the three percentages were computed in order

to give an overall index of the parents' behaviour for each

triat (See Appendix O). The child's success ratings for each

trial \¡¡ere recorded on tJre same graph as the parentts behavioural

index, to allow simultaneous examination of parent and child

behaviour changes.

It can be seen from Figure f that where tJre parents showed

an increase in correct teaching procedures, the childrs success

ratings aISo increased. Conversely, \^/here parents failed to use

the procedures correctly, then efforts to teach the children

showed no measurable improvement (Steven,/mother)'
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Figure 1:

The trial by trial percent of correct use of 3 behavioural

techniques by parents and child success ratings at "target"

skilt - for each parentlchilil interaction where tJ:e targets

remained the same across all trials.

Parent - å I
Correct

Teaching
Procedures

chird
Success
Ratings

(1-s)

5
I
4

3
4
2

1

Baseline Trials

----------)

Post Intervention
Trials

,

(a) Hanna ,/ mother

Parent - I
Correct

Teachíng
Procedures

child
Success
Ratings

(]_-s) 1

5
I
4
6
3
4
2

I

t

Baseline Trails t Intervention
Trials

(b) Hanna / faLher

(Parent Behaviour
(Child Behaviour
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Parent - I
Correct

Teaching
Procedures

child
Success
Ratinqs

(1-s)

(c) Steven ,/ mother

Parent - ?
Correct

Teaching
Procedures

child
Success
Ratings

( 1's) 1

100
5
80
4
60
3
40
2
20
l_

Baseline Trials Post Interven tíon
TriaIs

r----
5

4

3

2

Baseline TriáIs

a_v_-

t Intervention
TriaIs

_ _- _/

(d) David / fat},er

Parent - ?
Correct

TeachJ-ng
Procedures

child
Success
Ratings

( 1-s) I

5

4

3

2

Baseline Trials t Intervention
Trials

(e) Johnny / mother

(Parent Behaviour
(ChiId Behaviour
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Parents - t
Correct

Teaching
Procedures

]-o0
5

80
4

60
3

40
2

20
I

!.\ \-/ / \.

chird
Success
Ratings
(1-s)

t Intervention
TriaIsBaseline Trials

(f) Johnny / fat)ter

(Parent Behaviour
(Child Behaviour

Johnny/father interactions are also shown on Figure I,

even though Johnny's father dropped out of ttre course after

one week, to indicate the child's differential reponses to his

parent's behaviours. v{hile Johnny showed improvement with mot-

her as the teacher, he showed no improvement in his target

skill, when father was the teacher even though the trials

occurred on the same daY.

These findings support the hypotheses that child improvements

are functionally related to the parent's teaching proced.ures,

and therefore child improvements can be viewed as an indirect

measure of parent success. However, due to the small sample of

sr:bjects eligiJcle for ttris analysis (that is, those sr:bjects

who showed no changes in target between pre and post training

trials) such conclusions can only be considered as tentative.
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V. DETERMINING PREDICTTVE MEASURES OF PARENT SUCCESS

One problem immediat-ely arose in dealing with this

issue - to examine the possibility of any predictive measures

of success it was first necessary to decide upon a "success"

measure. As the three parent measures (o.B.c-s., S.o-S. and

U. of I,'t.S.) are positive]-y correlated, the outcome results

across the 3 measures (Table l-3, Column 4) could have been

used as the parent "success" measure. However, it is

difficult to know whether the 3 measures were a1f true

indicators of parent "success" or whether for examplet

the S.O.S. was measuring parent confidence or enjoyment of

the workshop. Also in that parent assessments have been

rigourously condemmed as being unreliable (see literature

review, page 27), including the parentsr S.O.S. and U. of

w.s. could be viewed as a possible source of bias in predicting

potential success factors. Ho\n/ever, using the O.B.C.S. as the

sole measure of success may also be seen to have limitations

in terms of the possible methodological problems of independent

observations as stated in the literature review.

It was finalty decided to use two separate "successt' measures -

the objective behaviour score (the O.B.C.S.) and the overall success

score across all 3 measures, (S) , to see how far One differed

fr<¡ln the oLher in terms of revealing potential predictors of

success. Tab1e 16 shows the correlatíon coefficíents, (obtained

by either Kendall's correlation for tied ranks or Pearson T,

depending on the nature of the data), between the O.B'C'S'

and S measures and the various demographic and attitude details

of the parents and children involved.
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It can be seen that the education level of the parents

positively correlated with both S (r=52 p(.007) and with

O.B.C.S. (r= .46 p(.015) indícating a positive relationship

between parent "success" and education level. This supports

the findings of Gardner 1975, and. Salzinger et af' 1973.

The child's degree of retardation al-so correlíted positively

with both O.B.C.S. (r= .57 p(.004) and, S measure (r= .37 p<.03)

indicating the greater the childs' retardation, the greater the

parents' success. If the assumption that the greater the

retardation the more difficult the problem tackled by the

parents is true, this correlation supports the findings of

Eyberg and Johnson (1974) who did not find a positive relation-

ship between ease of problem tackled and pârent success.

However' as ttre education feve] of the parents positively

correlated wittr the child's degree of retardation (r= .66 p:i003)

it is impossible to draw conclusions from these correlations

as to which variable is more significant in predicting success

- the parents' IeveL of education or the childrs retardation-

This contamination effect is examined further in the "Reasons

for Individual Differences" section of the discussion' on page 106.

Parents' .ge, number of children, ordinal position of the

child did not show a significant correlation with parent success

on either measure.

No significant correlations were found between the parents

enjoyment of tfie workshop and ttreir O.B.C.S. or S scores. Nor

was there a significant correlation between the parents sr:bjective

opj.nion of their child's improvenìent (as taken from point ratir-rg

scale - used in the S.O.S.) and the childrs O.I.S. However'

there was a positive correlation between the parents' enjoyment

of the workshop and the parentsr opinions of their child's

improvement (r= .69 p(.001).
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TABLB ]6

Correlation coefficients of O.B.C.S. and S Outcome

Measures and various demographic and attitudinal

features of parents and children

(using either Pearson or Kendalls Correlation for tied ranks,
depend.ing on whether ordinal or interval data provided).

.46 *

.37 *

I4

.23

.18

.16

-;û6

00

15

15

16

.03

-L7

1t

.52 *

.57 *

.13

.43

34

.o2

.26

10

.32

.30

.27

38

.03

2

Ordinal
(tied ranks)

Ordinal
(tied ranks)

Interval

Interval

Interval

Ordinal

Interval

Interval

Interval

fnterval

Interval

Interval

Interval

Interval

Education level
of parents

Child's degree of
Retardation

No. of children

Ordinal position
of child

Parents Age

Parents enjoyment
of course

Pre-attitude score

Post-attitude
score

Pre L.O.C. score

Post L.O.C. score

Pre Disc Score

Post Disc Score

L.O.C. Change

Disc Change

So.B.c.s.Data
Produced

Parent/Child
Details

* Significant at p<.05 level.
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The correlation coefficients between parent success and various

aspects of the parentrs attitudes were examined.

It was hypothesised that successful parents from the workshops

would either be more internal or become more internal in L.O.C.

orientation - they would feel they have greater control over their

environment, more specifically their chíld. However, there was

no significant correlation between success (either O.B.C.S. or S)

and parents pre-workshop L.o.C. orientation, post-workshop L.o.c.

orientation, nor was a significant correlation found between change

in L.O.C. score and parent success.

It was also hypothesised that successful parents would be those

with a more rigid attitude to discipline (conformingr to the need

for consistency). Howeverragain no significant correlation was

evident between parent success and pre-workshop discipline score

post-workshop discipline score, or change in discipline score.

Finally, it was postulated that the greater the congruence

between the parents I attitudes and throse attitudes conveyed during

the workshop, the more likely it was that tJ:e parents would accept

and adopt the learning skills presented in the sessions. However,

no significant correlations \^/ere evident regarding parent's

attitude scores and their success scores.

It was postulated that the parents in ttre smaller group may have

been more successful than the parents from the larger group. Howcvert

it is evident from the results that the size of the group did not

effect success as no significant differences were found in the parentsl

from the Monday or Tuesday Group, when looking at ttreir O.B.C.S. scores

(t= .44, p7.05) or their overall S scores (t= .78, p).05) . Results

of t-tests (unrelated samples) also reveal-ed no significant differetìces

between the sex of the parent and success, or either the O.B.C.S.

measure (t= .13, p).05) or the S measure (t= .53, p).05).
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To conclude, only two potential predictors of parent success

emerged - the parenÈ's fevel of education and the childrs degree

of retardation. And clearly the small number of subjects allows

only tentative conclusions to be drawn.
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of time out, for example, is one vital aspect of dealing with

behaviour probJ-ems and included in most training progranìmes

dealing with probl-em behaviours (Griffen & Hudson, 1978). Time

out was not mentioned throughout the course.

Therefore, tJ:e application of the workshop to dealíng with

behaviour problems must be considered limited, and although these

parentsr were gJ-ad they had attended, and felt more confident

in handling their chil-d, objective records suggest that the

course was not particularly suited to their major concerns.

The parents level of education seemed to have some effect

on the parents' success. The parents who had a higher level of

education (both quantity and. quality were considered in classifying

the parents), generally showed greater mastery of the new skill-s

that had been taught.in the workshops. This suggests a need for

examination of the content of the workshops to determine whether

the levef of training is perhaps too general, or requires too hiqh

a literacy standard for everyone to comprehend the programme. The

need for more specific, structured training. teaching "cookbook

recipes" should be considered. However, it is hard to imagine

a \4¡orkshop that is more specific, while at the same time still

catering to the wide range of problems and skills presently being

dealt with in the workshop. However, the educational background

does not account for a1l the differences in the parentst scores,

for the greatest improvement (O.B.C.S. = 100) in fact was evident

in a parent from the lowest education level category. Tt

therefore seems necessary to look for other reasons which affect

the learning potential of the parents.

Motivation of parents, which has been suggested as the most

important area of concern in setting up any program (Griffin c

Hudson, 1978; OrDeIl, 1974) appeared to be high in all of the
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parents at the introdr:ctory sessions of the workshops. However,

arthough the parents arl wanted to do the best for their retard.ed

children, their ded.ication to working through skil1s training

programs varied considerably. In fact only one parent kept

written records of the childrs progress throughout a program,

even though this part of the course was emphasized as very

important.

The Ímportance of parent traíners gaining behavioural control

of the parents by adopting the same principles they are teaching

in their training, has been stressed in the literature (Loeber

and Weisman, 1975). Parent behaviour must be prompted, shaped

and reinforced. This seemed to be lacking in the workshops

under evaluation. Instead the workshops relied on the children's

behaviour changes acting as sufficient reinforcers for the new

parent behaviours, along wit} tJ:e intermittent reinforcement

providing by the staff in terms of the verbal feedback of parentrs

performance based on the videotaped records of home visits.

However, it is clear that for many parents these reinforcers were

not enough. The urgency in teaching a child new skill-s is

unlikely to be the same in all parents, and the parents'persistence

is likely to be a function of this urgency. This is supported

by ttre fact that parents of the more retarded children tended to

have higher scores (both objective behaviour change scores and

total success scores) than the other parents. It can be assumed

that the urgency (and therefore motivation) in teaching a skill

to a child who has very few other skilIs, is probably greater

than the urgency in teaching a skilL to a child that atready

has a wide repertoire of skiIls. Also the reinforcement value

to the parent of the child's new behaviour may be higher in

the more retarded children, as these chitdren show very few
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behavioural gains over long periods of time.

The need for effective r:einforcement contingencies for

all tJle parents attending the workshop seems crucial, and the

possibililV of using attendance contingencies, reimbursement

of fees and more structured feedback devices (such as the bug-

in-the-ear receiver, and regular videotaped recordings) must

be considered as means to enhance motivation.

The individual differences must be considered ín the light

of tl-e subject selection procedure. Parent attendance at the

workshops was purely voluntary - atthough ttre parents may have

had the program recommended by various agenciesr no parents

were directly coerced into attending (for example by a

referral note). This method of subject selection did have

a significant effect on the types of parents who attend the

workshops. It can be seen from the demographic details that

alt of the highty educated parents attending the workshops

had a very retarded chitd. This selective subject pool may

have come about for a number of reasons. Perhaps highly

educated parents feel that they can deal with míld retardation

without help or perhaps tÏrese parents feel tJ:e stigma attached

in attending such a group is not v¡orth t]-e possiJcle gains, and are

thus prepared to put up with t]-e problem faced in havíng a mildly

retarded child. Another possible explanation is thatonlyhighly

educated parents are prepared to try teaching a severely

retarded child. However, regardless of the cause, a definite

contamination effect between the child's degree of retardation

and the parentb education 1eve1 was evident-

This contamination makes if difficult to arrive at any

confident predictive statements regarding success. fs it sufficient
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to be a highly motivated parent (through having a very retarded

child) ? or is being a highty educated parent a necessary factor

for success? Or is the combination of bott¡ factors critical?

Considering tJ:e effort and persistence needed to run a skills -

training program with a retarded child, it could be hypothesized

that motivation is the most critical factor.

However, the small sample size of the present study makes

this inpossiJcle to determine.
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II. THE USB OF MULTIPLE MEASURES

The tr,¡o hypotheses examined in the present study regarding

the use of multiple measures were both supported - that is

through their convergence, multiple measures all-ow more

confident conclusions, and the more rigorous the assessment

measure the less positive the results. A nurnber of considerations

can be raised in the light of these findings.

Looking only at the group objective behavíour changes

recorded by an outside observer (See Tab1e 4), there seem to

be some problems in the parent-trainers' transferring the

skills to the parent groups as a whoLe. For example' the

percentage of effective positive reinforcements to appropriate

behaviour exhibited by the parent group as a whole changed from

a baseline of 23% to 68% after the workshop. Also tJle mean

O.B.C.S. Score across aJ-I parents was 66, showing that

consíderabfe room for further improvement existed in several

cases.

Such improvement figures can not be seen as very high, when

one considers the drop-off in parent behaviour changes that is

likely to occur over time. ft seems that with the persistent

effort required to maintain these changes and the minimal

follow-up provided, it is very likely that some parents will

soon resort back to their old characteristic ways of responding

to their children.

However, as seen in the literature and the the present study'

the concept of teaching parents new behavioural managemenÈ skills

is a very realistic one. Clearly, the teachers from the workshops

have the ability to do so, as evidenced by the big improvements

in some parents. Changes to the workshop based on the findings
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of the present study shouLd facilitate development in this

area. However, based on the present study, it does seem

reasonable to conclude that the objective behaviour changes

as a group were not great.

Yet, as seen in the post workshop evaluations, aII of

the parents felt that there was some improvement in their

child's behaviour and they all (except one) felt more confid.ent

in their ability to help their retarded child. How can this

apparent inconsistency be explained?

An issue often overlooked in evaluations of programs of

this kind, is the effects of the workshop on the parents over

and above skitls training. This is \^Ihere the value of multiple

measures of evaluation can be seen, for the subjective opinions

of the parents highlighted other positive effects of the workshops,

v¡hich were not evident in the objective videotaped recordings.

Of the ten parents who answered the question: "!'lhat did you

Iike best about the course?" in the post workshop evaluation sheet,

no mention was made of learning new teaching techniques (even

though some parents had fearnt them very well). Rather comments

referred to meeting other parents with similar problems, learning

about retardation, general discussion and friendly approachable

staff. It seems that some parents found most satisfaction in

realizing that they had had to face, and found support and

comfort in being able to raise and discuss' many aspects of being

a parent of a retarded child.

One interesting finding was that while there \^ras a significant

positive correlation between the parents' enjoyment of the course

and the parentst subjective opinion of the childs I improvemenÈ,

there \^/as no correfation between the parents t subjective opinion

of their childs' improvement and the childs' objective opinion

score. Ttrat all of the parents reported an ímprovement in their
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children, when in fact changes in the child's target behaviours

\^rere not great - indicates some sort of attitude change took place

through attending the workshoP.

This attitude change can be considered in two ways. One

possìJcle explanation for this attitude change is that some of

the parents experienced a state of cognitive dissonance

(Festinger, f957) , the source of which \^Ias a disconfirmed

expectancy. Vlhen the parents filled out the P.A.I' they were

also required to write down what they expected from the course

and how confident ttrey were that these expectations would be

fulfilled. A1l of the parents reported that they expected to

learn skills which they could use to teach their chíld new skill-s,

or to help with behaviour problems. (See Appendix r). Yet the

overall success rating (using the 3 measures - See Table 13)

showed that only 5 parents could be clearly considered as

successfully learníng and applying the skills they were taught

in tJ.e workshops.

Mannrs description of an individual confronted with such

a cognitive dissonance through a disconfirmed expectation

seems to accurately portray the condition of the other eight

parents. "The person may have prepared himself psychologically

for an evenÈ that never eventuates, and worse still may have

even made public his predictions about the event" (Mann , 1969,

p. r23) .

Given that this uncomfortable dissonant state was present

for these parents, then as is commonly observed in dealing with

dissonance, attempts are made to reduce it. What can be

concluded from the results of the present study, is that these

parents reduced the dissonance, by reporting improvements in

their child, when in fact these improvements may have been only

marginal, if they were tÌ,ere at all.
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The second explanation for this attitude change is that

many of the parents lowered the threshold of what was considered

to be acceptaJrle d.evelopment, once they had attended the workshop.

Two features of tJre workshop probably initiated this

attitude. Firstly, the parentsr anecclotal reports on their

childrenrs development indicated the variations in speed. of

development and enabled parents to consider what were realistic

and. reasonable expectations for their childrs development.

secondly' the need for working with only smarr increments of

behaviour change was emphasized by the staff, impressing on the

parents that constant guiding and specific training was necessary

for teaching any skills to retarded children.

The parents I confessions of guilt and anxiety and expressions

of anger at the attitudes of tl-e generar pubric and inadequate

facirities avaifable to retarded children could be consid.ered.

irrelevant to the function of the workshops. However, these

aspects served the very positive function of making parents

realise they were not alone in feeling these emotions, and much

support from other parents (and staff) was reported through

vocalizing these issues.

Thus overall, the so caLled side effects mentioned in the

introductory sessions of the workshop (ttrat is our opportunity

to meet other parents, and discuss genera] probrems and concerns)

in many parentst eyes, became the most positive features of

the course.

The val-ue of subjective. parent questionnaires is therefore

of paramount importance in an evaluation of this kind. By only

considering the objective independently observed measure of

assessment, the utility of the workshop to the parents as a

group must be viewed as limited. However, examination of the

parents I opinions of the workshop, resurts in the workshops being
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seen as invaluable.

The Parent Attitude Inventory Scores also indicated

an overall group attitude change to one more in accord with

tJle philo?ophy underlying Èhe trainíng course.

The parents came to see that a childrs rate of develop-

ment in certain areas can be enhanced, learned, the importance

of showing children how to do something and the importance of

praising good behaviour. such attitude changes are bound to

result in parents gaining increased confidence in dealing

with their child.
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III. METHODOLOGTCAT ISSTIBS

The validity of conclusions can only be considered. in

Iight of the methodology involved in reaching the results.

The presént section descrilces some of the problems and

limitations that arose in the selection and use of adequate

data gathering instruments and in determining the experimental

design.

(a) The Problems of gathering obiective observations

Devising an objective measure of assessment resulted

in technological problems. Ttre usual concern of reactívity

(see literature review, page 27) was made evident in some

of the home videotapes. Reactions by the parent and child

to the camera, parents striving for optimum performance for

the sake of the experimenter raises questions as to how

representative the taped interactions were of everyday

teaching sessions. Howeverr the technique of "partial

concealment" (that is the parents thought the focus of

attention was only on the child) was emphasized at all of

the home visits, and appeared to keep differential reactions

across individual parents at a minimum. Observation of the

tapes indicated that the degree of reactivity was evenly

balanced across all the parent-child interactions.

The observation code used for the present study' overall

produced. high reliability across the two observers (see Table 2).

However, the period of discussion and interpretation of the

practise tapes was lengthy, and it would be interesting to

know whether tv¡o other observers would come to the same

interpretations of the coding system. Ho\^¡ever, this is not

a major issue for the purposes of the present study since the
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same tv/o observers observed all the tapes, so that their

biases (if any) would be consistent across all subjects.

(b) Devising an objective measure of assessment

An objective measure of parent success was decided

upon by considering the limitations of previous researchers'

measurement tools. Determining the child's levef of

improvement has often been used as an indirect measure of

parent training success. Such studies often lack evidence

to show the causal- connection between child behaviour and

parent behaviour (Hatt et aI L972¡ Johnson, I97I¡ wahler,

1969¡ WoIf and Risley, 1964), and where this connection is

shown by the use of reversaL or multiple baseline design

(e.9. Patterson), there is still no demonstration of which

parent behaviours occurred. as a result of the traini-ng

progranme.

Anott¡er method of measuring parent success has been to

observe specific parent behaviours. However, most studies

are only concerned with one or two parent behaviours - such

as attending to appropriate behaviour, ignoring inappropriate

behaviour (Parsonson et al, 1974, .Miller et aI, 1975). It

can be seen that such a success measure has limitations,

in that it does not try to account for aII the parent changes

that may take place due to the training program.

one study (Gladstone and Sherman, L975), which did take

a more qlobal approach, measured. trainee success by looking

at all Ltre trainee behaviours, where changes v/ere expected,

as well as providing an indirect measure of success by use

of the childs' observed changes.

In this stucLy, one limitation \n/as still evident -
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the trainees behaviour were all analysed separatellz, so

that an overall measure (across all behaviours) for each

trainee was not available.

fhe objective behaviour change score, devised for

the present evaluation, enabled an overafl success measure

to be calcul-ated for each parent, including alJ- the

important expected behaviour changes.

Also the Objective Behaviour Change Score (O.B.C.S.)

was devised to take account of the individual parents'

baseline target behaviours, in determining the amount of

improvement the parents' showed in teaching a skill to their

child. The problem of a parent showing very little

improvement, due to a high baseline, was avoided by

using tl¡e maximum possible change from the subjects

baseline for each target behaviour rather than just

looking at the observed change.

One possiJcle criticism of the O.B.C.S. is ttre

experimenter assumed the seven parent target behaviours

(number of relevant requests, number of different requests,

percentage of requests made when the child attending,

percentage of clear requests, percentage of effective

prompts, percentage of positive reinforcements to appropriate

behaviour, and percentage of inappropriate behaviour ignored')

were of equal importance in the parentsr training. Hovirever,

from tJ:e content of the workshop, tJ:e amount of time spent

in teaching these behaviours, indicatedthat this is not the

case. More attention was focused on teaching effectíve

prompts, and establishing correct response contingencies,

than the establishment of effective discriminative stimuli

(that is, requests). However, no other alternative scoring
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procedure, that would more precisely represent ttre

skills taught in the workshop was available. It was

impossi-ble (both for the staff at the F.T.U. and the

experimenter) to assign "import-ance" ratings to the above

target behaviours, so it was decided that the O.B.C.S. was

the most suitable score for representing the skills

taught at the Family Training Unit. One obvious omission

from the O.B.C.S. was the parentsr ski_I1s at using task

analysis (shaping). This behaviour is emphasised as a

crucial component in teaching a child new skill, however,

due to the nature of this skitl (primarily that it cannot

be subjected to a frequency count), shaping was excluded

from this score.

(c) Obtaining a generalization measure

All ed.ucational programs are based on the premise

that as a result of being "educated" or trained a person

will generalize what he has learned to other situations.

Therefore, Objective Behaviour Change Scores were also

computed for the parents who were videotaped teaching ttreir

child a second skill. This was considered as a measure

of generalization - this is the parent's ability to

transfer the skills learnt for teaching one skill to teaching

a completely unrelated ski1l. Unfortunately, the accuracy

of the score as a true indicator of generalization must

be considered as doubtful. Ttre fact that the parents were

requested to start teaching a second skill immediately

following the video-recording of the first skill wouÌd

possìJcly have resulted in contaminations from practise

effects, and the possible realization by the parents of the
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true purpose of the observation. Vfhile one parent

openly reveafed. this realization, it is impossible to

know how many other parents correctly estimated the

expe.iimenter I s intentíons . AIso there r,'rere problems

in getting some parents to start teaching a second skiI1,

as they fel-t this may interfere with the child learning

the first skiIl. ln other cases time prevented recordings

being taken.

The possibility of obtaining a true objective generalization

measure (without tJ:e parents awareness of what was being

recorded) was considered by examining the parents I attempts

to obtain the childrs attention and co-operation. However,

it soon became obvious that some parents had no tror¡ble in

getting their childts attention and co-operation, so the

generalization of the teaching skills could not be measr.rred

for aII the parents in this way.

Thus it can be concl-ud.ed that the present study díd

not allow adequate examination of the generalization of

the skills training techniques to teaching new behaviours.

validity of the use of 3 domains of measuremenÈ.

The use of three measures - O.B.C.S. rS.O.S.,

and U of W.S. - in determining the overall success (S)

value for each parent needs some justification. The

measurîes, that is the observed behaviour changes (the

o.B.C.S.), the parents factual reports of what they did at home

(the u. of !,I.S.), and their subjective opinions (S.O-S.) were

given equal weightings after careful consideration- It is

commonly stated in the literature that parent's perceptions
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must be seen as a val-uable measure of the intpact of the

treatment. (Tendall et aI, 1974¡ Eyberg & Johnson, 1974) .

In fact, "objective documentation of change in the absence

of positive reports from parents might wel-l be viewed as

an indication of overly specific measurement procedures

that detect results of tittle significance". (Kent & orLeary

l-976, p.588).

Details from home visits reveal this potential danger.

The behaviour of some parents, while being observed, did show

reactivity. For example, PauIts mother suddenly remembered

the use of task analysis half way through the second' post-

intervention trial, and quickly changed. her teaching technique.

other parents showed distinct behaviour changes towards

their children, depending on whether the video recorder

was on or off.

Another reason to consider the parents t opinions of

equivalent importance as the objective details, was a practical

one. one could argue from the o.B.c.s. and s.o.s. measures'

that some parents did tearn the teaching skills successfully,

yeÈ did not appreciate the fact. (For example Darrenrs

father and chantal's mother). If this is so it is unlikely

that these parents wíIl maintain the new skills, if their

appreciation of their value is minimal- For a program to

be considered successful, it seems that an important

prerequisite is that the parents see their new behaviours

as more adaptive than their previous teaching techniques.

fhe parents use of workshop score \^/as given equal

weighting in determining the success vafue because, for

the workshop to be considered a success in a practical

sense, it was crucial that the parents \dere running a

program and using the techniques at home apart from the
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times when home visits for observation were made. The

underlying aim of the workshop was for the parents (that

is the person with the greatest potential as an effective

change agent - through having most control over the child.'s

environment) to learn behavioural strateg-'i-es for skills

training. However, the workshops could hardly be considered

successful- if the parents learned the teaching skills - yet

failed to apply them in the childrs natural environment.

lttre use of workshop score measured tlte parents t degree of

ap-olícation of the principles in the home, and therefore

was considered a vitally important measure in determining

a "success" value for each parent.

For the above reasons. it was decided to give tJle

three outcome measures equal weightings in determining

the overall success rating for each parent.

(e) Measurinq Child Behaviour Changes

Given that the overall aim of any parent training

program is to instigate changes in tJle childrensr behaviours

(o'DeII, 1974), an evaluation which does not examine children's

behaviours could be considered incomplete. T|rere v¡ere a

number of problems associated in measuring the childrens'

behaviour changes in the present study.

fhe most obvious problem was tJtat the children were

all learning different tasks, and therefore a general non-

specific rating score of improvement was needed, in order to

be applicable to aII of the targeted skills. Further, in

order to attribute the chil-d's improvements (as measured b1t

tl-e rating scale) to the parents new learning skiJ-ls, it was
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crucial that each childrs target did not change during the

three month evaluation. However, changes were evident in

three of the children, (due to the parents understanding the

need to shape new behaviours through the use of task analysis)

and this meant that ttre improvement ratinqs of these children

were not comparable to the improvements of the other children'

whose target did not change.

This problem was overcome to a degree, by examining

the childrens I amount of attention to their task (regarclless

of what it was), and (where it was observed) the amount of

inappropriate behaviour displayed by the child to establish

an improvement score which was comparable across all of the

children. The main limitation of the O.I.S. (objective

improvement score) is that it does not take account of the

childrenrs target behaviours, which were the primary behaviours

the parents sought to change.

(f) The prob lems associated. with conducting applied research

The present experimental design enabled only indirect

analysis of tfie relative effectiveness of the individual

components of the workshop by showing group variations in

the acquisition of certain skills. For example, the group

as a whole seemed to gain more skills in giving eifective

prompts, than ignoring inappropriate behaviour (see Table 4),

indicating the superiority or relatively greater concentration

of one aspect of the training course over another. Ho\¡/ever,

the methodology did not permit direct analysis of the

components of the course. It cannot be concluded from this

study which parts of the workshop produced the observed
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changes in parent behaviours, only that the combination of

r,'erbal instructions, videotapes, role play and homework was

effective for some parents. It rvould be interesting to

know the value of each component in teaching the parentrs

the skills, but the practical and ethical problems in

isolating variables in an environment functioning as a

cornmunity service, (not a research la.borator!) r prevented

this type of evaluation,

Further, the possibility of using a reversal or multiple

baseline experimental- design to prove the causal connection

between participating in the program and changes in

behaviours, was rul-ed out for the same ethical reasons.

That all of the parents attending the workshops, changed

their behaviours to some degree, to be more in line with

these behaviours emphasized as important at the workshops,

seemed to give enough evidence as to the causal connection

between treat$ent and effect. Johnny's father, v/ho dropped

out after on week (yet objective records were stilf taken -

see Table 11), added further evident to support the connection,

for he was the only parent to actual-Iy "näG 
decrease in

teaching skitls when comparing his before and after video

recordings.

Overall, the biggest methodological problems arose out of

the decision to conduct applied research

The anticipated size of tJ:e parent group was originally

12 couples (twenty four parents). Due to a nuniber of personal

reasons, three couples did not conmence a workshop, and one

couple and one father dropped out after the first session. For

alt but one of these parents (.lohnnyts father), any measurement
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of behaviour became unattainable for tJle same personal reasons

that they dropped out. The adþerence to strict methodological

standards was often outside the experimenterrs control. To

ensure uniform instructions were given to the parents regarding

the recording sessions, and that the content of the workshops

on Monday and Tuesday night remained quantitatively and

qualitatively similar, relied totally on the staff's motivation

to aíd the progress of the research. However, the presence of

the experimenter at all the sessions, provided a constant

reminder to the teachers, and minimal variations in presentation

were evident.

Problems such as these can all be attributed to the

Iimítations of working within tJ-e confines of an established

service unit (and therefore having no control over the variãbles),

rather than a lack of concern for measurement, and thereby limit

the strength of the conclusions which can be drawn from the

research. For examplerthe smal-I number of the subjects means

the conclusions draw¡r in determining preaictive measures of

success can only be considered as tentative.

Nevertheless the methodological proUtemsaTmentioned above,

does not invalidate the entire piece of research. A number of

practical suggestions and implications can be made in light of

ttris study, and some crucial areas of future research can be

highlighted. These issues will be raised in tJle next section.
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IV. THE PRACTIC.AL TMTPLICATIONS Ol- TFIE PRESBNT EVA]-UATION AND TIìE

DTRECT'ION OF FUTURE RESEARCH

The emphasis in the parent training literature at present,

is stitl on the demonstration of causal relationships between

the training programs and changes in parent and child

behaviour (O'Dell- t 19'14). It now seems crucial for research

to move beyond demonstrating the well demonstrated, and look

at the specific parameters and procedures needed for the most

effective training of parent groups. As stated by Keeley et al

(L976r page 302): "researchers must stop ftooding the literature

with demonstration studies of the obvious and sometimes trivial

and accept the responsiJcilíty of studying complex cruciaf

problems in complex settings. "

The present study made use of multiple measures of

assessment to determine the "oveIaII" outCome of the workshopst

and not just the behavioural outcome. Ítre ímportartce of using

su-òh measures does seem to have been weIJ- supported by the

findings. ltre implication of these resufts for the future

effectiveness of the functioning of the Family Training Unit

is of paramount importance.

The F.T.U. needs to consider its aims and philosophy,

and to consider the unit's effectiveness in fulfilling these

aims, in the light of present evaluation. A nurnber of changes

seem necessary if the original philosophy and sims of the

F.T.U. are stitl valued by the staff. That is' if skills

trainíng is to be maintained as the primary service of the

F.T.U., workshop changes must be considered to ensure all of

the parents attending future workshops are under the functional

control of the staff. For example, tighter attendance

contingencies (perhaps based on homework or graphing), more
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home visits and more rigorous fol-1ow-up seem important

variabl-es to be considered.

It seerns that previously held assumptions about the course

content and structure need to be questioned in light of the

present stud.y. For example, the necessity of bottt parents

attencling the workshop, for maximising the effects of the

program, seems dotrbtful, as does the assumption that the

present course can be satisfactorily applied to deal with

chifdren exhibiting behaviour problems.

The present evaluation must be seen as more provocative

than definitive One main purpose has been to indicate

fruitful- directions for future research to take. The

effectiveness of the skills training course must be examined

systematically. Many variables, which for practical and

ethical reasons, remained constant ttrroughout the present

research need to be investigated, to determine ways of

increasing the parent's ability to learn and apply the skills

they were taught in the workshoP.

Íhese would incfude:

(a) Program participation contingencies. - Would the

parents gain more from the course' if their attendance

each \^reek was dependent on their completing some

homework and producing evidence of completion? Would

an entrance fee to be returned if a personal program was

pursued, motivate all the parents to appJ-y their new

skills at home? The need to experimentally investigate

questions such as these seems a crucial part of future

research.

(b) Follow-up investigations, considered a foremost concern

of applied research (celfand and Hartman, 1968, Kazdin

and Bootzin, 1972), were in the present study limited to
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telephone checks approximateJ-y three months after the completion

of the workshop. More conbrolLed forlow-ups seems important in

determining the maintenance of the skills - training program,

allow with the possjJcle added advantage of the fotlow-up acting

as a variable ratio reínforcer.

(c) A technology to investigate the generalization of the parents

new skills is needed. The generaLization measure used in the

present study, \^¡as considered an unretiable measure, for the

reasons mentioned above. One possible measure of generalization.

which could be used, is to assess the parentsr ability at teaching

a skíII to the retarded chifdren's sjlclings, before and after the

workshop. However, it was not possible to use this with all_ of

the families in the present study as in two families the siJclings

were a1I in their late teens, or had left home.

(d) The cornponents of the workshop, both what was presented to the

parents and how the informatíon was presented, needs to be

examined in a series of controlled studies, such as Johnson and

Brown (1969), who found modelling more effective than direct

instruction. The inclusion of a textbook for parents such as

Patterson and Guillon's, "Living wittr Children" (1971), or

Baldwin's "Isnrt it time he outgrew this." (l-973), could also

be systematicalJ-y investígated by comparing parent groups.

(e) The need for a separate course to deal with behaviour problems

seems urgent, and thus research must be pointed in this direction

to devise the most efficient course for parents with retarded

children, exhiJ¡iting behaviour problems.

(f) Quantitative assessment (either subjectively or objectively) of

intervening variables such as the parents' self esteem, optimism,

and expectations of tìeir öhild is needed to d.etermine how far

these varia-bl-es ef fect parent success.

Overall, it seems that the need for further research is real in
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facil-itating greater effectiveness in future parent training work-

shops run by ttte unit. Howevet:' there is the danger that

controlling variables and introducing precise methodological

procedures may result in the parents feeling that they are littl-e

more than deceitfully employed sgbjects used for experimentation,

rather than needy individuals responding to a sincere community

service.

This change in attitude is bound to contaminate the resul-ts

of future research, as well as reduce the numbers of satisfied

parents attending the workshop.

ÍLrus, the procedures of future resarch in the area of parent

training must be considered.

CONCLUSION

The most significant contribution of the present study to

parent training research is the development of measurement

techniques which evaluate the objective and subjective effects

of the programme for each parent' as well as the behaviour

changes evident in each child.

Such a comprehensive (and apparently valid) evaluation is

not evídent in any of t]-e current literature, but ís obviously

crucial in the future planning and management of parent

groups.
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APPENDTX A: THE CONTRACT

TF1E FAMILY TRATNTNG UNIT (TRS)

''A COMMUNITY EDUCATIONAL SBRVICE''

SERVTCES CONTRACT Education Program A

To be accepted by the Famíly Training Unit to
participate in Education Program B' you should:

(1) Be a parent of an intellectually handicapped person and,/or be
working Ín a community setting with intellectually handicapped
people.

(2) Must be able to attend each and everysession as scheduled for this
particular training Progranì.

(3) Be able to practice regularly your "behaviour changing" skills as
you continually learn by actively teaching your child'

(4) Be willing to conscientiously do the learning assignments, make

observations, record behaviours etc. aS required by your Trainer.

On successful completion of your course, lhe Family Training Unit will
provide to you:

(A) Direct consultations and assistance to establish learning programs
in your home or work setting on a continuing basis.

(B) Access to the learning ïesources of the Family Training unit -
consultant personnel, a specialized tibrary, training tool.s

(C) Opportunity to increase your "behaviour changing" skills by
inviting you to participate ín other learning workshops.

I agree to participate in Education Program A in accordance with the
conditions outlined.

Date: Signature:

on successful completion of this training program' The Family Training
Unit witl provide
stated services.

Date
Signed:

'l'rar_n

the
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APPENDIX B: MATN AREAS OF TNTEREST

Physical Development

(standing, walking, manipulating things)

Toilet Training

Dressing or Undressing

Language Comprehension

(understanding speech and being able to follow instructions)

Language Expression
(using language meaningfully)

Social Skills
(shopping, using public transport, meeting peopfe etc.)

Problem Behaviours

(temper tantrums, aggression, self-destructive behaviour,
stereotyped. behaviours )

Play

Any other area of particular interest to you
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APPENDIX C

FAIVIILY TRAINING T^IORKSHOP _ POST SESSTON EVAI,UATTON

DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON THTS1 BE FRANK AND HONEST.

SESSTON NUMBER: MONDAY ,/ TUESDAY

I How much did you like this session? not
at all

I

How much did you participate in tJ:e
session? not

at all

Not at all helpful
Not very helpful
Moderately helpful
Helpful
Very helpft:I

somewhat
veïy
much

2 3 4

somewhat

5

very
much

2

I 2

3. What did you like most about the session?

4. l,that did you like least a-bouÈ the session?

Rate each of the following components on these 2 scales:

HELPFUL SCALE ENJOYMENT SCALE

3

Did not like at all
Did not like much

Liked somewhat

Likeable
Liked very much

4

1234

l-234

1234

1234

5

I
2

3

4

5

I
2

3

4

5

HELPFUL SCAIECOMPONENT ENJOYMENT SCATE

5

5

5

5

5

5

I

2

3

4

5

6

12345

12345

12345

12345

12345

12345

1234

L234
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CHECKITST
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THE DEVEIOPMENT OF YOUNG

MENTATLY HÂNDICAPPED CHTTDREN

TTTE BEHAVTOTJR CTÍECKT,TST
+-

llhe Behaviour Checklíst ls based on a d.eveJ-opmental chart (The lortage
Guid.e ta Early Blucation) which look.s at deveLopnent tturing the early
years of 1Ífe.

The Checkllst contains a list of skil1s that children Iea¡n d.uring the
early years of life. The ekills have been grouped. into 5 areas of
d.evelopment and within each area they have been further groupetl into
sections

Self;Heþ Socialísatlon

Feetiing

lressing
loiletting
Cleanliness

Mobility
IÏand Manigrlation
Coordination, Arms

and. Legs.

137

Sectlon 1. Social - Personal
Relationships

sectÍon 2. solitaqr 
ffi*"9girr" pr"y

Cog'nitive

1.

2.

Section 1.

Section 2.

Section J.
Section {.

Motor

Sectfon 1.

Sectlon 2.

Section J.

Section 1.

Section 2.

Section J.

Blocks

Pr¡zzles

Basíc Qoncepts

],anguage

Section 1.

Sectlon 2.

Section J.

Receptive language

Bpressíve tranguage

Grarnmar

Each section consists of a seqirence of skiLls arranged. in the ord.er in
which children usually develop them, with the more advanced. skil1s given
fÍrst and the earliest skills last. The first iten within each section
has been boxed. in and. the skills listed. below this first iten are ones
that child.ren d.evelop prior to achieving thís. Hence each section gives
the rrstagesrt cl.Íld.ren go through in reaching the more advanced skil1.



).

4.

The nain afuos'of the Cfteck1ist are:

a) îo help parents, teachers, nuir$es--and=ar5roneeLse-.lrorking with the
nentally handicapped, to OBSLRVT their chi_1dren.

b) no give sufficient detail of d.evelopnent for those working wlth the
mentally hand.ícapped to view it SYSTH\IATICAIIY and as a SEQUEIilCE.

c) lo help those working with the mentally handicapped to work out their
childrents STRI,IVGTHS and 1/,IEAKI\IESSES in readiness for pLANN-ING
activfties and prog?arunes.

The Checklist attompts to g'ive an ld.ea of the sequences of d.eveloprnent
1n different areas. A knowled.ge of the sequences wílI help Ín charting
the childrs present leve1 of d.evelopment. By looking at the next stage
we calL think ahead.. There Ís no evídence to suggest that these d.evelop-
mentaL sequences are clffferent in the nornal ancL nentally hand.ioapped
chÍ]d. A najor difference is the speed. of d.evelopnent. Many aspects
of d.evelopnent take a long time to eone in the raentarty handicapped
chÍl-d. lr/e want to ask why they are not appearing and. how we can help
to bring thern about.

E. ZOPPA

FamilY Training Unit
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ç9UPTETING TnE sErtÀwouF. cmcKlrsT

rn order to obtaín a record. of the chird.rs d.everopaent, circle the
ru¡mbered itern lf the child has learnt the sk111.

rf you cÍrc1e the first iten in the section (the boxed. itero) thereis no need. to answer the remaining items within the sectioni go onto the next seotion.

If you do not clrc
within the section

1e the boxed. item, you should. an
circle ftems if it is s

doíns at present or used. to

Mar:y of the iteros you uil1 be able to answer straight ar¡ay. For
others you will have to obserre or test the child io see what (s)
he can d.o.

rf there are any items you cannot answer please Índ.icate by marking
thern (eg. ?).

items
1d is



'440 "..SELF-HELP

25

24

23

22

21

20

SECTION 1. FEEDING

Opens $ pint rnilk carton.

6rrts soft food.s with knÍfe (eg. bananas, baked potatoes, sausag:es).

Serves self at table and passes servÍng dish.

HeLps set table by correctly placÍng plates and utensils wtth
verbal cluee.

Sen¡es self at table, parent holding serrring dlsh.

Uees lallfe for sproading soft toppings on toast or bread, ("g.
soft butter, ja.m, vegemite).

Clears place at tabIe.

Cleans up sp1Ils gettÍng own c1oth.

Feed.s se1f éntire ¡nea1 (using spoon and fork).

Stabs food with fork and brings to mouth.

Scoops with fofk.

Sucks llquid from glass or cup ueing strav¡.

tr¡eeds self using: spoon and cup wlth some spilling.

Hold.s and d.rinks fro¡n cup with one hand..

Eats table food with spoon ind.ependently;

Takes spoon filled with food to rnouth with heIp,

Holds and. drlnks frora cup us5.ng two hand.s.

Feed.s self with flngers.

Eats semi-solid. foods (eg, bananas¡ toast, bread) fed by ¡rarent.

Drlnks from cup held. by parent.

Direets bottle by grriding it toward rnouth or by Ershing it away*

HoIds bottle without help while drínking.

Eats stralnecl foods fed. by parent.

Reaehes for bottle.

Sucks and. swallows llquid.

( 10r)

(102)

Itoo¡

o4)

(8r)

(82)

fie)

(tz¡

(68)

(5r)

(46)

(2e)

(ze)

(26)

(15)

(r¿)

(12)

(11 )

(10)

(e)

(8)

(6)

(r)

(4)

1g

18

17

16

15

14

1'

12

11

10

9

I
7

6

5

4

,

2

1

(r)

26 Picks up, carrÍes and- sets dovm cafeteria tray.

(r )
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SECTTON 2. DRESSTNG

Selects approprlate clothi.ng for temperature and occasion.

Ties shoes.

Laces shoes.

D¡esses self compLetely, Íncluding all front fastenlngs except tÍes.

Buckles and unbuckles belt on dress or pants aJâd. ghoes.

Buttons own cl-othing.

Unbuttons olrn c1othLng.

Rrts on boots or shoes.

Suttons large buttons on button board or jacket placeil on table.

Unbuttons large buttons on button board or jaoket placed on table.

fnitiates and. conpletes dressing and und.ressing except fasteners
75/" of time,

Ðæesses se1f with help on Junpers; shirte and all fasteners.

Find"s front of clothing.

Pute on coat, jumper, shírt.

Rrts on socks.

Takes off sinple clothtng (eg. pantso dressr) ttrat has been
wrfastenetl.

I R¡ts on shoes.

7 Ztps and. unzips large zÍpper without working catch.

6 Takes off pants when r:nfastened.

5 Takes off coat when unfastened..

4 lakes off shoee when laces are untied and loosened.

J nrshes arrns through sleeves, legs through pants.

2 Pr¡11s off socks.

1 Holds out. a:ms and legs while being d.regsed..
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(104)

24

2'

22

21

20

19

18

17

16

15

14

1'

12

11

10

9

c%I
(ro¡

(se)

(81 )

(80)

(zt ¡

(zo¡

(6?)

(66)

(65)

(58)

(54)

(sz¡

(51)

(50)

(n)

(r5)

(24)

(2r)

(22)

(zt)

(20)

(1e)

(11)

25 Ties hood. strings.
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(1o1¡

(85)

(76)

(57)

( le¡

Gt)
(+t ¡

(rB)

(r4)
0z¡

1zl)

qrz)

SFICTION 5 ¡ TOTI.ETTTI\TG

11 Goes to bathroon in time, und.resses, wipes seLf, flushes toilet,,
and. d.resses unaíded..

10 ï'Iakes fro¡n sleep d.uring nieht to use toilet or stays d.zy all night.

9 Males urinate in toilet stand.ing up.

I trlakes up d.ry two nrornings out of seven.

7 Stays d.ry d.uring naps.

6 Asks to go to bathroom during day in tirne to avoid. accidents.

5 Uses bathroom for bowel movernents, one daytime accid.ent per week.

4 Ïlrlnates or defecates in potty three times per week when placed. on
potty.

I asks to go to bathroom even if too late to avoid. accidents.

2 uses words or g'estures ind.icatÍng need to go to bathroom.

1 SÍts on potty or infant toilet seat for ! nínutes.

SECTION 4. CTEANTTNESS

14 Adjusts water temperature for shower or bath.

Conbs or brushes long hair.

Bmshes teeth"

Bathes self except for back, neck and. ears.

Wlpes and blows nose 751, of the tíme when needed without remind.ers.

l¡/ashes hands and. face.

Bmshes teeth when given verbal lnstnrctions.

Blows nose when remind.ed..

trrrashes ovrn allrts and legs while being bathed.

I,rlashes hand.s and face using soap when adult regulates l¡ater.

B:rushes teeth in imitation.

DrÍes hand.s without help when given tor¡¡eI.

Talces towel frorn parent and. wipes hand.s and face.

Puts hands in water and pats wet hand.s on face Ín irnltatlon.

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

,
2

1

(gt)

'(86)

(84)

(ze¡

(71)

0+¡

(6t)

(60)

(qg)

(+o¡

0e¡
(r1)

(27)

(1 6)

12 Flncls correct bathroon in public plaoe,
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26

143SOCÏATISATTON

SECT]ON '1 . SoCTAL -' PFIìSoNII RELATIONSHTPS.

28 Acts out narts of storyn playing part or using puppets.

Comforts playmates in distress.
fmitates adult roles (eg. playing mothers and fathers, d.octors
and nurses.)

Asks permission to use objects belongíng to others 75/" of the tirne.
Apologises without re¡aind-er 7Jd of the 'bime.

Cooperates with ac1u1t requests 751, of the time.
Says please and thank you rrithout reninder ,@1, of the time.
Asks permissj-on to use toy that peer is playing with.
Greets familiar adults without rernind.er.

Says please and. thank you when remind.ed..

Cooperates with parental requests 5Ø, of the time.
Greets peers and faniliar persons when remj.nd.ed.

Shares object or food when reguested. with one other child.
Repeats actions that produce laughter and attention,
IIugs and carries doll or soft toy.

11

ruritates adult in siurple t+r,sks (eg. shakes clothes, puts away toys.) (zg)
Initates novements of another child. at play (eg. pushing toys, /ôo\block-bui1d.ing, wavingItbye-byerr). \¿s,/

Squeezes or shakes toy to produce sound. in imitation. (25)
Shows response to own name by looking or reaching to be picked. up. (24)
Hugs, pats, kisses faniliar persons" (2t)
lnlaves bye-ble in imitation of adult. '(ZO)

Claps harrds together in imitation of adult. (19)
Vocalises to get attention (17)

Seeks eye-contact often when attended for 2-3 mlnutes (eg:. dr.rríng (5)feeding, bathing, changing clothes, play).
Reaches for faniliar people. (10)

Pats and pu1ls at adult facial features (eg. hair, nose, glasses). (8)
Smiles and. vocal-ises to rnirror image" (7)

Smiles in resT;onse to attention by ad-ult. (Z)

(8r)

(7e)

0e)
25

24

2t
22

21

20

19

1B

,17
16

15

14

11

12

(tz¡
(68)
(61)

07)
( 56)

(54)

Qt)
(44)
(qt)
(+z)

3e¡
o5)

10

9

B

7

6

5

4

,
2

1
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SECTTON 2. SO]-¡TTARY+COOPERATTTfrE PI"{,Y

Plays with { - I other children on cooperative activity ínvolving
some degree of organisation (eg. playíng Íhouse'r , tag, ringa-rosy,
block constmction games) without constant supe:rrision,

Prays with 2 - J chÍId.ren for 20 ninutes in cooperative activity
(eg. bike riding),

1,r¡i11 take turns with I - p nther children (eg" tea-parties, sand
playr using pl-aygror:nd equipnent).

Plays near and. talke with other chil-d.ren when working on o$¡rl
project for J0 minutes (eg. sand play, block play).

\¡iilL take turns with 2 - J other children (eg. hop-scotch, ball
Samer rflond.on Bridge).

Follows rules in group Banes led. by adult (eg. sinple nusÍcar games
suCh as frDrop the llankietr, ItFarrner in the Del1.tt)

Plays rrd.ress-uptt gahes in adult clothes.

P1ays with 2 or J peprs (eg. pushing and pulling toys, playing
with ball, looking at picture books).

Hand.s book to adult to read. or share wlth him.

Takes part in game such as pushing car or rolling ball with
another child. for 2 - ! ninutes.

Plays uith one other child., each dolng separate activity (eg.
block buí1d.1n9, pushing toy; dotl play).

Playo alone contèntedly, not necessarily in sight of adult, but
near ad.ult activity for 15 - ZO minutes (with objects such as soft
toy, kitchen utensils, roobiles, rattles.)

Plays unattended for 10 minutes within sight of ad.ult (soft toys,
rattles etc. )

(ze¡

1'

12

11

10

(tq)

(zo¡

(6e)

(6r)

(re)

(55)

(qg)

(41 )

Gt)

(11)

(ro)

( 16)

( 14)

9

I

7

6

5

4

t

2

1

Follows rrrles of
frm Thinking of

(eg. [hrenty q,uestions,14 verbal reasoning game
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22

21

20

1g'

1B

17

16

1'

14

1'

12

11

10

9

I
7

6

5

4

t
2

1

MOTOR

SECTION 1. üOBIT,TTY

Moves fror¡ si.tting to sta.nding position.

[akes a few steps without support.

lÂIalks with ¡nlnfm¡m ald..

Lowers seLf fron standing to sÍttlng posLtion.

Stands alone for one minute.

Fulls self to standing position.

Pulls self to on-lmees posLtlon.

Roeks back and forth on hand.s and. lo:ees.

Sits without hand support.

Moves froru stonaoh to sftting position.

Site self supported.

Crawls one body length to obtain object.

Bou¡ces up ancl dour in standing posltlon whlle being supported.

Stands wfth roaxiûum support (eg. wt¡en hel<t around. the r*aiat).

Malntains eitting posltlon, with support (eg. ptllows) tor 2 minutes.

Pu1ls to sitting position when grasplng adult flngers.

th¡rns fro¡n back to stomach.

Rol1s from back to sid.e.

Moves fo::ward. one body length on stomach.

RoLls fron etomach to back.

Tr:¡ns fron stomach to sid.e¡ nafntains position 5O/" .f the tine.

HoLd.s head ancl chest ereet supporteil on one ern.

( 15)

(+z)

(45)

(44)

(lz'¡

(x)
(tt¡
(ro)

(27)

(25)

(24)

(22)

(21)

(20)

( 1e)

( 16)

(14)

(1 r)

(12)

(11)

( ro)

(e)

(7)

2t . l.üaÌks intlepenclently.
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(ze

Q¡
(tt
(65

(6q

31

to
29

2d

27

26

2'
?fr

2'
22

21

20

19

18

17

16

15

14

1'
12

11

10

MOTOR

SECTTOI\T 2. TIAI\TD }'IANIFTILATION

I'o1tls paper squate 2 times on diagonal in inítation.
Colou¡s, remaining withÍn Iínes 9jy'o.

Hlts nail with hammer.

Can copy snall letters.
Èints oapital letters¡ large, single, an¡mhere on Baper.
Cuts out and. pastes sinple shapes.

Draws simple recogrrisable picture such as house, man, tree.
Screws 1ltl on jar.
Makes cLay shapes with 2 or j parts (eg. nan, cat).
Copies serles of connected. V strokes VlfffnnrV
Draws a Y stroke in inltation.
Snlps with scissors.
Grasps pencil bet¡¡een thr:mb and. foreflnger, resting on thlrd. fing:er,
UnscreÌ¡s nestÍng toys.
Folds paper in half in irnitation
Turns d.oor knobs, hand.les etc.
Strlngs { large bead.s in 2 minutes.
D¡aws (+) rn imitation.
D¡aws a horlzontal line in imitation.
ûrar;r¡s a vertical line in imitation.
Scribbles.
Manipulates toy or object (eg. rings a bell, puts toy in box,
bangs a spoon pushes a nobj.Ie toy).
Turrrs pages of book several at a time.
usee pincer g?asp (thurob ar¡d forefinger) to plck up an abject.
Retains 2 one-lnch cubes in one hand..

Transfers object from one hand to the other.
Shakes or squeezes object placed. Ln hand..

Holcls and. examínes offered. object for at least one minute.
Puts object in mouth.

Reaches anci grasps object in front of hin.
Reaches for object 6 - 9" in front of him.

(157)

(126)

(121)

(119)

(117)

(112)

(11 1)

(110)

(105)

(1or)
(5erc
(5r,c

(ez

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

9

I
7

6

,
4

,
2

1

(rr,c
(z9 re
(28rc
(t9 re

(5)

(r)
(1)

(26

(

(

(

(

(1t
(tz

)

)

)

)

)

)

,

)

S

t9
t2
29

28

S

,s)

Prints nane on paper using large lines (l-2" htgh).,2
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,t Hangs 10 seconds from horizontal bar bearíng own wefght on asns.

t2 Junps from height of 12rr and land.s on barls of feet.
,1 Ricles a bicycle.
,O Hits ball with bat or stiek.
29 Can junp rope by self (in skipping).
28 Catches soft bal1 or bean bag with one hand.
27 clfuobs up step ladders or steps 1o feet hfgh to el-ide.
26 skipe.
25 llops on one foot ! suoeesíve tÍmes.
24 Petlals tricycle turning corne?.
2, I¡/alks down stairs, alterrcating feet.
22 Bounces and catches large ball.
21 Jurnps baclc,rards 6 tirnee.
2?t Junps over string 2 Ínches off the floor.
19 Jrrmps forr,¡ard 10 times without fa11ing.
18 Runs changing direction (eg. from left to right.)
17 Catohes ball with 2 hands.
16 Marches.

15 trlalks up stairs, alternatlng feet.
14 Petlals tricycle J feet.
1, Rr¡ns 10 steps wÍth coordinated, alternating arn movement.
12 Kicks large ball when rolled to him.
11 Klcks large stationary balL.
10 throws ball to adult 5 feet a.way without adult noving feet.
9 lila1ks ttownstairs Lrith aicl.
I Junps ln pLaoe r¿ith both feet.
7 hfalks upstalrs wfth aid.
6 nrsf¡es and pulls toys (while walking).
5 Creeps downstai.rs, feet first,
4 Clinbs into adult chair, turns and. síts.
J Rotts a ball in imitation.
2 Creeps upstairs.
1 Flings objects haphazard.ly.

(140)

(118)

(112)
(12e)

(128)

(127)
(1 1B)

(114)
( 108)

( 107)

(106)

( 102)

(101 )
(10o)

(ee)

07)
0t)
(e2)
(tt¡
(87)

(86)

(s4)
(tø¡
(6e)
(68)
(66)
(61 )
(5e)

$e¡
(4e)
(+a)

(46)
(26)
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COGNTTTVE

SECTION 1¿ 3LOCKS

1, Arranges blocks in sequence of wid.th and leng:bh.

11

Matches equa,I sets to sample of 1 to 10 blocks (eg. pla,ce J blocks
on a sheet of paper; salr 'rput as ms,ny as f d.id. on the paperrr).

3uilds pyramid of 10 blocks in inj_tation.

Matches sequence or pattern of blocks.

3uilds a brid.ge with I blocks Ín initatíon,

Builds tower of 5 - 6 blocks..

Stacks I blocks on request.

fndivid.ually takes out 6 blocks from contaj.ner.

Puts small blocks ínto container.

Pushes I blocks train sty1e.

Puts J objects into a container, emptíes contaÍner.

Ptra.ces obje'ct in container in imitatíon.

Renoves object from open container by reachin€; into container.

(et)

(Br )

(Bo)

(st¡

$e¡
(70,u)

(17)

(15)

(+1,u)

( 10)

(z)

(¿)

(¡)

10

9

B

7

6

5

4

,

2

1
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-

SECTION 2. PVZZLES

11 Conpletes simple maze (draw tlouble lfnes about $" apart.)

<-(f:.nes $-rr apart)

1 49

ê8. (101 )

(

(

(

10

9

I

7

6

5

4

,

2

1

TeLls wh¿f,ts nissing when one object Ís renoved fron group or J.
Completes 6 piece yruzzJ.e without t:rial and. eïror.

Puts together J piece puzzle or fornboard..

Stacks 5 or nore rlngs on peg: in order (aocoriling to sÍze).
Puts together 4 part nestÍng toys.

Places 5 ror¡nd pegs in pegboard. on request.

Pute 1tt peg i_n pegboard.

Rgmoves 1n pegs frour pegboard..

Puts { rLngs on pego

Removes cirole from formboard.

(tz¡

(60)

(81,M)

(40)

(5zrtt)

(51,M)

t7)

)21

50'M)

¿1 )
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SECTTON 

'. 
BASIC CONCEFTS:

150

(1os)

105)

lot)
100)

(61)
(62)
(55)

(st7
(+t ¡
(t4)
(tz¡
(tt¡
('o)

28

27

26

25

24

2'
22

21

20

19

18

17

16

15

t4
1t

12

11

?0

Slght reads 10 printed. words.

Can add and subtract cornbÍnations to 7.
Copies d.iamond. shape.

Points to named. nu¡rerals 1 to 2J.

Matches capital to louer case letters (eg. [=¿, !=þ, Ç=c).
Narnes lower case letters of alphabet.
Futs numonals 1 to 10 in trrroper sequence.

Nanes capital- letters of alphabet.
Nanes I letters of alphabet.
Says letters of alphabet in ord.er.

Na¡¡es 10 m.¡merals.

Counts up to 20 items and tel1s how rnar5r.

Counts by rcte I to 20.

Matches symbols letters and mrmbers.

Names B colours.
Copies triangle on request.
Narnes I textures.
Picks up specifrerlnunUl of objects on request ( 1 - 5 ).
Names I shapee, E, /\, L) .

Names J colours on request.

D¡eaws a square ín initatÍon"
Counts to 10 objects In innitation.
Counts to I in initation.
Nanes biq and lltt1e objects.
Matches I colours.
Points to þ;þ anct littlg on request.
Matohes textures (eg. rough, snooth, soft, fuary).
Copies a circle.

99

9B

97

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

95

94

92

9O

BB

e7

B5

75

7t
67

66

6,
64

9

B

7

6

5

4

t
2

1

29 Counts by r.rte 1 to 100.
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SEC'NTON 1. RECEPTTVE LANGUAGE

24 Points to half and. whole objects on request. ( ro7, e)

2t

22

21

20

19

1B

17

Canpoint to most, least, few (eg:. set up g?oups of matches and.
ask child to point to group that has mostr least, few.)

Points to missing part of pictured object (eg. draw cup with
handle missing). 

.

P1aces objects behind., beside, next to.

Can find. .!g *d bottorn of items on request.

Can find pair of.objectsr/pictures on requestr(from groups of
assorted objects/pictures) .

Carries out a series of J directíons (eg. rrÇet you-r shoþs, si.t
down and put on your shoesrt).

Carries out a series of 2 unrelated. comnands (eg. ttGet the ball
and. close the d-ooril).

Points to long and. short object on request.

Points to boy-and girl on request,

Points to 10 body parts on request.

Polnts to object thatrris not _t'(eg. is not a ball).

Pla.ces object Ín, on and under on request.

carries out a series of 2 rel-ated. commands ( eg. ,First ttrink your
milk, then wipe your mouthtt).

Points to picture of conu¡on object d.escribed by its use (eg.'rshohr
me the one we sit onil).

Points to J body parts on self.

Points to 7 - 5 píctures in book when named..

Points to one body part on request.

Points to 12 famj-lfar objects when named..

Ûan trgive merr or trshow mefr on request (ínvolving choice from
2 - t iteme.)

Follows J fd.ifferent 1 step d.irections without gesture (eg. rgit
d.or¡¡ntt.. o o o ttstand. uprt. " ... o.tt0one hererr).

Stops activity at least momentarily when to1d. I'nor, 75/" of the tirne.

Places object in container on request.

Carries out simple d.i-rection (eg'r0ome here; Get the ¡"11rr) when
accompanied by gestures.

(8e)

( e¿, c)

( ee, c)

0e7

0t)

(71)

(61)

(+g rc)

(+r,c)

(42,c)

$2)

Oj,c)

Gj)

(40)

( 1B)

( 17)

(16 rc)

( 16)

( 15)

(14)

(5)

( I'c¡

(+)

16

15

14

15

12

11

10

9

I

7

6

5

4

1

2

1
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3o

z9
2B

27

26

25

24

2'
22

21

2d

19

1B

17

IANGUAGE

$ECTION 2. E)(?RESSIVE LANGUAGE

t1 Can rrtel1 me the opposite of .......rr (Hotr Tal1 etc.)

Defines words (eg rrwhat is a chaí_g, .gB,tt....etc.)
. Tells month and day of birthday.

Na.mes d.ays of week in order.
Ansv'rers rhrhyrt questions (eg. about daily experíences) wÍth an
explanation.

child tells what the has done after carrying out an actívity.
Tells telephone nu:nber.

Tells ad.dress.

Te11s famil-íar story without pictures for cues.
Names lonÉi and short.
SÍngs 5 lines of song.

Names one cent ! cent and 10 cent pieces.
Repeats familiar ih¡rmes.

Names objects as same and d.ifferent.
Tel1s how com¡con. objects are used. (eg. ,çhat d.o we do with
a gg,r baIl"etc.)
child. te1ls what he is doing when carrying out an activity.
Te11s which objects go together ( eg. r' cup and. rr

rPencil and. tt).

Tells full name when requested.
Tells if object is heariy or light.
Names action pictures (eg. rtr\lrlingrrr rjumpingn etc.)
Asks question, rtl¡/hat r s this (tfrat ¡ 2".
Names familiar environmental sounds.

Names { common pictures.
Uses word. for bathroorn need..

ITames J bod.y parts on a doll or other person.
Names { toys.
Names 5 other family members including pets.
says 5 d.ifferent word.s (raay use same word. to refer to clifferent
objects).
Uses single worrj. meaningfully to label object or person.
Combines 2 d.ifferent syllables in vocal_ p1ay.

Repeats same syllable 2 - J times (eg. nma, ma, mafr).

o6)

(ts¡
(104,c)
(102,c)

0t)
(gt)
(BB)

(87)

(er )
(81,c)
(tg,e)
(l+,c)
(70,c)
(61 ,C)

(66)
(65)

( 50, c¡

(62)
(+q,c)

(re, e)

(+t)
(37)
(27 ,c)
(tt1
(27)
(21)
(22)

(11)

16

15

14

11

12

11

10

9

I
7

6

5

4

t
2

1

(g)

(7)
(2)
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SECTION ,. cRAl[vlAR.

¿t Uses complex sentences (rShe wants me to eome in because _rr)

155

(84)

20

19

18

17

'16

15

14

It
12

11

10

9

I
T

6

5

USeS eOntfaCtiOnS ilCanrtrr, Itdonitil¡ ilWOnrt,,r.

Ilses compound. sentences (r rrit the ball and it went on the road).

üseg rtcouldrt and. rtt¡oufdr in speech.

Changes word. ord.er appropriately to ask questions.

Says ttls't at begínning of questions when appropriate.

Says trcanrr and rr wi11n occasionally.

Uses articleg; lhe, 3, in speech.

UseS possessive forr of norrns (eg. rrdaddyrsrt rr¿qg!-srr).

Says |tf , me minert rather than ovn: na.rIte¡

Uses trisrt in statenents (this is ball).

Ilses rfthisil ancl rtthatr in speech.

Uses regular plural forms (took/fooks).

Uses rtingrf verb form (rrrueing).

[Jggg tln6tr or rrnotil Ín speech.

Combines 2 words to express posession (aaaay car).

combines verb or norrn rvith rtheïe'r ttheren in 2 worct utteranee
(chaír here)

Corobines noun and. verb in 2 word phrase (aaaay go).

combÍnes noun or.adjective and. noun in 2 word phrase (tarr chair¡
my car, big ball).

Says ttal1 gonert.

Asks for rrmorett.

(77)

0r)
(74)

(68)

(5e)

(st¡

(i5)

(s+)

(lt ¡

(io1

(+g)

(+t)

(q+)

(s+)

(tt)

3z)

(ro)

(2e)

(11)

(12)

4

,

2

1
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APPENDIX E

HANDOUTS FOR PARENTS ON FORMULATING BEHAVIOURAL OBJECTIVES

BEHAVIOURÃL OBJECTIVES

When you have decided what you want to teach your child, you

formulate a behavioural objective.

A behavioural objective is an exact statement of just what

your child will do at the end of your program.

A behavioural objective is written in behavioural terms.

A behavioural objective is formulated in four parts

VTHO / WILL DO WHAT / UNDER I^IHAT CONDITIONS ,/ TO WUEI DEGREE OF SUCCESS

$tHo

WILL DO Ì¡IHAT

UNDER VIHAT CONDITIONS

TO WHAT DEGREE OF SUCCESS

the name of your child

will count, run, stand, show, point,
repeat, say, name, climb, etc.

how much assistance, e.g. in imitation'
without aid, with support, with verbal

cues, witJl parent guiding hand.

State how successful ttre child must be.

It might be I00% for some academic tasks

but only nine out of ten or five out of
seven tímes for certain other skills.
You decide what you call success.
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EXAMPLES OF CLEAR BEHAVIOUR.AL OBJECTIVES

Bonnie / wlJ-I put on his shorts / with one verbal prompt /
six mornings out of seven.

Barry / wi'Ii- sit at the dinner table / while the family eat

dinner / for ten minutes.

Sally / wILL point to red and bLue ,/ on reques|. / five times

out of five each.

PauL / button large buttons / wít-t, aid of the button being
pushed % of tJ-e way through the hoLe / Èen out of ten times.

Kathy / wll-J- imitate a, specific action of her fattrer ,/ on

request / nine times out of ten.

Sarah / wlLJ- walk from mother to father / wj-1l-llr one verbal
prompt ,/ a distance of ten feet.

Lynn / wiII stack blocks ,/ in ímitation of adult / five out

of six times.

J|IL/ / wíIl- name horse, cow, dog etc., when shown t}le appropriate
picture / wil.}:r one verbal prompt / ten out of ten times.

Tom / will drink from a cup / holding it with both hands / with
no spilling.
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APPENDTX F

HANDOUTS FOR PARENTS ON MEASURTNG AND RTCORD]NG ATTENTTON

A}ID CO-OPERATÏON.

ATTENTTON AND CO-OPERATTON - OBSERVATTON EXERCfSE

(1) f\,r¡o behaviours are to be observed independently.

(a) tvlaintaining eye contact:- Ttris beha-viour is occuring on1v
on those occasions when your child is looking directly at
your eyes. Looking at other parts of your body or looking
at you out of the corner of the eyes does not count as eye
contact.

(b) Sitting:- TLris behaviour is occurringi when your child is
sitting upright on a chair facing the front, attending to
whatever is in front of himr/her. Being half in or out of the
chair or having a leg slung over the side does not count
as sitting.

(2) Tlrree behaviour measures are to be recorded.

(a) The frequency of each behaviour
Ttris simply means the number of times during the observation
period that the behaviour occurs.

(b) The duration of each behaviour.
This refers to the length of time during which the behaviour
occurs. NormaLly duration is measured with a stopwatch which
is switched on when the behaviour commences ar¡d-switched off
when it ceases. If the behaviour occurs a nuniber of times during a
trial you simply keep on switching the watch on and off to record
the tota] duration of the behaviour.

(c) The latency of each behaviour.
This means how long after the request before the behaviour
occurs.

(3) Remember you are merely measuring the behavíours of attending and
sitting at this stage.

(a) Ttrerefore, give one prompt only" Ttris should be either "Iook
at me" or t'sit down".

(b) Do not reward or praise your child or give any sign of approval
or disappointment.

(c)

(d)

Take one behaviour at a time.

Do not attempt too many tríals a day.
For attending you should record a maximum of five trials per day.
For sitting you should record a maximum of t-hree trials per day.
These might well coj-ncide with meal times'



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

T7

18

19

20

2\

22

23

24

25

Comment
(if required)

Duration of
Eye Contact

(sec. )

Ho\^r Long Before
Chitd Looked

(Approx. secs.)

Was Eye Contact
Achieved
YES or .NO

Trial
No.

157.
ATTENTION RNCORD SIIEET EYE CONIB,CT

C'hild I s name Date
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ATTENT]ON RECORD SHEET SITTÏNG BETíAVIOUR

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

Ì3

T4

15

16

L7

I8

19

20

2L

22

23

24

25

Comment
(if required)

Duration of
Sitting

Behaviour (Secs. )

How Long Before
He,/She Sat

(approx. secs.)

Did child sir
(YES or No)

TriAI
No.

Chíldrs Name: Date:
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APPENDIX G

HANDOUT FOR PARENTS I ON OPERANT CONDITTONTNG THEORY AND PRACTTSE

Behaviour is controlled by its conseguences, that is, by the events

which follow it.

This is the most basis and important principle. ft represents a

complete about-face for ttrose who follow personality and other theories

which look to tJ:e past for the factors which control behaviour.

Only the consequences which irunediately follow a behaviour are

effective in controlling tJ:at behavior:r; tJ-at is, behaviour will

increase or d.ecrease according to what happens immediately after it.

ILre conseguen ces which follow a behaviour alter the future

probability or strength of that behaviour.

Since behaviour that has occurred cannot be altered, the events

which follow a behaviour make that behaviour either more or less

likely to occur in the future, e.g. if we praise a friend for cooking

a particular meal we alter tJ:e future probability of that behaviouri

tfiat is, our friend is likely to cook the dish more often in the

future.

Thus, by manipulating the consequences of a behaviour we can

influence the future probalrility of the behaviour.
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RBWARDÏNG

WHY REVüARD YOUR CHILD?

The basic premise is that all behaviour occurs because it.
provides ttre child with rewards. In other words, learning occurs
only when the child receives a reward for a behaviour, and conversely
does noÈ occur when no reward is fortt¡coming.

The baby learns to say t'ma-matt because saying itma-ma" provides
him witJl a big smile, a hug and words of praise from mottrer.

In short, rewarding motivates the child to learn. It also
lets him know when he has completed the task correctly, it provides
him with feedback.

WHAT KIND OF REWARDS SHOULD YOU GIVE?

Íhere are numerous potentíal rewards, but basically they faII
into two main groups:

(1) Food Rewards

(21 Social Rewards

satisfy the child's needs (hunger, thirst).

Social rewards are events which have been paired with food
rewards and have developed their own rewarding properties (e.9.
praise, smile, money, playing a gam, T.V., etc.)

In the early stages of a program you will normally pair together
food and social rewards (e.9. verbal praise plus chips or lollies.)
Later you can gradually withdraw food rewards.

What is rewarding for one child may not be rewarding for
another. You may need to try out a range of potential rewards.
Generally, however, some things act as rewards for most children
(e.g. food, attention). It is advisable to find more than one
reward as your child may lose interest if she/he continually receives
the same one. This is ca1led satiation.

HOW SHOULD YOU REWARD YOUR CHTLD?

Reward must be immediate. It must immediately follow the
desired behaviour.to have maxjmum effect, or you may reward an
undesirable behaviour.

Reward must be consistent. Your chilil witl then quickly
associate the desired behaviour with the reward.

Rewards should be given in very small amounts. Your chitil will
quickly lose interest if she,/he receives large amounts.

Food. rewards



l_6I.

PROMPTING AND FADING

You can use different sorts of cues to teach your child

behaviours. Spoken or written instructíons can be used., for example.

Ho\^rever, when these are not sufficient cues for behaviour

to occur, you can use prompts.

Prompts are extra cues tJlat are temporarily used to teach

a new behaviour. Tt¡ey make clear to your child what sher/he is

supposed. to do, and. your child is ttren rewarded for making the

correct response.

Prompts can be verbal, qestural, or physical.

As you child begins to learn you can gradually d,iscontinue

ttre prompts until they are no longer necessary and your child makes

correct responses without hetp.

This gradual removal of cues is called fading.



A

B

c.

D

Edible Rewards

fruit
ice-cream
cake
cordial

stamps
stars

fruit juice
jam
je1ly
chocolates

points
money

(Remember, yoü will normally need to give very small portions).

Token Rewards

To be accumulated and exchanged. for food, toys, activities etc.

POTENTTAL REI^IARDS

162.

smarties
potato chips
marshmallow
cake

poker chips
coupons

music (especially cassette tape)
riding a bicycle
painting
drawing
jewellery
note pads
whistles
marbles
badges
balls
access to pets
helping adults
building blocks etc.

Iook at child's efforts
teII child she/he is trying hard
hold childrs hand
hug the child
nod

Material- Rewards

toys (of child's own choice)
books
comics
watching T.V.
playing games
crayons
play money
make-up
being read a sÈory
cutting pictures
picture d.ominoes
puppets
clay etc.,

Social Rewards

praise
pat child on back
stand, close to child
smile
laugh with the child
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APPENDÏX H

RECORD SHEET FOR VÏDEO_OBSERVATION

Length of Trial:

Was the child successful?

l-2345

Amount of attention paid to task:

PARENT BEIIAVIOUR:

Requests:

Response to Appropriate:

Use of Prompts:

Response to fnappropriate Behaviour:

No. of times
requests made when

child attending

No. of clear
requests

No. of different
requests

No. of relevant
requests

Primary/SociaINo. rft.No. of partial
+ve

No. of t'+ve
rft"

No. of successes
(or approx. )

No. of
Ineffective
Physical P.

No. of
Effective
Physical P.

No. of
Physical

Prompts

No. of
Ineffective
Verbal P.

No. of
Effective
Verbal P.

No. of verbal
prompts

No. of times
attention

No. of times
contingent

rfÈ.

No. of times
contingent

punishment

No. of ti:nes
igrrored
talt.

No. of
times
ignored

What kind?

Was Task Analysis Used?
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APPENDIX Ï

PARENT COURSE EVALUATION

DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON THÏS PAPER: PLEASE BE FRANK AND HONEST

1. Were your expecÈations of t]¡is course fulfilled?

2. What did you like best a-bout this course?

3. What did you like least about this course?

4. If you had to change one thing al¡out the course, what would that be?

How strongly would you recommend this course to other parents?

1 2 3 4 5 (Circleanumber)

5

not at
all

very
strongly

6. How much do you approve of behaviour modification as a child
rearing technique?

1 2 3 4 5 (Circleanrurùcer)

not at
alI

Somewhat very much

7 How much improvement have you seen in your childrs behaviour since
the begínning of tJ:e course?

1 2 3 4 5 (Circleanurnber)

much
improvement

no
improvement

some
improvement

8. Rate the staff on how helpful they were. Then say what you liked
about each one, what you didnrt like and how each person could
become more effective in teaching the course.

Not Moderately Very
helpful helpful helpful

STAFF:

3I

1.

2.

3.

()
)

2 4 5 COMMENTS
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9. Do you feel more confident in your ability to help your child.ren?

Please add any other comments regarding the location, time, format,
etc. etc. of the Workshop so that we may consider changes which may
benefit future groups.
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PARNNT COURSE EVAT,UATION

Monday Group - 11 parents
Tuesd.ay croup - 4 parents

V'lere your expectations of the Course Fulfilled?
(10) - YES

- I didnrt know what the cotrrse was about r¡ntil the
5th or 6th week.

(4) - YES

2. V[hat did you like best?

(2) - Meeting other people with the same sorts of problems
- Discussion

Video
- Learning about slow learners

Helpful teachers
- Friendly atmosphere

Personal help we received wittr our own problems.

3. What did you like least?

- The repeated video in 3rd and 4th weeks
'Homework
- Coffee
- Theorizing¡ without adequate explanations and

examples.
- Discovering my inadequacies
- Could be condensed to 9 weeks
- I was made to feel aware of my limitations

and at times felt hopeless as a help to my child.

4. lrlhat Changes would you make?

- Coffee
- Use examples instead of theorY
- A more detailed teaching of how to fill in record

sheets before actually doing some.
- Make it longer - more discussions.
- More visual il-Iustration coul-d have been useful

especially regarding sequences of the checklist-

(nating Scale 1 ..... 5)

How strongty woutd you recommend this to other parents?

X = 4.9 x 5

G. How much do you approve of behaviour modification as a child rearing
technique?

x=4.7i=4-7

5
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7. How much improvement have you seen in your child since the
beginning of the course?

3.6 x 4.5

8. How helpful wêre the staff?

x

Mõnday

Sue
Peter M.
Derrick

5
5

4.9
4.7
4.6

Tue_sday

Peter W.
Ian

9. Do you feel more confident in your ability to help your child?

( 7) YES

- Somehwat
- Yes - as soon as I can overcome my disal:i1ity

in ignoring what my child does to get attention
lre may get further with teaching her.

ANY OTHER COMMENTS

- I found it most agreeably - thankyou! !

More house calls by staff.

- Course could be longer.

SÍmplify format of course.

- I would prefer an evening at the weekend.

Tuesday night would be better as parents looked tired -
had "monday-itis" attitude.

Wonderful to meet and talk to staff and other parents - Thankyou.
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APPENDIX J

PARENT ATTTTUDE INVENT'ORY (TNCLUDING SCORING

PROCEDURE

Family Training l,lorkshop - Parent Questionnaire

This Questionnaire is designed to see whether parents' attitudes
can be used as pred.ictors of performance in the F.T.U. Vùorkshops.
Your answers will be treated with strictest confidence solely for
the purposes of determining future changes in the F.T.U. I
would be most grateful if you would ansvrer as honestly as
possible.

NAME: AGE: 20-30 3L-4O 41-50 Over 50

HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATTON REACHED:

NAME OF CHILD: CHILDIS AGE

VüHAT I EXPECT(ED) FROM THE COURSE:

I AM VERY/FAIRY/NOT VERY CONFIDENT MY EXPECTATTONS WILL BE (Ì^IERE)

FULFÏLLED.



ATTITUDE SURVEY

Please indicate your agreement or <lisagreement to the folJ-owing
statements by circling the appropriate letter according to this
code:

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

1 Mentally retarded children do not really understand
discipline.

A

a

d

D

l_69 .

d

AadD

2. It is necessary to teach a child that he cannot always
have his o\^/n \^ray. A a d D

3 Parents should not praise a child for doing something
that he should ordinarily do. A d D

D

D

D

d

d

a

a

a

a

A
4

5

6

D

D

d

d

a

a

A
8

9

10

11

Beinq a success as a parent is a matter of hard work,
rather than a natural ability.

Most misforÈunes are the result of a lack of abílity
Iaziness or ignorance rather than bad luck.

Natural forces, not individuals, should discipline
the child.

A

7

When ever a child deserves a scolding, he should be
scolded tfrere and then, whether strangers are present A
or not.

Young people should always obey their parents because
they are their parents. A a d D

Vühèn someone doesnrt like you, there is very litt1e
you can do about it.

A

A child should never be forced to do something it doesntt
wanttodo. A a d D

Parents must insist upon complete obedience from their
children. A a

L2. Some children are born disruptive, and there is very
Iittle a parent can do. d

13. I often have no influence over the things that happen
tome. A a d D

D

D

d

aA

I4 Punishing bad behaviour is overall more effective than
praising good behaviour. A

15. How quickly a child develops is beyond the parentrs
control.

adD

DdaA
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10. Being a 'good' parent is something you have or you
have not got"

17. A child will learn to walk when he is ready and
parents can d.o little Èo hurry him up.

People's lives are controlled Èo a large extent by
accidental happenings .

19. No chil-d is completely unmanageable.

20. Any parent can controL his,/her child, if he/she has
the right techniques.

2I. It is impossìJc1e to gain control over the direction
your life is heading.

22. Children wiII learn for themselves to do the things
which are good for tl:em.

23. Mentally retarded children should be managed in the
same r¡ray as any other children as far as possiJcle.

24 It is much better for children to learn things by
trial and. error, than be shown the correct way by
their parents.

25. Retarded children are managed much more effectively
by trained persons than by ttreir parents.

26 Using rewards ís really only bribing children to
behave ap.nropriately .

27. Parents should avoid using dísciplinary techniques
on young children.

Parents have their o\À/n characteristic ways of dealing
with their children and little can be done to clrarrgre
these patterns.

If a child will not co-operate, there is very little
a parent can do.

DdaA

AadD

AadD

18
D

D

d

d

a

a

A

A

D

D

D

d

d

d

a

a

a

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

adD

D

D

D

d

d

d

a

a

a

Dd

2A

29

30

A a

a

AadD

Rigid training for obedience should start in infancy. A dD

THANK YOU FOR CO-OPERATING.
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SCORING PROCEDURE FOR THB P.A.I.

For all but 9 items convert A, at d, D to 1, 2t 3,4 respecivel.y.

For item 4, 5, 9, 10, J-9, 20, 22, 24,
4,3, 2, l respecively (i.e.

27 convert A, a, d, D to
reverse scoring).

Locus of Control Score

14 Items

AratdrD-112t314

Disci line Score

13 ltems

ArêrdrD-Ir21314

Item 4-
5-
8

(reverse scoring)
(reverse scoring)

(reverse scoring)
(reverse scoring)

I tem 2
3
6
7
9-

10-
1l-
14
22-
24-
26
27
29

T2
13
15
16
t7
t8
19-
20-
2T
28
30

(reverse scoring)
(reverse scoring)

(reverse scoring)
(reverse scoring)

Range 14 - 56
Range 13 - 52

Low Score = external (i.e. person Lor,v Score = rigid attitude
perceives himself as having little
control of consequences) .

to discipline.

Hiqh Score = internal (i.e. Person High Score flexijcle attitude
perceíves hi¡rself as having control
over his own life).

to discipline.
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APPENDTX K

PARENTSI OPINTONS REGARDTNG THEfR EXPECTATTONS OF TI{E COURSE

BOTH BEFORE AND AT'TER THE I¡JORKSHOP - TAKEN FRO¡4 P.A.I.

WIIAT I EXPECTED FROM PARTICIPATTNG
IN THE GROUP

(degree of confiedence that
expectations \^/ere fulfitled.) *

To help my child with his
problems. (\IERY)

To be able to help Paul with the
basics. (VERY)

ro help Darren 
ffii;,to 

sPeak.

To teach Darren to speak.
(FAIRLY)

To find ways of helping Matt
cope with his problem. (FAIRLY)

To be able to handle Mattrs
problems. (r'arRLY)

To be able to teach Chantal
things. (FATRLY)

To teach Chantal how to become an
independant adult. (FAIRI,Y)

To learn ways of teaching skills.
(FAIRLY)

To acquire skills enabling me

to herp Hannah 
Ëffi;";-ir-ls.

Did not fill in.

To be a-b1e to teach skills to
my children.

(wnv¡

To be able to help my child.
(FATRLY)

Paul I s
mother

Paul t s
father

Darren I s
mother

Darren I s
father

Matt I s
mother

Mattr s
faLher

Chantalls
mother

Chantal! s
father

Hannah I s
mother

Hannah ! s
father

Steven I s
mother

David.r s
father

Johnny I s
mother

To be able to help my child with
his incapabilities, with more
understanding (FATRIY)

A better rxrderstanding of how
to help Paul. (FAIRLY)

To help Darren with his speech.
(FATRLY)

To be able to teach Darren to
speak. (FAIRLY)

To learn to help Matt cope with
his problems. (FAIRLY)

To be able to handle behaviour
problems. (reIRLY)

To be able to handle problems
we may face in the future.

(FATRLY)

To be a-ble to help Chantal become
independant. (FAIRLY)

To learn effective ways of
teaching my child.

(FAIRTY)

To acquire skills for helping
Hannah learn basicsl

(FA]RLY)

To learn ways of teaching
Steven to be self-sufficient.

(narnr,v¡

To be abLe to more effectively
train my children.

(VERY)

To be able to help my child more.
(¡'arnr,Y)

WTIAT T EXPBCT FROM PARTTCIPATING
IN THE GROUP

(degree of confidence that
expectations will be fulfilled) *

PARENT

*( either very, fairll' or not very. )
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APPENDTX L

DETAILS O}' TNDtrPENDENT OBSERVER'S OBSERVATTONS FOR ALL PARENT

CHILD INTERACT]ONS -

(i.e. Target and Non-Target Behaviours)

Childts Name: Hannah Objective: To take shirt off.

Requests: MOTHER

98.3100. o33Mean

Post

Interven-
tion

96.6

100 .0

100.0

100 .0

I
2

3

3

3

3

I
2

98.288. 1621.66Mean

Pre

Interven-
tion

96. 3

100 .0

98.2

78. r
100 .0

86.4

t
2

3

2

2

2

2

2

l-

I
2

3

Amount of Attention
(as %of trial length)

Mother Father
Trial-Degree of Success

Mother FatherTrialchird
Behaviour

100%100ar.5Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

2

I
2

I
0

0

2

I
I
2

'12e"64?.8.3Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

3

7

8

6

5

5

0

0

0

10

7

8

I
2

3

% Clear
% Made

Vlhen Child
Attending--

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

Irial
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Hanna (Cont...)

Requests:

T.A. Used

Prompts

FATHER

100%

MOTHER

MOTHER

FATHER

FATHER

100%l_.5Mean

Post

lnter-
i¡ention

2

1

2

I
0

0

2

1

I
2

81%749."r.610.3Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

T2

6

7

L2

4

7

0

2

3

L4

7

10

I
2

3

g" Clear% Made
When Chil-d
Attending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

TriaI

I
2

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

I
2

Post

Inter-
vention

No

No

No

I
2

3

No

No

No

1

2

3

Pre

Inter-
r¡ention

TrialTriaI

20e"2.5 80%Mean03I00e.2.5Mean

Post
Inter-
vention

0

I
2

2

2

3

1

2

0

0

2

3

2

3

I
2

72228e"4.6Mean669.33%5Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

3

4

3

I
I
2

4

5

5

I
2

3

3

3

4

1

2

2

4

5

6

t
2

3

? Ineff-
ective

3 Eff-
ective

No. of
Prompts

Trial
g" Ineff-
ective

3 Eff-
ective

No. of
PromptsIrial



Hanna (Cont...)

Response to Appropriate Behaviour

MOTHER

Post

ter-
tion

Respnse to Inappropriate Behaviour

MOTTIER

L75.

FATHER

FAT}IER

% ììo
rft

00L00fà2Meanr00?1

0

0

0

o

2

2

2

3

I
2

0

0

0

0

1

l_

t
1

1

2

25>"50%25e"r.33Mean100%1.6llean

Pre

Inter-
vention

0

I
0

I
o

1

0

l_

0

I
2

I

l-

2

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

2

I

2

2

1

I
2

3

z
Partial

+ve
+ve

No. of
success

Trial%No
rft
(or-ve)

Partial
+ve

+ve
No. of
SUCCCSS

Irial

MeanMean

Post

Inter-
ventior

I
2

I
2

MeanMean

I
2

3

T

2

3

Pre

fnter-
ventior:

% IgnoredFrequencyTriaI% IgnoredFrequencyIrial
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CHILDTS NAME: David

Requests:

OBJECTIVE: Ride a bike

FATHER

I00%Mean5Mean

Post

fnter-
vention

100

100

100

I
2

3

5

5

5

I
2

3

82,42MeanL.2Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

68.0

96.3

78.6

83.3

93.0

75.7

t
2

3

4

5

6

I
I
2

I
I
1

I
2

3

4

5

6

Amount of Attention
(as g. of trial- lengLh)TriaIDegree of SuccessTrialchild

Behaviour

100u100%0
I

IMean

Post

Inter-
vention

I
I
I

I
I
I

0

0

0

1

1

1

I
2

3

100e"89%1.84.6IvIean

Pre

Inter-
vention

3

3

8

3

5

5

3

3

6

3

5

5

0

0

3

3

0

5

3

4

I
3

5

5

I
2

3

4

5

6

% Clear% Made
Vühen Child
Attending

No. of
Relevant
Requests

No. of
Different
Requests

Trial



David (Cont...)

T. A. Used.

Prompts

777 -

FATHER

FATHER

Yes

Yes

Yes

I
2

3

Post

Inter-
vention

No

No

No

No

No

No

I
2

3

4

5

6

Pre

ïnter-
ventíon

TriaI

Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

0

0

o

I
2

3

44256%3Mean

Pre

Inter-
uention

3

2

2

0

0

1

I
2

2

2

2

I

4

4

4

2

2

2

1

2

3

4

5

6

z
Ineffective

z
Effective

No. of
Prompts

Trial
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David Çont...)

Response to Appropriate Behaviour

FATHER

Response to Inappropriate Behaviour

FATHER

100e"1Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

0

0

0

o

0

0

I
I
I

I
I
1

I
2

3

100%1.6Mean

Pre

Inter-
uention

T

2

2

2

2

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

o

0

0

o

0

0

I
2

2

2

2

1

I
2

3

4

5

6

e" nO Ïft.
e" partial

+ve% tveNo. of successTriaI

1

2

3

Post

Inter-
vention

Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

I
2

3

4

5

6

% IgnoredFrequencyTrial
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_I79.

Undress himselfcHIt,D'S NAll-E: stephen

Requests: MOTHER

99.22Mean2Mean

Post

fnter-
vention

100%

98.42

100%

1

2

2

2

1

2

Mean2Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

100%

100%

100%

1

2

3

2

2

2

I
2

3

Amount of Attenti-on
(as È of trial length)TrialDegree of SuccessTriaIChild's

Behaviour

IMean

Post

Inter-
vention

I
1

1

1

0

0

1

1

1

2

1.3Mean

Pre

fnter-
vention

2

1

I

2

1

1

0

0

o

2

I
I

l_

2

3

t Clear
B Made

When Child
Attending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

TriaI
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Stephen (Cont...).

Requests

T.A. Used

I'ATIIER

¡4OTHER r'ATHER

Mean

Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

% ear
% Made

When Child
Attending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

TriaI

No

No

I
2

Post

Inter-
vention

No

No

No

I
2

3

Pre

fnter-
vention

TriaITriaI



Stephen (Cont...)

Prompts ¡4OTHER

Response to Appropriate Behavj.our

MOTHER

l_8-l_ -

FATTTER

FATHER

53%4728.5Mean

Post

fnter-
ventio¡

2

7

4

4

5

11

1

2

59,."4Le"I0.6Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

l-0

3

6

2

6

5

72

9

1l

1

2

3

% Eff-
ective

No. of
Prompt-s

Trial% Ineff-
ective

% Eff-
ective

No" of
PromptsTrial

7oe"0 30%5Mean

Post

Inter-
uentio¡:

4

3

2

I
0

0

6

4

I
2

50%4228?4Mean

Pre

lnter-
uentior

2

I
3

t
3

I
1

0

3

5

4

I
2

3

z
No
(

å
Partial

+ve
å+veNo. of

SUCCESS
TriaI

g

No rft
(or-ve)

t
Parti-al

+ve
%+ve

No. of
SUCCCSS

TriaI



Stephen (Cont...)

Response to fnappropriate Behar¡iour

MOTHER

742 -

FATHER

oMean

Post

Inter-
vention

o

o

1

2

oMean

Pre

Inter-
vention

0

0

0

J.

2

3

z rsnore/FrequencyTrialt lg'noredFrequencyTrial



CHILDIS NAMI]: John OBJECTIVE

183.

Put his sox on

MOTHER FATHER

Requests:

MOTHER FATHER

MOTHER

67.8298e"Mean2.34.2Mean

PoSt

Inter-
vention

75.L

68 -7

59 .8

100 .0

l-00 .0

100 .0
q)ô

1

2

3

4

3

2

2

4

4

4

5

I
2

5̂

4

69.7e"7r.5%Mean22.5Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

83 .9

86.6

5l_.3

57 .2

38. 5

56.5

85.2

67 .5

I
2

3

4

2

2

2

2

3

2

3

2

l_

2

3

4

Amount of Attentlon
(as t of trial l-engt-h)

TrialDegree of SuccessTri.alCl-r-i-Id's
lehaviour

100%100%5I.25l'lean

Post

fnter-
vention

J-

I
2

I

I
I
2

I

1

I
0

0

t
I
2

I

1

z

3

4

100%90 .684.l_IMean

Pre

Inter-
vention

7

13

7

5

7

1I
7

5

4

5

4

4

7

l3
7

5

I
2

3

4

g" Clear
B Made

Vfhen Child
Attending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Refevant
Requests

Trial



John (Cont...)

Requests

T.A. Used

l_84

FATHER

MOTHER r'ATHER

100e" l_o0%2.O9.6Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

6

9

10

6

9

11

2

I
3

6

9

1I

I
2

3

100%100%2.251IMean

Pre

Inter-
ventíon

9

7

l-1

13

9

7

13

15

3

1

2

3

9

7

13

15

I
2

3

4

I Clear
t I'lade

When Child
Attending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

Trial

No

No

No

No

1

2

3

4

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

1

2

3

4

Post

Inter-
vention

No

No

No

No

1

2

3

4

No

No

No

No

I
2

3

4

Pre

Inter-
vention

TriaITrial



John (Cont. .. )

SI9TPIE-

S nse to

MOTIIER

iate Behaviour

¡4OTFIER

l-85

FATFIER

FATHER

'/3e"26e"6.310% Mean9022.5Mean

6

6

2

a

I
2

2

a

7

8

4

À

L

2

3

1

0

0

4

3

2

5

3

2

1

2

3

Post

Inter-
vent

40%4825Mean52"648e"7 -25Mean

3

o

5

o

1

2

3

4

3

2

2

2

6

3

7

4

I
2

3

4

o

9

2

4

3

3

6

2

3

12

o

6

ã fneff-
ective

e" Eff-
ective

No. of
Prompts

Trial% fneff-
ective

% Eff-
ective

No. of
PromptsTriaI

Pre

fnter-
vention

33%50%16..6?2Mean20e"20e"60%t-25Mean

Post

ter-

0

I
I

I
I
I

I
0

0

2

2

2

1

2

3

0

o

1

0

I
0

1

I
0

t_

1

2

I
1

1

2

3

4

37>"50%12.5t2Mean50%12.5237e"2Mean

Pre

lnter-
uention

I
1

I
0

L

1

T

I

0

0

0

1

2

2

2

2

I
2

3

4

2

2

o

0

0

0

0

I

0

o

2

I

2

2

2

2

I
2

3

4

%

No rft
(or-ve)

z
lartial

+ve
?*veNo. of

SUCCESS
TriaI

9o

No rft
(or-ve)

B

Partial
+ve

8+ve
No. of
SUCCESS

Trial



John (Cont"..)

Response to fnappropr:iate Behaviour

IqOTHER

186.

FÀTHER

13.6È7.3Mean90e"2.7Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

1

2

o

7

9

6

1

2

3

1

9

0

1

10

o

1

2

3

4

l_1%6.5Mean30å6.5lvlean

Pre

fnter-
vention

o

o

I
2

6

3

Lt
6

1

2

3

4

J-

2

4

I

I
7

I
3

]-

2

3

4

È IgnoredFrequencyTrialI lgnoredFrequency?rial



CHTI,D'S NÀI"18: Chantal

187.

OBJECTTVE: Identify 3 coins

MOTHER FATHER

Requests:

MOTHER FATHER

MOTHER

96.Oe" 82.6e"Mean3.63.5Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

48.O2

100 . o3

100.0%

84 -OZ

100.0%

100 .02

1r)ô-o*

I
2

3

4

I
5

5

3

4

3

4

1

2

3

4

88.7e"94.Oe"Meanr.6I.4Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

100 .0%

88 .6e"

96.6e"

94.1-e"

94.3e"

88.7e"

92.8e"

92.Oe"

96.7e"

100 .0%

I
2

3

4

5

1

2

1

2

2

2

2

I
I
I

I
2

3

4

5

Amount of Attention
(as I of trial lengt-l:)Trial-Degree of SuccessTrialChild I s

Behaviour

100%10080.52ùlean

Post

Inter-
vention

t
2

4

1

I
2

4

1

0

0

2

0

I
2

4

I

I
2

3

4

8

8

10

6

7

100%92?.3.47.4Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

8

I
7

6

7

4

3

6

2

2

I
I

10

6

7

I
2

3

4

5

t Clear
B Made

r,lhen Child
Attending

No. of
Different
Reguests

No. of
Rel-evant
Requests

Trial



Chantal (Cont"..)

Requests

T.A. Used

l_88.

FATHER

MOTTTER r.ATHER

100e"80%3.3 0 .66Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

5

3

2

3

3

2

0

2

0

5

3

2

1

2

3

93.0%90.6%5 28.6Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

7

7

10

I
I

7

7

10

I
7

4

3

7

I
4

7

I
11

9

B

1

2

3

4

5

% Clear
t Made

I,lhen Chil-d
Attending

No. of
Different.
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

Trial

Yes

Yes

Yes

I
2

3

Yes

Yes

Yes

Veq

I
2

3

L

Post

Inter-
vention

No

No

No

No

No

1

2

3

4

5

No

No

No

No

No

1

2

3

4

5

Pre

Inter-
vention

TrialTrial



Chantal (Cont...¡

Prompts MOTFI!;R

Response to Appropriate Behaviour

MOTTTER

l-89

FATHER

FATHER

50%50 e"I.3Mean0I00%tMean

Post

Inter-
ventior

224

0

0

I
2

3

0

0

3

l_

3

t
1

2

3

Á.

6L-5e"38%2.6Mean80%20e"2Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

2

2

3

I
o

I
2

o

1

I

3

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

4

5

]-

].

3

1

2

0

0

0

I
I

l-

1

3

2

3

1

2

3

4

5

% Ineff-
ective

e" Eff-
ective

No. of
Prompts

TriaI% fneff-
ective

r Eff-
ective

No. of
PromptsTrial

00I00e"0.66Mean020e"80%I.25Mean

Post

Inter-
¡ention

0

0

0

0

0

1

I
I
I

I
2

2

0

0

0

o

0

0

1

o

I
I
1

'l

I
1

2

1

I
2

3

4

6l-.5e"39 .5%0%2.6Mean11%11%7J e"1. 8Mean

Pre

Inter-
uention

3

3

2

0

0

0

0

0

2

3

0

0

0

o

o

3

3

2

2

3

I
2

3

4

5

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

3

0

I
1

3

3

1

1

1

I
2

3

4

5

z
No rft
(or-ve)

z
Partial

+ve
%*veNo. of

SUCCESS
Trial

t
No rft
(or-ve)

%

PartiaL
+ve

t*veNo. of
SUCCESS

Trial



l_90
Chantal (Cont..,)

Response to Inappropriate Behavíour

MOTHER FAfiJER

0MeanoMean

Post
fnter-
vention

0

0

0

I
2

3

0

0

0

o

L

2

3

4

0Mean0Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention.

0

0

0

o

0

I
2

3

4

5

0

0

0

0

0

L

2

3

4

5

t IgnoredFrequencyTriaII lgnoredFrequencyTríal

I

¡

i

1

I

I

I

I

I
i

i



CHf LD T S N¡J'1E: Chantal OBJEC'1'IVE:

19r_.

Count out a specified
nuriber of objects

MOTHER FÀTHER

Requests:

IVIOTHER FATHER

MOTHER

91.598.25Mean44Mean

Post

fnter-
vention

100 .0

100 .0

89 .0
'77 ñ

100.0

96.0

97 -O

100-o

I
2

3

4

5

5

5

1

4

3

4

5

I
2

3

A

90 -9495.4Mean33Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

83.3

95.0

98. 5

95.0

82.9

100 .0

9l-.3

9I .0
95.5

100.0

i_

2

3

4

5

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

1

2

3

4

5

Amount. of Attention
(as E of trial- length)TriaIDegree of SuccessTriaIChild's

lehaviour

I00%100%0I.25l'lean

Post

Inter-
vention

I00

100

100

I
2

1

't

0

0

0

I
2

I
'l

I
2

3

/l

100%I00å2.65.2Mean

Pre

Inter-
ventíon

100

I00

100

100

100

7

4

6

5-
4

3

2

3

3

2

7

4

6

5

4

l_

2

3

4

5

Ê Cfear
g" lulade

When Child
Attending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

TriaI



Chantal (Cont...)

Requests

T.A. Used

I92.

}-ATHER

MOTTIER FATHER

100u88.2%04.2Mean

Post

Inter-
yention

1

I
5

1^

1

1

4

ct

o

o

0

rl

I
I
5

'l^

I
2

3

100%95.4238.8Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

r00

100

r00

l_00

100

4

7

10

9

T2

2

3

4

3

3

5

7

10

10

T2

l_

2

3

4

5

È Cle.rr
% Made

I,lhen Child
Attending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

TriaI

No

No

No

\Iô

I
2

3

^

Not Needed

Not Needed

Not Needed

N'fn{- Naorlo¿l

1

2

3

4

Post

Inter-
ventior

No

No

No

No

No

1

2

3

4

5

No

No

No

No

No

I
2

3

4

5

Pre

Inter-
vention

TrialTriaI



Chantal (Cont...)

Prompts

193.

MOTHER FATHER

FATHER

Response to Appropriate Behaviour

MOTTMR

oMeano100e¿0.6Mean

Post

Inter-
ventior

0

0

0

ô

I
2

3

L

100

100

o

I
2

1

2

3

57 .742 -35.2Mean7L.428.52.8Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

I
2

4

5

3

0

l_

4

3

3

1

3

I
I
6

1

2

3

4

5

3

2

1

0

4

0

2

1

I
0

3

4

2

1

4

I
2

3

4

5

% Ineff-
ectíve

* Eff-
ective

No. of
Prompts

Trial% Ineff-
ective

% Eff-
ective

No. of
PromptsTriaI

669ó33%3Mear00100ÈIMean

Post

Inter-
uentior

0

0

0

1

0

I

0

I
o

1

I
I

I
2

3

100

100

100
'l 

^ô

I
I
1

't

t
2

3

L

62.5e"37.520å1.6Mear40?"2024021Mean

Pre

lnter-
uentior

0

I
1

2

I

1

I
0

I
0

0

0

0

0

0

I
2

1

3

1

I
2

3

4

5

0

o

I
0

1

o

1

0

0

0

I
0

0

1

0

1

I
1

1

I

1

2

3

4

5

9o

No rft
(or-ve)

%

Partial
+ve

%+ve
No. of
success

Trial
9o

No rft
(or-ve)

t
Partial

+ve
å+veNo. of

SUCCCSS
Trial



Chantal (Cont...)

Response to Inappropriate Behaviour

MOTHER

L94

FÀT'HER

I

t

,l

I

¡
.l
I
t

i

rl

100e"1.75Mean0Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

1

6

o

0

1

6

I
2

3

4

0

o

0

o

I
2

3

4

0Meanollean

Pre

Inter-
vention

o

0

0

0

0

0

I
2

3

4

5

o

o

o

0

o

].

2

3

4

5

* fgnoredFrequencyTriaIB lgnoredFrequencyTriaI



OBJF]CTIVE:

l_95 _

Pre :Draw a Maze
Post:Draw linesCHILDTS NÀ¡4E: Paul

Requests:

MOTHER FAI'HER

MOTHER

MOTHER FATHER

98.7295. 5%Mean22.25l"1ean

Post

fnter-
vention

100

100

100

95

100

82

r00

100

I
2

3

4

3

I
I
3

3

1

3

2

1

2

3

4

97 .7>"94.22Meant_1Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

95

100

96.9

100

100

97

100

81

93

I
2

3

4

5

I
1

I
I
1

1

1

I
L

.]-

1

2

3

4

5

Amount of Attenti-on
(as B of trial- length)TrialDegree of SuccessTriaIChild I s

lehaviour

100%100%0.52Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

2

2

2

t

2

2

2

)

2

0

0

o

2

2

2

2

1

2

3

100%80aL.22Mean

Pre

ïnter-
vention

I
1

I
4

3

I
t
1

4

I

o

o

0

3

3

1

1

1

4

3

1

2

3

4

5

e" Clear
B Made

When Child
Attending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

TriaI



PauI (Cont...)

Requests

T.A. Used

Ì96.

FATI]ER

MOTHER FATHER

7I%l_o0%o.5Mean I.75

Post

Inter-
vention

1

0

1

?

I
2

I
2

0

o

0

ô

1

2

I
?

I
2

3

4

579<.I00%I.22Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

I
2

0

1

1

2

2

2

0

2

2

2

1

2

2

2

1

2

3

4

% Clear
å Made

When Child
Attending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

TriaI

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

I
2

3

4

No

No

Yes

Yes

I
2

3

4

Post

Inter-
vention

---No
No

No

No

No

1

2

3

4

5

No

No

No

No

No

I
2

3

4

5

Pre

Inter-
vention

TrialTriaI



PauI (Cont...¡

lrgrylq ¡4OTHBR

Response to Appropriate Behaviour

MOTFIER

I97.

FATI{ER

FATHER

58.2e"42.82t.75MeanI00%9022.5Mean

Post

fnter-
vention

0

2

I
I

2

0

0

1

2

2

I
2

I
2

3

4

0

0

I
o

4

2

2

1

4

2

3

I

1

2

3

4

73.3226.6e"3 -75Mean69.3%30.7%5.2Mean

Pre

fnter-
vention

..)

4

3

2

0

2

2

0

2

6

5

2

1

2

3

4

4

4

3

3

4

1

3

I
2

1

5

7

4

5

5

L

2

3

4

5

% Ineff-
ective

å Bff-
ective

No. of
Prompts

Trialå Ineff-
ective

e" Eff-
ective

No. of
PromptsTriaI

IOO%0o0.75Mean50%50u1Mean

Post

Inter-
¡entior

I00I
0

0

)

I
2

3

^

I

I
rl

0

o

rì

o

o

)

1

0

]-

)

I
2

3

À

1003001Mean33e"66?"00.6Mean

Pre

Inter-
rentior

1

I
I
I

0

O

0

0

0

0

o

0

I
1

t
I

I
2

3

4

0

t
0

1

0

1

0

o

0

0

I
1

I
0

J-

2

3

4

5

q

No rft
(or-ve)

q

Partial
+ve

ã*veNo. of
Sr]CCESS

Trial
4

No rft
(or-ve)

I
Partial

+ve
%+ve

No- of
successTrial



l_98PauI (cont...)

Response to Inappropriate Behaviour

MOTHER FATHER

l

I

MeanMean

Post

Inter-
vention

1

2

3

4

0

0

0

1

2

3

4

lvleanMean

Pre

Inter-
vention

I
2

3

4

1

2

3

4

5

I IgmoredFrequencyTriale" IgnoredFrequencyTriaI



CI]II,DIS NAME:

Requests:

PauI

MOTHBR FATHER

I'lOTHER

OL].]ECTIVE:

]-99.

Count 6 bfocks

MOTIIBR FATHER

97 -9%96.5e"Meanr.5T7Mean

PoSI

Inter-
vention

100
100
100
91.6

97 .2
85.7

100
100
1 rìn

T
2
3
4
5

I
2
2
1

3
2
4
4
¿-

1
2
3
4
5

96.7e"83. I%MeanIIMean

Pre

Inter-
vention

100

100

87 .1

100

90.1

69. 3

75.6

97.5

1

2

3

4

].

1

]-

I

I
1

l_

1

l_

2

3

4

Amount of Attention
(as t of trial length)TrialDegree of SuccessTriafChild's

Behaviour

1003100%oIMean

Post

Inter-
vention

I
I
1
1
I

L
I
I
1
I

0
0
0
0
o

T
I
1
1
l-

1
2

3

4
5

8L.2e"8I.222.54Mean

Pre

fnter-
vention

3

6

2

2

3

6

2

2

3

3

I
3

3

I
2

3

1

2

3

4

B Clear
g" Made

I,then Child
Attending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

Trial



200 -Pauf (Cont...)

Requests

T.A. Used

TATHER

MOTTIER ¡'ATHER

100% 100e"01Mean

Post

Inter-
ventiolì

I
2

I
I

1

2

1

1

o

0

o
n

].

2

I
'l

I
2

3

4

100%100%22.5Mean

Pre

fnter-
vention

2

2

4

2

2

2

4

2

2

2

3

1

2

2

4

2

l_

2

?

4

% Clear
g. l,lade

Vfhen Child
Àttending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Reguests

Trial

No
No
NO

NO

l-
2
3
4

No
No
No
No
No

I
2

3
4
5

Post

Inter-
vention

No

No

No

NO

I
2

3

4

No

No

No

No

No

I
2

3

4

5

Pre

Inter-
vention

TriaITrial





202.PauI (Cont...)

Response to fnappropriate Behaviour

MOTHER FATHER

MeanMean

Post

Inter-
vention

I
2
3
4

I
2
3
4
5

MeanMean

Pre

Inter-
vention

I
2

3

4

1

2

3

4

I fgnoredFrequencyTriaI*" fgnoredFrequencyTriaI



OBJECTTVE:

203.

Pre: I¡/iIl l_al¡el 5 objects
Post: Will_ identify cardCHTI,D'S NAI"IE: Darren

Requests

89.2

97.4

87.9

69 .8

58.4

MOTHER

Mean 9t-.5 64.r

% Cl-ear

3.6Mean 3

l_

2

3

Post

Inter-
vention

I
2

3

3

4

4

3

3

MeanI1Mean 50.J2e" 30 -32>"

l_

2

3

4

5

Pre

Inter-
vention

34.7

66.6

51.0

42.O

59 .3

38.1

24.I
27.5

3I.6

T

2

3

4

5

I
I
t
l_

t

I
I
I
I
1

TriaIDegree of SuccessTrial-Child's
Behaviour:

Amount of Attention
(as "" of trial length)

100e"85.720.667l'lean

Post

Inter-
vention

11

5

5

I
5

5

I
0

o

1I
5

5

I
2

3

100%44.I26.411.8Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

t6
T4

7

6

l6

4

7

5

3

7

6

7

6

4

9

16

I4
7

6

16

1

2

3

4

5

No. of
Different
Requests

E Made
When Child
Attending

No. of
Re]evant
Requests

TriaI



2.O4 -Darren (Cont...)

Requests

T.A. Used

FATHER

MOTHER FATHER

100%949.9 1.5Mean

Post

fnter-
vention

10

8

10

7

1

2

10

8

I
2

I00%45.7e"4.514.7Me,an

Pre

Inter-
vention

16

13

T3

T7

9

5

4

9

4

5

4

5

16

l3
13

L7

1

2

3

4

å Clear
E Made

trVhen Child
Attending

No. of
Dif ferent
Requests

No, of
Relevant
Requests

TriaI

Yes

Yes

I
2

Yes

YeS

Yes

I
2

3

Post

Inter-
vention

No

No

No

No

No

I
2

3

4

5

No

No

No

No

No

I
2

3

4

5

Pre

fnter-
vention

TrialTrial





Darren (Cont...)

Response to Inappropriate Behar¡iour

MOTHER

206.

FATHER

100%2.5Mean100e"3Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

I
4

I
4

1

2

4

2

4

o

2

l_

2

3

I00%IMean96.2%10.8Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

I2
3

10

t1

12

3

10

II

I
2

3

4

15

T2

13

5

7

15

12

13

7

7

l-

2

3

4

5

B lgnoredFrequencyTrial* IgnoredPreguencyTriaI



cllILD 1s NAME: Darren

Requests:

MOTHER FATHIIR

MOTHER

207.

OBJECTfVE: I^IiIl obey 3 commands

MOTHER FATFTER

52.Le" 35.5%

I00 .0

100 .0

93.8

90.o

68. I
75.6

Mean 97 .9e" 77.925 4Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

I
2

3

5

5

5

4

4

4

T

2

3

Mean3 2-5Ivlean

Pre

Inter-
vention

52.6
4l .2
66.6
22.3
65.5
7I.4
38.9

25.O
45 .1
40.o
29.O
47 .O
27 .L

T

2

3

4
5
6
7

3
4
3
2
3
3
3

3
3
3

2
2
2

1
2

3
4
5

6
7

Amount of Attention
(as å of trial Ìength)TriaIDegree of SuccessTrial-Childrs

Behaviour

100e"I00?05.3Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

5

5

6

5

5

6

o

o

0

5

5

6

1

2

3

98.4237.5e"1.8L8.2

TriaI

Pre

fnter-
vention

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Mean

18
2L
I

25
I7
L4
23

10
10

4
7
5
6
7

2

0
0
o
5
3
3

18
2T

8
27
T7
I4
23

3 Clear
No. of

Different
Requests

% l"lade
When Child
Àttending

No. of
Relevant
Requests



208 -Darren (Cont...)

Requests

T.A. Used

}-AT'HER

MOTHER r'ATHER

100%7 6.4%0.665.6Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

5

6

6

4

4

5

I
0

I

5

6

6

I
2

3

to0%36%213. 16¡ilean

Pre

Inter-
vention

I6
T4

6

t1
II
2L

4

6

3

5

5

6

4

2

0

2

0

4

t6
t4

6

I1
11

2L

1

z

3

4

5

6

% Clear
- å Made
l{hen Child
Attending

No. of
Different
Requests

No. of
Relevant
Requests

Trial

I
2

3

No

No

No

No

No

No

1

2

3

Post

Inter-
vention

No
No
No
No
No
No

1
2
3
4
5
6

No
No
No
No
No
No
No

I
2

3

4
5
6
7

Pre

Inter-
vention

TriaITrial





210
Darren (Cont...)

Response to Inappropriate Behavj.our

MOTHER FATIIER

100a1Mean1003IMean

Post

fnter-
vention

1

2

I
2

o

I
2

3

33

o

o

I
2

3

92e"6.6Mean9624.5Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

3

7

3

5

7

12

3

7

4

6

I
T2

I
2

3

4

5

6

4

8

3

12

3

o
I

4

I
3

I2
3

o
2

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

ã IgnoredFrequencyTriaI% IgnoredFrequencyTrial



CHILDIS NA]v1E: Matthew OBJT]CTIVE:

2_I1

eat qui.etly at
dinner tabfe.

I^liII
the

93.72Mean79.4A2Mean

Post

fnter-
vention

'88

87

100

100

I
2

3

4

93.4

98.8

99.2

54.O

52.O

t
2

3

4

5

609.Mean45.o2Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

75

74

L7

74

l
2

3

4

51.0

24.2

39.2

65.6

I
2

3

4

A¡nount of Attention
(as ? of trial)TrialAmount of Attention

(as % of triat)TriaI

MOTHER FATHER

7I.42I. 7TT.2ZMean88.U',+1.820.52Mean

Post

Inter-
vention

2

3

3

4

0

o

22

23

0

0

I
2

3

4

1

I
1

1

4

1

1

Ì
I
5

6.6

1.2

0.8

46.O

48 .0

I
2

3

4

5

35.723.540?"Mean259.457 .5Mean

Pre

fnter-
vention

2

2

0

1

3

4

4

3

25

26

83

26

I
2

3

4

1

I
1

o

4

4

5

3

49.O

75.8

60.8

44.4

I
2

3

4

%

Ignored
Freq-
ency

Duration
(%of trial)TrialIgnored

Freq-
ency

Duration
i%of trial-)Trial

INAPPROPRTATE BEHAVIOUR

MOTHER FATHER



Mathew (Cont...) 2L2.

14.2277 .7e"l_00%22e"2.2Mean

Post

fnter-
vention

1

0

0

I

t
I

I
T

l_

I
I
2

5

I
2

3

4

5

14.2270%030u2.5Mean

Pre

Inter-
vention

0

o

0

1

3

2

I
t

0

0

0

1

t
1

3

3

2

2

1

2

3

4

z
Ignored
Unco-op

No. of
Unco-op

(%)

% *ve
Attention
to Co-op.

No. of
Co-operation

(% of R)

No. of
Relevant
Requests

Trial

REQUESTS FOR CO-OPERÀTION

MOTHER

33a10031.5Mean

Post
fnter-
vention

0

I
2

I
2

I
I
2

3

4

100u85.7%I00%l-4.222.3Mean

Pre

Inter-
ventíon

3

3

3

3

tII
3

3

I
2

3

4

z
Ignored
Unco-op.

No. of
Unco-op.

(%)

A +ve
Attention
to Co-op.

No. of
Co-operation

(% of R)

No. of
Relevant
Requests

Trial

REQUESTS FOR CO-OPERATION

FATHER
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APPENDÏX M

ORJECTTVE BEHAVTOUR CHANGE SCOR-ES

x/nParent O.B.C.S.

x

x

where x = B-A change observed

maximum possiJcle change
from S's baseline.

- No. of relevant requests

- No. of different requests

- % of requests when child attending

- % of clear requests

- I of effecÈive promPts

- % of positive repriment to appropriate behaviour

- % of inappropriate behaviour ignored

TARGET BEHAVIOUR.S

)

)

)

)

(

(

(

(

*1

*2

*3

*5

4

*6

*7

o.B.c.s. = 44 + 9I + 62 + 92 +100 + 100/6

= 81.5%

Darren t s

Mother

Sbtained O.D.
Difference

Max. possible
Diff . M.P.D.

(oo )
(M.P .D. )

100%100%92e"62291%442

96-100

4

4

0-I00

100

100

r-92
9t

99

100-10(

0

0

44.r-85.1
4L

66

.66-6.4

5.8

6.4

7-11.8
4.8

10.8

*7

BA
*6

AB

*5

BA
*3 x

4
BA A

*2

BA
xI

BA
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100100

79 -2

89

o.B.c. s .

664T

Darren I s

Father

)btained O.D.
Difference

Uax. possilole
Diff. M.P.D.

( o.D. )
(M.P.D.)

100-100

0

0

0-Ì00

100

100

0-100

l_00

100

r_00-100

o

0

45.7-94

48.3

54.3

4.5-1.5

3

4.5

14.7-9

5.7

73.7

x
7

B A

x
5

*6

B A B A

*4

B A

x
3

B A

x
2

B å

*r
BA

I00 13

76.6

L00

o.B.c.s.

8585

Chantal ! s
Mother

Cbtained O.D.
Difference

Max. possiJcle
Diff. M.P.D.

(_o.p. )
(M.P.D. )

100-100

0

0

7t-80

3

23

20- I00

80

80

100-100

0

0

92-l_00

I

8

3 .4-. 5

2.9

3.4

7.4-2

5.8

6.8

*7

B

*6

BA
*5

BÀ
x

4
BA

x
3

B A

x
¿

B À

*r
BA

10023100

62.5

-10

o.B.c .s .

88 .47 3.6

Chantal I s
Father

Obtained o.D.
Difference

Max. possible
Diff. M-P.D.

( o.p. )
(M.P.D.)

0-100

100

100

35-50

15

65

93-I00

7

7

90-80 .6

-9^

-90

5.2-.6

4.6

5.2

8.6-3

5.6

7.6

*7

BA
x

6
BÀ

*5

BA
*4

B A

*3

B À

*2

B A

*1
3 A
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*3
B A

o.B.c.s . 58 .6

5085100580

Paul I s
Mottrer

lbtained O.D.
Difference

Vax. possiJlle
Diff. M.P.D.

( o.D. )
(M.P.D. )

0-50

50

100

30.9-90

59.1

69 .1-

l_00-l_00

0

0

80-100

20

20

t.2-.5

7

I.2

2

0

2

I

*7

B t-I

*5 *6

B A B A

*4

BA
*2

B A

x I
BA

O.B.C.S. = 39.7

2T I 032.5-I5100100

Paul t s
Mother

fbtained O.D.
Difference

Max. possi-lcle
Diff. 11.P.D.

( o.D.
(M.P.D. )

0-0

0

100

26-42

I6

74

57-7r

T4

43

100-85

-l-5

-100

2.5-O

2.5

2.5

4-r

3

3

*6 *'l
BA B A

*5

BA
x

4
BA

x
2

x
3

BA BA
x

1
BA

O.B.C.S. = 3.3

10 -100100

Stephen I s
Mother

Obtained O.D.
Difference

Max. possible
Diff. M.P.D.

( o.p. )

(m.r.n. ¡

8-0

-8

-8

4I-47

6

59

100-100 100-I000-01.3-1

3

3

*7

B A

*6

BA
*5

BA
*4

B À

*3

B À

*2

B A

*r-

3A
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O.B.C.S . = 100

IO0l-00100l_00

Davidts
f¡ather

)btained O .D.
Difference

lIax. possiòle
Di.ff . M.P.D.

( o.D. )

(M.P.D.)

0-l_o0

100

100

-l_o0-J-00

0

89-l.00

11

1I

1.8-0

1.8

1.8

4.6-L

3.6

3.6

x
7

B A

*5 *6
B A B A

"4
B A

x-
J

B t\

2

B A

x
1

BA

O.B.C.S. = 98.2

100l-o010093

Hanna I s
Mother

Obtained O.D.
Difference

Max. possj-bl-e
Diff . M.P.D.

( o.p. )
(M.P.D.)

100-10c

o

0

33-100

67

67

72-IOO

2A

28

64-100

36

36

0-08. 3-1.5

6. I

37

*5

BA
x-

b
*7

BA B A

*4

BA
x

3

B A

x
L

x
2

BA BA

O.B.C.S. = 94.4

1007210010010094.6

Hanna I s
Father

Obtained O.D.
Difference

Max, possible
Diff. M.P.D.

( o.p. )
(¡r.p.o.)

25-100

75

75

28-80

52

72

81-I00

t9

19

74-IOO

26

26

1.6-0

1.6

1.6

10.3- .5

8.8

9.3

x
6

*7

BA B A

x
5

BA
*4

BA
*3

BA
*2

B A

*f
3 A



o.B.c.s. 81.1

85 -736 .580.710087.896

Johnny I s
Mother

)btained O.D.
Difference

[ax. possi}lle
Diff. M.P.D.

o.D. )

(M.P.D.)

30-90

60

70

37-60

23

63

48-90

42

52

X
4

B A

l-00-10(

0

o

92 .6-100

7.4

7.4

4.1-.5

3.6

4-r

a-L.25

6 -75

4

*7

BA
*5 x

6
B A B A

x
3

B À

"2
B .A

I
BA

x
3

2r7.

(Amount of Unco'
operation
ignored)

BA

14.2-I4.2

85.8

0

0

O.B.C.S- = -26

2.9-56
I

4o09.1L4

Johnny I s
Father

f,btained O.D.
Difference

Max. possìJcle
Diff. tvl.P.D.

( o.D. )
(M.P.D. )

11-13.6

2.6

89

12.ç16.(

4.r

87.5

60-26

-34

-60

100-fo0

0

0

I00-100

0

0

2.2-2

2

2.2

11-9.6

I.4

10

X
6

x_

BA BA
*5

B A

*4

BA
x *3

2
B A BA

x I
BA

84 l_00

75

63

25-88 0-100

100

100

Mattrs-
Mother

obtained
Difference

Max. possiJcle
Difference

(M.P.D.)
( Do )

(emor¡nt of inapp-
ropiate Behaviour)

BA

*r (Amorrnt of
appropriate
beh. +ve1y rft)
BA

*2

O.B.C. S. = 61.3
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o.B.c.s. 31

100-6760

Mattt s
Falher

Obtained
Difference
Max. possible
Difference

( o.q- ¿
(M.P.D. )

0 - l-00

0

0

100 - 33

-67

-100

35-74

39

65

x
3

(Àmount of
unco-operation

igmored)
BA

*2 (emount of
appropriate

beh.+vely rft)
BA

*1 (Amount of inapp-
ropriate Beh.)

B A



GENERALIZATfON SCORNS

(i"e. Non-target behaviours)

2\9.

O.B.C.S. = 84?.

J_0 0%29e"l_00a100%100%75>"

Darren I s
Mother

f,btained O.D.
Difference

Max. possible
Diff. M.P.D.

1-ru1-) z
(Poss . r )

96-l_00

4

4

2I-44

23

79

61--98-100

2

2

37.5-l_00

62.5

62.5

1.8-0

1.8

1.8

18.2-
5.3
12.9

r7 -2

*7*5 *6t4x
3

*2*r

O.B.C.S. = 81.8%

l-o0z100% I 100%63e"6726IZ

Darren I s
Father

Obtained O.D.
Difference

t'lax. poss iJcle
Diff. M.P.D.

( IMP
%POSS.T)

92-I00

I

I

0-100

l_oo

100

77-IOO

23

23

l-00-10036-76.4

40.4

64

2-.66

1. 34

2

13.1-
5.6

7.4

T2.L

*7*6*5*4x
2

*3*r-

100%100% 100%1008

O.B.C.S . = 100%

l-00-100

2.6

2.6

2.6-0

4.2

4

5.2-
L.2

40-100

60

607r.5

71.5

28.5-L00100-100

3
x*2*1Chantal- ''s

Mother

Obtained O.D.
Difference

Max. possible
Diff. M.P.D.

lIMP ) s
(POSS. r)

*7*6*5*4
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o.B.c.s. 33U

100?33e"-10087Z10085 8e¿

Chantalls
Fattrer

f,btained O.D.
Difference

\lax. possible
Diff. M.P.D.

( I¡,iP ) z
(Poss. r )

o-100

100

IOO

0- 33

33

100

42-O

-42

-42

100-l-o05 .4-88.2

-7 .2

-95 -4

3.0-9.5

3

3

8.8 -
4.2

4.6

7.8

*'l*5 *6*4x
3"1 *2

o-B.c.s. 7r.6

80% I 50%100%l-00%100 %0

Paul I s
Mother

Cbtained O.D.
Difference

Max, possiJcJ-e
Diff. M.P.D.

( ll'IP ) z
(POSS . r )

0-50

50

100

35-87

52

65

81.2-l_01

l_9

19

81. 5-Ì00

19

19

1. 5-0

1.5

1.5

1.75-
l_. 75

0

.75

*6 *'l*5x
4

*2 *3*l-

PauI I s
Father

x
1

*2 *3 *4 *5 *6 *7

2.5-r 2-O 100-100 l_00-loo 33-50 0-0

tained O.D. 1.5 2 0 0 T7 0
Difference
x. possibl
f f . M.P.D. 1.5 2 o 0 66 100

( rMP )%
(POSS . r)

1003 l-00%

O.B.C.S. = 56.5%

262 0%
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APPENDIX N

COMPARISONS BETI/ilBEN CHILD'S SUCCESS RATING AND

PAR,ENTS BEHAVTOUR, FOR EACH TRIAL.

Child Success Ratinq Scale

5

- Totally unsuccessful

- Successfully completes some bit of task,
but needs prompts.

- Approximately completes all task, but
needs prompts.

- Successfully completes all of task, but
needs prompts.

- Totally successful - needs no prompts.

Parent Behaviour - to be examined for each trial.

(a) No. of S.D. rs when child attending as a percent
of total no. of S.D.rs.

(b) No. of effective prompts as a percent of total no.
of prompts.

(c) No. of contingent positive rft. as a percent of
total no. of success.

Parent Behaviour Average of the 3 percents for
each trial.

Hanna/Mother

Baseline - Trial 60+25 +100 =
7I+40 +100 =
63+33+100 =

Child's SuccessMotherrs Behaviour

1
2
3

61
70
65.

2
2
1

3
3

6
3
3

Part I

Baseline - Trial

- Trail I
2

100+100+100=100
100 {- 10O + I00 = 100

Child's SuccessFather's BehaviourHanna/Father

2
2
2

3
3

l-
2

3

I
2

86+25+ 0
57+20+50
70+40+ 0

=37
= 42.3
= 36.6

100+100+1O0=100
100+ 66+100=88.6

Part I - Trail
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Childrs SuccessMotherts BehaviourJohnny/Mother

Baseline - Trial

Part f - Trial

Davidr/Father

Baseline - Tria1 I
2
3
4
5
6

Post fntervention
- Trial 1

2

3

Steven/Mother

Baseline - Tria1

Post Intervention
- Tria1 I

2

JohnnY,/Father

Baseline - Trial 1
2

3
4

Post Intervention
- Trial 1

2
3
4

l-00+100+80 = 93
-l-00+ 50+l-00= 83.3
100+ 70+100= 90
I00+100+ - =100

Fatherts Behavíour

1
2
3
4

1
2

3
4

3

2

3
2

4
4
4
5

100+ 0+
85+ 0+
86 +I00+

l-oo + 50 +

I
1
2

I
I
1

5
5

5

2
2

2

2
2

2
2
2
2

3
2

2
2

= 66.6
36.6

=87
=72

100
100
100

100
75
75

100
l_00
100

+25
+50
+50
+10
+10
+50

100 +
100 +
100 +

100+ 80 +
100 + 36.3 +

100 +
100 +
100 +
100 +

l-00 +
100 +
100 +
100 +

100
25
75
66

Childrs Success

4I
4I
4T
66
66
50

+Q=
+0-
+0=

0+ Q =
0+ Q =

+0-

6
6
6
6
6

+
+
+

16.6
66.6
45.4

1
2
3

100
l_00
100

- +100=
+100=

- *l_0O=

Mother's Behaviour Child's Success

+ 0 - 58.3
+ 20 = 62.2
+ 0 - 48.5

JohnnyFatherrs Behaviour

50

50
66
27
50

18
25
50
50

Q=
0-

+ Q=
+ Q=
+ Q=
+50=

60
45.3

50
55
42
66

56
42
50
50

+
+
+
+

0-
Q=
0--
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APPENDIX O

CHILD OBJECTTVE IMPROVEMENT SCORtrS

x 100
I

Where x : B-A change observed
maximum possìJc1e change

*=*r- - amou¡rt of attention to task (as a % of
total length of trial)

: frequency of inappropriate behaviour.*2

x
n

I8I00o.899.2100xlSteven

10017.6I7 .610082.4x
T

David.
Father

75.6
92 9

458

28.5

6.5

26.5

3.8

98

I.7
7L.5

6-5

xl
x

)

67 .5
84 )

)

)51

40

3.5

33.7

1.8

93.7

r.7

60

3.5

x1

x2

Matt
Mother

Father

58.s
)

)

)

62

55

55

4

34.5

2.2

99.5

1.8

45

4

x1

x2

6L611.81.199.398.2*I

Hanna
Mother

Father

10010011 .911.910088. Ix
1

43432.3I98.797.7*1

PauL
Mother

Father

22.422.45-81.394.2 95.5*I

-6-6-87 .7-682.688. 7x
1

Chantal
Mother

Father

3333629694*]-

82. r
95 -6

68.7

47 .9

I

45.8

5.5

9t .9

2-5

52 -L*1

*2

Darren

Mother

Father

77 .4
82.7

72.2

49.3

10 .8

40 .8

7.8

9I.5

3

50.7

ro.8

*1

*2

o.r.s( oD)
( un¡

Max.
Possible

Observed
Diff.

AB



APPENDIX P

SCORE SHEET FOR S.O.S. AND U. OF W.S.

SUBJECTIVE OPTNTON OF EFFECTTVENESS

1. Do you feel more confident?

2. Has your behaviour changed?

3. Was the course useful?

Has the child's behaviour improved?

At tl:e last session -
At the Phone call -

5 How strongly would you reconìmend this
course?

6. How much did you like the sessions?
(I ... 5) x (overall sessions)

7. Were your expectations fulfilled? I
NO

PARENT'S USE OF WORKSHOP - PHONE CHECK

1. Completing/completed program.

2. How often are/were trials? I
NOIV & AGAIN

3. How much of model remembered?

4. Looked at behaviour checklist?

5. looked at folder?

6. Kept any records?

1
NO

I
NO

t
NO

2
SOMEI^ïIIAT

2
YES-GENERAL

224.

YES

3

YES-RELEVANT

3

2
YES-GENERAL

3
YES-RELEVANT

4

3

3

2

2

1

l
I

4

4

5

5

2 3

2

SOMEI^IHAT

54

3

10
NO YES

2

WEEKI,Y

YES

3
DAII,Y

l_

0

0
NO

o
NO

0
NO

I 2 3 4

1
YES

YES

I
YES

I
YES / NO NEED

o7. Phoned, F.T.U.?
NO
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